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FOREWORD 

This State Judicial Information System (Phase I) Report is divided into an Introduction and three 
subcommittee reports. 

The four sections are: 

INTRODUCTION. This section provides an in-depth discussion of the SJIS Project's structure, scope and 
focus. 

PART A: REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT. This section discusses the 
recommendations made by this subcommittee concerning information requirements for crimimil and civil and 
appellate data at the state judicial administrative level. It also discusses state-level applications of judicial data 
and security and privacy considerations. 

PART B: SYSTEMS DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT. In this section, a 
prototype state-level judicial information system is described. 

PART C: GRANT AWARDS, EVALUATION AND MONITORING SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT. This 
section details the system used to review the grant applications of the 11 participating states, and to set up 
procedures for monitoring and evaluating the progress of each state's project. 
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PREFACE 

This report is the culmination of an intensive IS-month effort by the State Judicial Information System (SJIS) 
Project Committee. 

The work reported in this document was supported by a grant awarded to SEARCH Group, Inc., a consortium 
of the fifty states and territories organized as a nonprofit corporation to apply technology to the justice system. 
The SJIS grant was awarded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the U.S. Department of 
Justice. 

The missions of this committee were to identify the information required by state court administration about 
trial courts of general jurisdiction and appellate courts; and to design a model system that would satisfy those 
requirements as well as the information needs of the National Crime Information Center Computerized Criminal 
Histories (NCIC/CCH), and Offender Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS). In concert with the SJIS effort, 11 
states were selected to develop prototype judicial information systems along the lines of the model SJIS; and the 
SJIS Project Committee was charged with reviewing the 11 grant applications from the perspective of the national 
project. In three sections, this final report presents the information requirements analysis, the system design and 
the processes involved in the review and approval of the grant applications of 11 participating states. 

The members of the SJIS Project Committee are listed on the following page. Hon. Thomas J. Stovall, Jr. 
served as Chairman of the Project Committee. Ralph N. Kleps served as Vice Chairman of the Project Committee 
and Chairman of the subcommittee which determined the information requirements for state level judicial 
administration. Robert 1. Ueoka was Chairman of the subcommittee which was responsible for designing the 
system to support the information requirements of state level administration and of NCIC/CCH and OBTS. 
Larry Polansky chaired the subcommittee which was charged with the review and approval of the eleven states' 
grant applicatlons and v,ork plans as well as monitoring the progress of each of the 11 states. 
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INTRODUCTION 

STATE.TUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM 
(SJIS) PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

In the past ten years the states have taken significant 
strides toward establishing and up-grading state-level 
judicial administrative offices. Increased court ad
ministration and supervision responsibilities and 
availability of computer-based information systems 
have led a number of state-level judicial ad
ministrations to reexamine the types of information 
they collect and report and the data collection, 
processing and reporting techniques they employ. 

Coincidental with the reexamination of state-level 
judicial information requirements, the Law En
forcement Assistance Administration instituted its 
Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS) program, which 
is designed to coordinate and accelerate the develop
ment uf comprehensive state-level criminal justice in
formation systems. Important components of the CDS 
program are the state-held Computerized Criminal 
History (CCH) file and the Offender-Based Trans
action Statistics (OBTS) system. The CCH module 
requires central reporting of all important events in the 
cases of offenders accused of serious criminal justice 
transactions to generate statistkal data concerning the 
flow of offenders through the criminal justice system. 
The OBTS system also can be used to generate more 
traditional kinds of caseload statistics about the cases 
to which it applies. 

The State Judicial Information Systems Project 
draws together these two movements toward improved 
information about court activities. Its purposes in
clude both improvement of the quality and quantity of 
court management information about civil and 
criminal business and also establishment of procedures 
through which trial courts can supply to a central 
repository required CCH and OBTS data with respect 
to persons accused of serious crimes. 

Consistent with these broad goals, the Project has a 
number of more specific objectives including: 

~ define the needs of the suppliers and users of in
formation for comt planning, management. re
search, program development and evaluation, 
and other purposes; 

• identify those items of information required for 
generation of comprehensive, reliable and timely 
judicial statistics, court management informa
tion. and planning and tesearch data; 

• develop judicial statistical reporting which per
mits to the extent practical. intra- and inter-state 
comparison of court activities; 

• define the interfaces of judicial information sys
tems with OBTS, CCH and other state and na
tional criminal justice information systems, while 
still maintaining the independent nature of the 
courts segml!nt; 

• design alternative systems, adaptable to the dr
cumstances in various states. for the gathering. 
compiling. analyzing. and reporting of court 
management data and judicial statistics by the 
state judicial department; 

• identify the barriers to development and imple
mentation of judicial information systems and de
sign and document procedures for facilitating 
such development and implementation; 

• assist the eleven states with preparatory work and 
with implementation of their systems on a total or 
pilot basis. 

Structure of the Projer( 
The State Judicial Information Systems Project 

operates under the direction of a Project Committee 
made up of representatives from I I state judicial 
departments and nine other persons knowledgeable 
about information systems, criminal justice. judicial 
statistics and related disciplines. Participating states 
are: California, Florida, Georgia. Hawaii. Idaho. 
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota. Missouri, New 
Jersey and Oregon. 

Operating under the aegis of SEARCH Group, Inc. 
(SGI) the Project Co;nmittee receives support services 
and policy guidance from the SGI. and professIOnal 
staff services from the Institute of Judicial Ad
mi'listration. Meeting periodically. the Project Com
mittee has studied the needs and requirements of state
level judicial administrations and others for judicial 
information. It has also analyzed how judicial in
formation interfaces with the CCH and OBTS files. 

Each of the I I participating states has received a 
grant of $200,000 to undertake work on its own state
level judicial information system. By having the 
Project Committee participate in the review and ap
proval of the 11 states' grant applications, the develop
mental work in the 1 I states has been integrated with 
that undertaken by the Project Committee. Through 

I 
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the Project Committee, the states are exploring com
mon i~sues and problems and are seeking common 
,olutiom through a two-way exchange. The activities 
of the Project Committee provide scope and coor
dination to the state efforts while the statc develop
mental work will insure that the Project Committee's 
recommendation is comport with the practical limits 
on judicial information wstems. This two-way in
tcraction ,hould produce a series of recommendations 
that meet the needs of state court administrators and 
other, for judicial information, and also reflect the 
con,traints on satisfying those needs. 

SCOPI' of thl' Report 
Thb ,econd report of the State Judicial Information 

Systems Project builds on the earlier State-of-the-Art 
review of state-level judicial information systems. 

While the focus of the report is on information 
requirements of state-level judicial administration, it 
has a sccond major goal: to dctermine how thc in
formation requiremcnts of the judicial components of 
OBTS and the CCH data files can best be met by a 
,tate judicial system. Since the judicial components of 
(he,c modules form the key to their success, the issue is 
of pn~"ing concern. 

Information and other requirements for a CCH 
sy~tenl have been worked out bv the National Crime 
Information Center of the Federal Bureau of In
veqigation in conjunction with state and local criminal 
jmticc officials. States also are developing their own 
CCH sy,tems. These requirements of the CCH system 
\\ere taken into account during the system design ac
tivities. 

Project SEARCH has attempted to define in
formation requirements for the OBTS model with 
respect to the police, prosecutorial, judicial anci 
correctional segments of the criminal justice system. 
The SJ IS Project focuses solely upon the judicial in
formation module. The recommendations made here 
draw on the pioneering work of Project SEARCH. 
The data elements recommended by Project SEARCH 
have been retained. 

FOCliS of the Report 
The major focus in this report has been on state

level judicial information requirments with respect to 
case processing information in courts of general 
jurisdiction and appellate courts. This report. does not 
consider, in depth, information which is not in the 
category of case-processing information. That is, 
limited attention has been paid to financial, personnel, 
facilities, jury utilization and similar information, 
which is desirable for state-level judicial administrative 
purposes. It should also be noted that the report does 
• lot consider, in depth, information collection with 
respect to courts of limited or special jurisdiction (for 
example, courts which handle misdemeanor, traffic, 
small claims, evictions and juvenile cases). Subsequent 
reports of the SJIS Project Committee will address 
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non-case processing information requirements and 
also information requirements with respect to these 
limited and special jurisdiction courts. To the extent 
that the OBTS data file and CCH systems require 
tracking of felony defendants from the point at which 
they enter the system, information from the lower 
limited and special jurisdiction courts has been ad
dressed. This report is directed to state-level judicial 
administrations. It is not intended that the recom
mendations be used by non-judicial agencies to expand 
data collection about judicial processes and activities. 

A major section of this report deals with design of a 
model state-level judicial information system to collect 
the information required for judicial administrative 
purposes, for the OBTS files and for the CCH system. 
It has been recognized in the course of the project that 
it will not be the state-level judicial administration that 
is going to do the initial data collection. Rather that 
burc',1 will fall upon personnel in the trial courts of 
general jurisdiction and the appellate courts. Ideally, 
one would not want to require three separate data 
collection operations for the SJIS, the ORTS file and 
the CCH system. Therefore, the systems design recom
mendations have explored ways in which duplicate 
data collection can be eliminated. There has also been 
some raC;er more limited consideration of how data 
collection for these three information systems coin
cides with the trial court's information collection for 
its own management purposes. To the extent possible 
information collection for the other three systems 
should coincide with the information that the trial 
courts wish to collect and report for their own pur
poses. Because there has been no systematic ex
ploration of what it is that trial courts need for their 
own administrative purposes, additional work is 
required to insure that duplication of data collection is 
eliminated as much as possible. 

The systems design process is one that can proceed 
only so far in the abstract. Models can be created on 
paper but it requires a period of field testing and im
plementation to take into account the imponderables 
and to shape the model system through experience. To 
this enrl each of the 11 states in the project that nave 
received the $200,000 grant will test the im
plementation of a pilot information system to satisfy 
state-level requirements as well as OBTS and CCH 
data collection. These individual efforts will be coor
dinated and evaluated by the State Judicial 111-
formstion Sv~tems Project Committee after state 
development has proceeded sufficiently. Based on the 
evaluation of the field tests, the recommendations con
tained here will be appropriately modified so that the 
final work product of the SJIS Project Committee \\-ill 
reflect as closely as possible the real world constraints . 

It shoulp be kept in mind that the recommendations 
made here are for an "ideal" judicial information 
system which satisfies OBTS and CCH needs as well. 
Probably, no one state would want to collect all the ;n·· 

-

formation recommended hereiJ1, ·bu t rather that each 
state would pick and choose th! )~ parts of the recom
mendations that best meet its own needs. Because of 
the varying degrees of centralization of state judicial 
systems, the different assignments of responsibility for 
state-level judicial administration, and the financial, 
personnel and other constraints on the state-level 
judicial administration system's ability to act, it is 
likely that the scope and shape of the state's judidal 
!nformation systems will differ. 

While diversity is inevitable, there is a strong intfrest 
in achieving some interstate comparability of judicial 
information. The Bureau of the Census is conducting a 
study of state-level statistical reporting about state 
judicial systems. Its goal is to create a judicial 
statistical series to replace the one which was ter
minated in 1946. ·fo this end it has been surveying the 
states to determine what, precisely, it is that they 
collect and report with respect to filings and 
dispositions of civil and criminal cases. While this ef
fort probably will not result in uniformity, it is hoped 
that at least some degree of comparability of judicial 
information can be achieved. That is, it shou.LI be 
possible to determine what states report, so that one 
can then avoid comparing states that do not report 
precisely the same information. The SJIS Project has 
recommended data collection that is well beyond what 
the Census Bureau would wish to report in a nat:,onal 
judicial statistical series. The SJIS Project Committee, 
working with the Census Bureau, will attempt to 
define relevant terms and expand upon the Census 
Bureau's national effort to create judicial com
parability. 

Organizational Relations 
A number of considerations influenced the recom

mendations of the SJIS Project Committee. Chief 
among these has been the unique role of the judidal 
system in our governm'!ntal process. It can not be em
phasized too strongly that the judicial branch is an in
dependent and co-equal branch of state governmfnt. 

Organizati<)I1 and Relationships 
There has been a great deal of concern on the part of 

the state judiciary concerning judicial operation 
and/or participation in computer and other data 
processing facilities. Some state judiciaries do not wish 
to participate in any data processing facilities not 
wholly under judicial control. Other state-level 
judicial administrations have no objection to par
ticipation in outside information systems, even with 
those run by operating law enforcem.:!nt agencies. 
Some have concluded that such systems can provide a 
useful service to the judiciary without compromising 
judicial interests. In other instances budget officials 
have determined resources will not accommodate an 
independent judicial information system. 

At the state level there is a strong interest on the part 
of the legislative and executive branches in con-
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solidation of data processing facilities. Since some 
state-level judicial information systems will have to 
obtain data processing services from an executive 
branch data processing department or facility, it is im
portant to analyze the terms of judicial participation in 
such data processing facilities. Several general con
siderations would seem to apply. 

First of all, the agency operating the computer 
facility should not itsel f be an operating agency. There 
is an inevitable problem of providing service when an 
agency must take care pf its own operating needs as 
well as those of other departments or agencies. It is the 
latter who seem to suffer. Therefore, a judicial agency 
should not, if at all possible, participate in a data 
processing facility run by an operating agency. 

There are, however, several other options availahle. 
A judicial department might, as some have done, ob· 
tain data processing services from ,a gencral-purpo~e 
executive branch data processing department or agen
cy. In thf'ory, this type of agency has no operating 
responsibilities and serves, merely, as a service bureau 
for other state-level agencies. When a number of agen
cies are served it is incumbent upon the state-level 
judicial administration to insure that it will receive an 
adequate level of service given the other demands on 
the service bureau and its data processing facilities. 
One way to insure this is to have an operating 
agreement between the service bureau and the 
judiciary, which spells out the level and type 0: ser
vices that will be required by the judiciary and the 
responsibilities of the service bureau for meeting those 
requirements. 

A second protection would be to have key 
management and technical persc,.lI1el, who are dealing 
with servicing of the judiciary, under judicial 
management control. While they need not be judicial 
department employees, this would be desirable. It is 
more difficult to exert management control over ser
vice bureau staff assigned to service judicial depart
ment needs, although it is not impossible. Another 
safeguard would be for the judiciary to exercise con
trol over all so ftware used to service j LId icial needs. [n
formation collection and storage should also be 
reviewed and approved by the judiciary, and not 
changed without judicial approval. 

Since information is t.o be transferred from the 
judicial branch to the data processing facility, ap
propriate safeguards should be adopted with respect to 
the processing and disclosing of this information. The 
agency acting as a service bureau for the judiciary 
should make no disclosure of information without 
prior judicial approval. In no case should the state 
computer facility undertake to release to anyone, other 
than the judiciary, any files or statistical reports 
generated from the data base of the state-level judicial 
information system except upon prior consent of the 
appropriate judicial body. 
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Another data processing alternative is for the 
judiciary to seek data processing services from a 
criminal justice information system. Even if this 
system is not lodged in an operating agency, the con
cept presents problems. Such systems basically serve 
the needs of the law enforcement community. Police, 
prosccutors, and probation officers appear as parties 
in cases coming before the court. There is a potential 
interest on the part of these components of the 
criminal justice system in influencing judicial 
behavior. Whatever the neutrality of the criminal 
justice information system or its stated neutrality, its 
board of directors inevitably will be dominated by IpN 

enforcement personnel. Under these circumstances, 
the judiciary should exact, before particioating in such 
comprehen~i','c criminal justice information systems, 
absolute assurances that under T!0 circustances will any 
of the information identified for judicial management 
use be processed or disclosed without prior judicial ap
proval, or be used to influence judicial behavior. 

Another potential problem with criminal justice in
formation systems is t hat a good part of judicial ac
tivities in a state involve5 civil actions both at the trial 
and appellate levels. The criminal justice information 
sytems, typically have no provision for handling 
judicial information with respect to the civil cases. A 
comprehensive and totally useful state-level judicial in
formation system requires that information be cap
tured with respect to both civil and criminal cases. If a 
criminal justice information system is to be used, there 
should be a prior commitment from that system to 
handle the judicial information needs with respect to 
civil cases. 

Information Transferred to Non-judicial Data Banks 
Even if the judiciary has its own computer facility, 

staffed by its own personnel, there still is going to be 
~ome information transferred from the jt:dicial 
information system to other information systems, e.g., 
CCH systems. The judiciary is as concerned, and 
perhaps even more concerned than other participants 
in the criminal justice process, that individual criminal 
histories be as complete, accurate and up-to-date as 
possible. In the past, the big gap in these types of 
records has been the absence of good judicial data, 
particularly dispositionl1l and sentencing data. It 
would, therefore, be appropriate for the iudiciary to 
transfer in formation about the processing and dis
position of criminal offenders to a law-enforcement 
data bank. In addition, the Offender-Based tran
saction Statistics system, which will be used for overall 
criminal justice planning and management purposes, 
requires for its successf'!1 operation transfer of a 
significant amount of information concerning judicial 
processes. 

There arises the danger, however, that the data 
transferred to these information systems will be 
collated and reported so as to give rise to misleading 
impressions about the performance of the judicial 
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system. The data could be compiled in ways that 
permit the drawing of conclusions that the data 
themselves do not support, or which require more 
interpretation than is offered. It is important, 
therefore, that the state-level judicial information 
system exercise appropriate controls over the outputs 
of the OBTS and CCH data banks. 

Before any data are transferred from a state-level 
judicial information system to those law enforcement 
and criminal justice data systems, an agreement should 
be entered into between the managers of these systems 
and the state-level judicial information system, 
concerning the reporting that can be made by these 
systems without prior judicial review and approval. 

Part of the information, that the OBTS and CCH 
systems will be collecting and reporting, originates in 
the trial courts. If there is no control over the flow of 
information from the trial courts to the law 
enforcement and criminal justice data banks, then the 
controls suggested above will be vitiated. It is 
recommended, therefore, that in any state with a state
level judicial information system, it should be the sole 
vehicle for transfer of court processing information 
about criminal defendants to the OBTS and CCH 
systems. Information would flow from the trial and 
appellate courts to the state-level judicial information 
system. At this point, it would be processed and 
appropriate subsets of the information would be 
passed on to the OBTS and CCH systems. This may 
require that rules be adopted prohibiting 
dissemination directly from the trial courts to the 
OBTS/CCH systems. 

To avoid incipient problems the SJIS Project 
Committee recommends that: 

1. If possible, the SJIS should use computer facil
ities wholly under judicial management and 
control or operate under a contract which spells 
out the judicial role in systems operations and 
protections for judicial data. 

2. The body administering the SJIS should enter in
to an agreement with the agency operating the 
computer facilities it uses which spells out the 
informations requirement of the SJIS and the 
responsiblities of that agency for meeting exis
ting and expanded requirements. Key technical 
personnel working on the SJIS should be subject 
to judicial management control. All software 
should be under judicial control and all infor
mation storage and dissemination subject to ju
dicial approval. 

3. The SJIS should transfer limited factual infor
mation (as recommended here) to the OBTS and 
CCH data files. No reports compiled from ju
dicial data should be made or released without 
prior judicial approval. An appropriate agree
ment should be executed between the body ad
ministering the SJIS and the OBTS and CCH 
system managers. 

4. Preferably all data transfer from one judicial sys
tem to the OBTS and CCH files should be 
through the SJIS. If the SJIS is not operational 
or it is thought more appropriate to have direct 
data transfer from courts to the OBTS and CCH 
or it is thought more appropriate to have direct 
data transfer from courts to the OBTS ancl CCH 
files, the transfer should take place under a plan 
approved by the state-level judicial administra
tion. The plan should assign responsibility for 
audit, systems discipline and supervision of data 
transfer and use. 

Judicial Accountability 
There is a recognition that there must be some 

ultimate accountability of the judiciary to the citizens 
of the state. While there is a desire to preserve 
confidentiality of judicial information, and to prevent 
use of information out of appropriate context or 
without appropriate interpretation, the judicial branch 
must ultimately be accountable. There may be varying 
levels of accountability; for example, accountability of 
individual judges is to the judicial branch. It is 
recommended, therefore, that information be 
collected for internal accountability purposes that is 
not necessarily publicly reported. Where the line is 
drawn between internal judicial uses of data and 
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public reporting is something each state should 
address. 

This latter point raises another delicate issue that 
has confronted the SJIS Project Committee-the 
relationship between the state-level judicial 
information system and the trial courts. In the end the 
trial courts must collect and transmit the bulk of the 
information that is recommended in this report. While 
state-level judicial administrations have formal 
authority with respect to information collection and 
reporting, in fact it is recognized that fiat will not 
work. There must be a process of negotiation between 
the state-level judicial administration and the trial 
courts to achieve desired reporting. It is recognized 
that there is going to have to be a period of working 
out appropriate relationships between the state-level 
judicial information system and the trial courts 10 

achieve the enhanced level of information collection 
and reponifig recommended here. Included in this new 
relationship will have to be some appropriate means of 
financing the additional burden that this information 
collection will place on the trial courts. Also included 
in this relationship might be some direct information 
services from the state-level judicial administration to 
some or all the trial courts so that they need not 
maintain their own separate data processing 
operation. This issue will be addressed in the 
subsequent work of the SJIS Project Committee. 
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PARTA 

REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS 
SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

The SJIS Project subcommittee has endeavored to 
frame a conceptual statement of the ideal requirements 
of a state-level judicial information system (SJIS). 
Necessarily, its statement is keyed to the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration's "Compre
hensive Data System" (LEAA's CDS Plan), and 
to the earlier reports of the Project SEARCH 
technical staff. I For that reason, this report seems to 
assume that a computerized information system, based 
upon offender-based reporting from each trial court in 
detail, is the generally agreed technique for creating a 
state judicial information system. Indeed, the 
conditions for a states participation in the SJIS Project 
include a commitment for the state judicial system to 
provide the information needed for a "comprehensive 
criminal justice data system." As defined by LEAA 
guidelines such a systm must include a computerized 
criminal history (CCH) file, an offender-based trans
action statistics (OBTS) file, and a statistical analysis 
center (SAC),2 

The purpose of the introductory comments is to 
emphasize the theoretical nature of the concepts 
included in the CDS program and to express 
reservations concerning the possibility of full 
implementation of that plan's present concepts in the 
courts. The issues are: 

(1) The Computerized Criminal History 
(ccr-I) file furnishes the only widely accepted justi
fication for offender-based reporting from criminal 
courts at the state level. 1 Even in the most advanced 
states much needs to be done to enable the courts to 
participate successfully in this necessary offender 
record system. Many state court systems, therefore, 
will have to concentrate first on the CCH portion of 
their computerized judicial information systems, 
leaving until later any effort to build an offender
based statistical file. 

(2) The idea that a management analysis or re
search analysis system can be built on offender
based transaction reporting (OBTS) remains a theo
retical concept in the court systems of the states. 
This proj'ect will test that theory although in some 
states such a statistical system may become opera
tional during the life of this project. In most states, 
particularly the larger ones, any adoption of a court
sponsored OBTS system will require a substantial 
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period of advance testing for feasibility and cost
effectiveness. One way of accomplishing the nec
essary testing is to use CCH data, which is necessar
ily offender-based as the foundation for statistical 
analyses of a management or research nature. Ex
tension of such a transaction-based reporting system 
from criminal to civil statistics is a further extension 
of the concept that many state court systems cannot 
undertake for some time to corne. 

(3) Computerization cannot be made the univer
sal and indispensable reporting method for state 
judicial information systems. Manual reporting 
from small courts must be continued; and summary 
reporting in some circumstances, with special stud
ies to supplement that reporting, will continue to 
be an essential part of state judicial information 
systems. 

LIST OF SUBCOMMITIEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation 1.0 - Accounting for criminal 
cases (see Table CR -1) 

1.1 Each constitutent trial and appellate court should 
have the capabilities of recording the major trans
actions in criminal cases and reporting separately with 
respect to each defendant in each criminal case. This 
should include the capability of compiling and report
ing defendant-related information for the OBTS and 
CCH files. 
1.2 For statistical reporting purposes, in addition to 
counting criminal cases, each state judicial informa
tion system should be able to count each criminal de
fendant in each proceeding as a separate unit. 
1.3 If an individual is named as a defendant in 
separate indictments, accusations or informations, hc 
should be counted as a separate unit for each 
proceeding for statistical reporting purposes. 
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1.4 I f a single indictment, information or accusation 
covers mUltiple defendants, then each defendant 
should be recorded in statistical reports as a separate 
unit. Special reporting of multi-defendant proceedings 
may also be undertaken, if desired, in addition to, but 
not in lieu of separate counting of each defendant. 
1.5 Petitions, motions, reopened, reinstated, sup
plemental or transferred matters which had previously 
been counted as original proceedings and appeals 
from courts of limited and special jurisdiction should 
be counted separately from new proceedings. 
1.6. There should be no separate accounting for 
individual charges or counts in informations and 

indictments. 
Recommendation 2.0 - When to Begin Data 
Collection and Counting 

2.1 The counting of criminal cases and defendants 
and the OBTS and CCH data collection should begin 
with the filing of an indictment or information in the 
court of general jurisdiction. 
2.2 For exception reporting purposes a judicial 
information system should track defendants bound
over from a lower court to a 'grand jury or court of 
general jurisdiction even if no information or 
indictment has been filed in the latter court. These 
defendants should not be included in the statistical 
count of filed or pending matters until the information 
or i.ndictment i.s actually filed in the court of general 

jurisdiction. 
Recommendation 2.2 is designed to fill a gap 

between lower court ancllor grand jury activities and 
filing of a case in the trial court of general jurisdiction. 
While these matters should not be reported as being 
general jurisdiction court cases, the tracking of 
individual defendants should be undertaken to ensure 
their timely processing. 

Recommendation 3.0 - Criminal Offense Reporting 
3.1 [npu t and statistical reports on the criminal cases 
should record offenses charged by state statute 
number and literal description of the offense category. 
(See Table CR-2 and CR-3). 
3.2 All offenses charged at a given stage should be 
recorded for input purposes; the OBTS system should 
undertake to extract data on the most serious offense 

if it requires the same. 
3.3 For CCH purposes, the state statutes should be 
translated into NCIC's Uniform Offense 
Classification categories. This function can be 
performed by personnel entering data at the trial court 
level or by a central state law enforcement information 
facility. Additional experience is needed before a 
recommendation can be made as to the best way of 
achieving the desired translation. 

Recommendation 4.0 - POsi-COlwiction Activities! 

Reporting 
4.1 States should report post-conviction activities as a 

separate category. The following categories should be 
used for statistical reporting of kinds and outcomes of 
post-decision activities. 
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1. Habeas corpus* 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

2. Prisoner petitions* 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

3. Sentence review 
Total filed 
Sentence not modified 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Sentence increased 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

Sen tence reduced 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

4. Motions to vacate, set aside, or modify sentence 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

5. Motions to withdraw plea oj guilty 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

6. Motionsfor new trial 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

7. Other motions and writs 
Total filed 

! j 

Total granted 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

S. AppealsJiled 
Civil 

Interlocutory 
Final 

Criminal 
Interlocutory 
Final 

In addition, the time it takes each of these activities to 
move from initiation to disposition should be re
ported. 

*Habeas corpus refers to petitions attacking sentence 
~r original ,:onvictio.n.; prisoner petitions refer to peti
tIons attackmg condItIons of confinement. 

Recommendation 5.0 - Reporting of .luvenile Pro-
ceedings for Statistical Purposes 

. Sta~es. should report the filing and disposition of 
Ju~emle mtake ~omplaints and petitions by court situs 
usmg the fo!lowmg categories: 

1. Criminal delinquency proceedings 
2. Juvenile (non-criminal) offense proceedings 
3. Neglect, dependency, and abuse proceedings 

Recommendation 6.0 - Reporting of Criminal 
Disposi tiolls 

6.1 Courts should report to the CCH and OBTS data 
files dispositions of individual criminal defend
a.n~s qualifying for entry into those files. Dispo
sItIons of all charges should be reported as input 
to the SJIS. 

6.2 E.ach ~t~te sh?uld prepare statistical reports on 
dlS?Osltlons usmg the final most serious offense of 
:vhlch a defendant is convicted. If a defendant 
IS not convicted, then the most serious offense at 
the disposition stage should be used. (See Tables 
CR-7 and CR-S) 

6.3 Each. state should also report summary statistics 
show1l1g the disposition of the final most serious 
charge against each defendant as a function of 
the original most serious charge filed in court 
(See Table CR-lS). 

6.4 In reporting dispositions, the following categories 
should be used: 

1. Judicial dismissal on defendant's motion 
2. Judicial dismissal on prosecution's motion 
3. Judicial dismissal on court's own motion 
4. Prosecutorial withdrawaliNolle prosequi 
5. Judgment on guilty or no-contest plea 
6. Judgment after non-jury verdict 
7. Judgment after jury verdict 
S. Judgment for defendant notwithstanding 

the verdict 
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9. Defem~d prosecution or sentence 
10. Transferred 
11. Consolidated 
12. Other 

(See Tables CR-7 and CR-S.) 
6.5 Sentence~ should be reported as a function of the 

most. serIOUS charge for which each defendant is 
conVIcted. 
(See Table CR-I6.) 

6.6 In reporting sentences the following categories 
should be used: 

1. Incarceratio~ .(by type of confinement and 
~ength of mll11mUm and maximum sentence 
m days and/or months and/or years) 

2. Term of probationary supervision (in 
months and years and conditions imposed 
ifany) 

3. Amount of unremitted fines 
4. Terms of incarceration arid probation if 

sentenced to both and conditions imposed 
if any I 

5. Term of incarceration and amount of un
remitted fine if both are imposed 

6. Term of probation and amount of unre
mitted fine ifboth are imposed 

7. Death sen tences 
8. Se~tence to youthful offender, drug rehabili

tatIOn, mental health or other treatment pro
grams or facilities 

9. Other 
6.7 In the event that incarceration is imposed in part 
and sllspended, in part, that fact should be rep'orted. ' 

Recommendation 7.0· Stage of Guilty Pleas ami 
Dismissals in Criminal Cases 

7.1 Eac~ state s.hould. report the stage of the 
proceedmg at whIch gUIlty pleas or dismissals are 
made. (See Table CR-9) 
7.2 For reporting purposes the following stages 
should be used: 

1. Before trial 
2. Trial began 
3. Trial through proof complete but before ver

dict. (See Table CR-9) 

Recommendation 8.0 - Age of Criminal Cases 
8.1 Each sta~e should receive or generate reports on a 
mont.hly b.asl.s on the age, in months, of all active 
pendll1g cJ'lmll1~1 cases. (~ee 'Tables CR-4 and CR-S) 
S.2 The followmg reportmg Il1tervaJs should be used: 

• less than one month 
• one and less than two months 
• two and less than three months 
• three and less than four months 
• four and less than five months 
• five and less than six months 
• six and less than 12 months 
• twelve and more months (See Tables CR-4 

and CR-S) 
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8.3 The monthly reports on case age should also 
indicate by the trial court the number of defendants in 
each case age category who are incarcerated pending 
trial. 

Recommendation 9.0 - Processing Intervals for 
Crimina! Defendants 

9.1 Periodic reports should be prepared displaying the 
time intervals between major steps in the processing of 
criminal matters. 
9.2 The reports should contain information on time 
intervals for all major offense types in all trial courts 
of general jurisdiction with respect to all criminal de
fendants disposed of during the reporting period. 
9.3 For criminal defendants and cases disposed of by 
pica or dismissal or other non-trial disposition reports 
,lwuld cover the time intervals From 

• filing to disposition 
• disposition to sentencing (if any) 
• filing to sen tencing (i F any) (See Tables CR-I2 

and CR-!3) 
9.4 For criminal deFendants and cases disposed of by 
trial the following time intervals should be used: 

to initiation to trial readiness 
• trial readiness to completion of trial 
• completion of trial to sentencing (if any) 
• initiation to completion of trial 
• initiation to sentencing (if any) (See Tables CR-

10andCR-II) 
9.S States whose reporting systems permit should also 
produce, at least annually, flow diagrams depicting by 
offense type the movement of criminal cases through 
the various routes and exit points of the judicial 
system. 
9.6 For public reporting purposes only the total 
elapsed time from filing to disposition and filing to 
sentence should be used. Other information should be 
retained for internal management use and be provided 
upon request. 

Recommendation 10.0 - Status of Active Criminal 
Cases 

\0.1 Each state should report on a monthly or other 
periodic basis on the status of active criminal cases 
before the courts. 
10.2 For statistical purposes, pending matters should 
be designated as "active" or "inactive." The latter 
category should include proceedings in which the 
defendant has fled the jurisdiction, is incarcer:-:ted or 
otherwise unavailable for prosecution, as wdl as other 
matters marked "inactive" by the appropriate' j .. .:ticial 
officer. 
10.3 Appropriate profiles should be prepared 
indicating by offense type and court situs: 

• age of proceedings pending, and (See Tables 
CR-4 and CR-S) 

• stage of processing of the proceedings (See 
Table CR-6) 

\0.4 The reports should indicate the last stage 
completed. The following stages should be used: 
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• initial appearance 
• plea 
• trial readiness 
* trial begun 
• trial completed 
• judgment/sentence (See Table CR-6) 

Recommendation 11.0 - Trial Information (Civil 
and Crimina\) 

11.1 Each state should routinely report on all trial 
dispositions. The report should cover, separately, jury 
and non-jury trials and contested and non-contested 
trials. 
11.2 Trial dispositions should be reported only for 
matters in which there is a final jury verdict or final 
judgment by a judge sitting without a jury. 
Dispositions should indicate mistrials and hung juries. 
11. 3 Each statt' should also report with respect to 
jurors and jurie~ the following information (where 
applicable): 

1. Number of six-person juries selected and number 
of twelve-person juries selected; 

2. Jurors available for jury service after excuses, 
failure to appear and the like; 

3. Number of jurors actually picked to serve on six
person juries and twelve-person juries. 

Recommendation 12.0 - Pretrial Release 
12.1 With respect to bail , .• pretrial release the follow
ing information should be reported: 

1. Status/Method of Release 
Cash bail 
Professional surety bond 
Non-professional surety bond 
Minimum deposit bail 
Release without bond 
Incarcerated 
Posting security 
Third party parole 
Supervised release 
Other; 

2. Number and percentage released by type of re
lease and amount of bond, if any, and detention 
rate by amount of bond; 

3. Non-appearance rate by type of release and 
amount of bond, if any; 

4. Number and percentage of persons interviewed 
and released without bond or denied release 
without bond; 

S. Performance of individual bondsmen, including 
amount of outstanding obligations and for
Feitures. 

Recommendation 13.0 - Resource and Work 
Performance (Civil and Criminal) 

13.1 States should collect and report work 
performance information by court situs with respect 
to: 

• authorized judgeships 
• judges actually serving 
• judge-days available for judicial activities 

: 1 
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13.2 Such !nformation should al~o be collected and 
reported WIth respect to auxiliary personnel such as 
refer7es, I"?~sters, and commissioners who assist with 
the dispOSitIOn of criminal cases. 
13.3 Ea.ch st~te .sl:ould ~ol\ect and report information 
~on.c:rl1ln~ J~ldlctal assignments into and out of 
JudiCial distrIcts as well as reque~ts fOI' . d' . I 
assistance. - JU ICla 

13.4 Info:m~t~on wi.th .. respect to actual judge-time 
spent or~ JudiCial activItIes should either be collected 
and retamed by the trial courts on a routine basis or 
deve.loped th:ough special studies rather than b 
routme reportmg to the state. y 

Recommendati~n 14.0 - Accounting for Civil Cases 
14.I.-r:he account.m.g for. civil cases should begin with 
~he. fl!m~ of a CIVti actron in the court of general 
Juns~lctlon. The count should begin prior to the filing 
of a first answer or other responsive pleading 
.I4.~ .The unit.of. count should be the case r~ther than 
mdlVldual plamtlffs or defendants. Appropriate note 
should be made of cases which have multiple plaintiffs 
and/ or defendants. 
14.3 Petitions,. motions, supplemental, transferred, 
reope~ed or remstated cases ancl appeals from courts 
of Itmlted and special jurisdiction should be separately 
I eported und~r appropriate descriptive headings and 
not counted With newly initiated cases. 

Recommendation 15.0· Civil Case Categories 
~S.I E.ac~ st~te should report on a monthly basis civil 
cases fllea, dIsposed of and pending at the beginning 
and e.nd of each reporting period by appropriate levels 
and SituS of court. (See Table CV -1) 
IS.2 The major case categories set forth below should 
~e use~ for r.eporting purposes. The more detailed 
categone~ are I.llustf<ltive and may be used for internal 
purposes If desIred. 
Contract 

Personal Injury 
Automobile 
Non-Automobile 

Property Damage 
Automobile 
Non-Automobile 

Orher Tort 

Pl'Operry Rights 
E~inent Domain/Condemnation 
Lien and Mortgage Foreclosure 
Evictions 
Partition 
Quiet Title 
Other 

Domestic and Family 
Paternity 
Adoption 
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Custody 
Support 

Un!f. Rec!p. Enforc. of Support - Incoming 
U11lf. Reclp. Enforc. of Support - Outgoing 
Other 

Marital 
Divorce 
Scparation 
Support 
Alimony 
Custody 
Annulment 
Conciliation 
Consent to Marry 

Prohate 
Testate Estates 

Small 
Regular 

I ntestate Estates 
Small 
Regular 

Trusts 
Gua.rdianships and Conservatorships 
AnCillary or Foreign Administration 
Other 

Administrative 
Zoning 
Tax 
Workmcn's Compensation 
Other 

App,ea!s.(rom Courts ojLimired or Special 
JUl'lsdlctlon 
Other Civil 

Recommenda~ion 16.0 - Disposition 01' Civil Cases 
1.6.1 The .r0llo~~ng categories should be used in repor
g~~~~le citsposltlon of civil cases: (See Tables CV-7 & 

Settled 
Consent Judgment 
D~fat;llt Or Uncontested Judgment 
DIsmissal with Prejudice 
Dismis~al without Prejudice 
Summary Judgment 
Judgment after jury trial 
Judgment after non-jury trial 
Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Consolidated 
Transferred 

16.2 With respect to civil cases which are settled, the 
stage ?f settlement should be indicated using the 
followll1g stages: (See Table CV-9) . 

Pleadings 
Discovery 
Pretrial Conference 
Trial prior to verdict or decision 
Post trial 



Recommendation 17.0'- Civil Case Processing 
Information 

17.1 Each state should report on the time intervals 
between major stages in the processing of civil cases 
di~posed of. The following stages should be used: 

• Case initiation to trial readiness 
• Trial readiness to disposition 
• Trial readiness to trial 
• Case initiation to disposition 

17,1 Appropriate reports should be prepared in
dicating by civil case type and court situs: 

• The age of pending civil cases from date of filing 
(Sec Tables CV-IO & CV-II) 

• The stage of processing each case type has reached 
by age 0 f case (See Table CV -6) 

17.3 The report should indicate the last stage com
pleted. The following stages should be used: (See 
Table CV-6) 

• case initiation 
• close of pleadings 
• pretrial discoverv 
• pretrial confere~ce 
• trial readiness 
• trial begun 
• trial completed 
• post-trial activity 

Recommendation 18.0 - Accounting Unit for 
Appellate Court 8usiness 

IS.I For accounting purposes, each appeal or original 
proceeding of any litigant should be counted as one 
unit. In the event that several litigants voluntarily join 
in an appeal or original proceeding prior to its in
ception, that appeal or original proceeding should be 
counted as one unit. Thus, the joint appeal of several 
criminal defendants, from a single trial should be 
counted as one unit, whether or not each defendant 
files an individual notice of appeal. If cases are later 
severed, then they should be counted as separate units. 
IS.2 I f the appeals or original actions are consolidated 
at any point after the separate notices of appeal are 
filed, the appeals which were consolidated into the sur
viving, or "lead" case, should be eliminated from pen
ding matters and reported under dispositions as con
solidations. 
~ 8:3 Cases which are not consolidated or formally 
Jomed, but for which a single brief is filed and a single 
argument heard, should be reported under dispositions 
as consolidations, when the "lead" case is terminated. 
IS.4 A separate count and disposition report should 
be maintained on individual defendants in criminal ap
peals. 

Recommendation 19.0 - When to 8egin Counting 
Appeals 

19.1 The counting of appeals should begin with the 
filing of the notice of appeal or other initial step 
clearly leading toward appeal. 
19.2 The counting of original proceedings should 
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begin with the filing of the paper which originates the 
proceeding. 

Recommendation 20.0 - Source of Filings in 
Appellate Courts 

20.1 Appellate courts should report the source of 
filings using the following categories with appropriate 
levels of details: 

A. Trial courts* 
B. Administrative agencies* 
C. Intermediate appellate courts 
D Original proceedings 

*The source of appeals of trial court decisions which 
reviewed administrative agency actions should be 
reported as trial courts; administrative agencies as a 
source category includes only cases not previously 
reviewed by a court of record. 

Recommendation 21.0 - 8asis of Jurisdiction in 
Appellate 

21.1 Appellate courts should report the basis of 
jurisdiction of their business using the following 
categories: 

A. Direct appeals from lower courts or agencies 
B. Original jurisdiction 
C. Interlocutory appeals 

21.2 In courts in which appeals may be filed either as a 
matter of right or by discretionary review, the ap
propriate basis of jurisdiction should be reported. 
21.3 Courts should report whether criminal appeals 
were filed by the prosecutor or the defendant. 

Recommendation 22.0 - Description of Appellate 
Case Types 

22.1 Appellate courts should use the following 
categories to describe the composition of their 
caseload: 

A. Direct Appeals 
1. Criminal Appeals (Breakdown should be by 

literal descriptions of state 
statutes and statute num
bers of most serious of
fense for which defendant 
was convicted (or charged, 
in the case of interlocutory 
appeals) 

2. Criminal sentence review only 
3. Civil Appeals 

a. Contract 
b. Tort 
c. Property 
d. Domestic and family 
E. Probate 
f. Administrative 

(I) Taxation 
(2) Workmen's Compenstion 
(3) Zoning 
(4) Other 

g. Post-conviction and habeas corpus 

h. Other civil 
4. Juvenile 

B. Other Matters 
1. Original actions 

a. Post-conviction and habeas corpus 
b. Mandamus 

(1) Civil 
(2) Criminal 

c. Quo warranto 
d. Other 

2. Special matters 
a. Advisory opinions and certified 

questions 
b. Bar discipline 
c. Judicial discipline 
d. Other 

Recommendation 23.0 - Disposition of Appellate 
Court Cases 

23.1 Appellate courts should report dispositions so as 
to display the manner in which particular case types 
are disposed of and how cases of different jurisdic
tional bases are disposed of. 
23.2 Appellate courts~hould use the following 
classifications to report the manner of disposition of 
their cases. 

A. Cases disposed of by consolidation 
B. Cases disposed of without hearing or submission 

1. Dismissed on motion of appellant 
2. Dismissed on motion of appellee 
3. Dismissed on courts's own motion 
4. Dismssed for lack of progress 
5. Withdrawn 
6. Affirmed by order on motion to affirm 
7. Reversed by order on motion to affirm 
8. Extraordinary relief gran ted 
9. Extraordinary relief denied 

10. Transferred to another court 
11. Other 

C. Cases disposed of after hearing or submission 
1. Decided with full opinion* 

a. Affirmed (or agency order enforced) 
b. Reversed (or agency order denied 

enforcement) 
c. Reversed and discharged 
d. Dismissed 
e. Modified 
f. Remanded 
g. Transferred to another court 
h. Extraordinary relief granted 
i. Extraordinary relief denied 
j. Other disposition 

2. Decided without full opinion* 
a. Affirmed (or agency order enforced) 
b. Reversed (or agency order denied 

enforcement) 
c. Reversed and discharged 
d. Dismissed 
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e. Modified 
f. Remanded 
g. Transferred to another court 
h. Extraordinary relief granted 
i. Extraordinary relief denied 
j. Other disposition 

D. Cases appealed to higher court prior to decision 
*Full opinion is an opinion, signed or unsigned, in 
excess 0 f 2 typed pages. 

23.3 "~~firmed in part and reversed in part" should 
be claSSified as "reversed." 
23.4 I f a case is clearly affirmed or reversed the 
decision should be reported as affirmed or reve'rsed, 
even when the case is also remanded or modified. For 
example, "reversed and remanded" should be repor
ted as "reversed," and "affirmed and modified" 
should be reported as "affirmed." "remanded" and 
"modified" should only be used when the case was 
neither clearly affirmed nor clearly reversed. 

Recommendation 24.0 Steps in Procesisng Ap
pellate Caseload 

24.1 For purposes of periodic time interval reports 
and special studies, appellate courts should record 
with respect to each major case type, the date of each 
of the following events: 

A. Intermediate appellate courts or single appellate 
courts I 
1. Trial court judgment~ or agency decision 

2. Commencing of appeal or filing of 
original action 

3. Transcript ordered 
4. Transcript completed 
5. Complete record filed in appellate court 
6. Appellant brief filed 
7. Appellee/respondant brief filed 
8. Briefing completed 
9. Argued or submitted 

10. Decision 
11. Final mandate or judgment on appeal 
12. Petition for rehearing filed 
13. Petition for rehearing decided 
14. Rehearing held 
15. Decision on rehearing 
16. Appealed to higher court on application 

for discretionary review filed 
17. Discretionary review granted or denied 
18. Date of termination of case prior to 

decision after arument1 

B. Supreme Court review of intermediate appellate 
appellate court 

1. Trial court judgment 2 or agency decision 
I rhl, ret,;llrnrnentlJIIllIl .1"UIl1t," IhJI all "rreah 10 IIlI('rme(..hal~ 'lrrl'II.1I(' \,'ntH'" .He II! 

fight l.f Ih" '" nof "'0, the follo\\lO)! 1:'\('111 ..... hould .thtl til.' fCI.:ordr /1 IJ) arrll~'JIHHl IlIr 
dl\(rCllonarv rC\H~\". (h) ,lrrlll.:alull1 ilL'led uron 

In t.:nmmul JPPcJI" the d.HC 01 "l·n!Cnl.·ln~, rather Ih.tIl thi.' J.tlc \11 H,'rdh;! l1r cnln. 111 ,1 
~lIllI~ rica .... hClulJ he rC'.:ordcd In tntrrh1":1I1oP. Jrpcal-.. Ihe JJIt' \If II1!rriouJlor\ juJu 
mcn! .. hnuld hr rel,:ordcd 
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2. Intermediate appellate court decision f'1 d 
3. Application for discretionary revie~ ~ e 
4. Discretionary review granted or del1le 
5. Appeal of right initiated 
6. Complete record filed in Supreme Court 
7. Appellant brief filed 
8. Appellee/respondant brief filed 
9. Briefing completed 

10. Argued or submitted 
II. Decision in Supreme Court 
12. Petition for rehearing filed 
13. Petition for rehearing decided 
14. Rehearing held 
15. Decision on rehearing .. 
16. Date of termination of case prior to decIsIon 

after argument \ 
Recommendation 25.0 - Description of Pending 

Cnseload . 
25.1 Appellate courts should report at least. ser;ll
annually, by major ca~e category, the fo\lowll1g 1\1-
formation about their pending case~oad: 

A. Pending, beginning \)f report1\1g year 
1. Total pending 

d" " d" 2. Cases not yet "perfecty or rea y 
3. Cases ready for argument but not yet 

submitted 
4. Cases under advisement 

B. Total filings during reporting year 
C. Total dhposilions during reporting year 
D. Pending, end of reporting year 

1 Total pending 2: Cases not yet "perfected" or "ready" 
3. Cases ready for argument but not yet 

submitted 
4. Cases under advisement . . 

E. Increase or decrease in cases pendll1g dUrIng 
reporting year 
1. Total pending 

r d" " d" 2. Cases not yet "per ecte or rea y 
3. Cases rcady for argument but not yet 

submitted 
4. Cases under advisement 

Recommendation 26.0 - Reporting on Motion~ . 
26.1 Appellate courts should rep?rt the followmg 111-

formation about motions (or petItIons): 
A. Total filed 
B. Total terminated 
C. Motion type/filing party 

1. Procedural 
a. For extension of time i 

b. For appointment of counsel 
c. For relief as counsel 
d. Other procedural 

t llllrl' 111,1\ \\I\h hI dcl.ll1lhl\ lurllll'r, 111 Tl'!!ul,lI fl'!'IHh ,,, 'pu 1.11 "'lldll'~, ;,\1 ,t, 1" III 
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2. Substantive ~ 
a. For bond 
b. For dismissal 
c. For rehearing 
d. For reinstatement 
e. For stay 
f. For summary affirmance 
g. To vacate stay 

26.2 The totul number of motions file? should n?t. in
clude motions or petitions which constItute case fll111gs 
and are included in the filings figure. 

Recommendation 27.0 - Judicial and Quasi-Judicial 
Work Performance Information 

27.1 Appellate courts should. collect t.he following 
workload information on a per Judgt oasIs: 

A. For internal use only 
By individual judge . 
1. Number and types of cases and motIOns 

assigned 
2. Number and types of cases disposed of 

a. Total 
b. Manner of disposition 

3. Number and listing of cases already 
submitted 

4. Median time from submission to decision 
5. Number of opinions issued 

a. Full 
b. Per curiam 
c. Dissenting 
d. Concurring 

B. For general reporting 
A veI'GRe per judge 
1. Number of cases assigned 
2. Number of dispositions 

a. Total 
b. Manner of disposition 

3. Number of opinions issued 
a. Full 
b. Per curiam 
c. Dissenting 
d. Concurring 

27.2 Workload information should also be collected 
with respect to auxiliary personnel such as referees, 
special masters, commissioners, and any others who 
perform judicial functions. 

Recommendation 28.0 - Case Control Reports 
Appellate Courts should prepare monthly case ~on

trol reports listing the identificati?n nu.mber, .tltle, 
stage, and age of individual cases 111 whIch .an 111?r
dinate number of continuances are granted; 111 whIch 
the transcripts or lower co~rt r~co.rds are nO.t trans
mitted within prescribed tIme lImIts;. o~ WhICh,. for 
other causes, are not being processed wlth111 prescnbed 
time limits. 

I ('oUr!' n1.l~ \\, .. It III detail thl\ !urthcr. in rcf,tul.u report' ('1r "pedal ,tudw ... '0 a .. wln

dll.7<lLt.' .11 \\hJI 'Ia~c the cxten\lnn ,\ requc\led. 
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Recontmendation 29.0 - Data Gathering 
29.1 State-level judicial information systems shou!d 

contain only verifiable data about key events 111 
the processing of cases. 

29.2 Appropriate aud;, and other procedures should 
be instituted to ensure clarity and accuracy of all 
data entered into and retained in the system. 

29.3 Only high-quality, well-trained personnel 
operating under explicit guidelines should ~e per
mitted to capture judicial data and enter It 111to 
the state level judicial information system. 

Recommendation 30.0 - Data Storage and Retention 
31.1.1 All information stored or retained in the SJlS 

should be periodically audited for. currency, 
accuracy, and completeness. Ap~ropnate correc
tions should be made where requIred. 

30.2 Confidential information, such as that rellatbing to 
juveniles and youthful offenders! sho~1 d . e r~
moved from active storage and dlssem111atlon 111 
the SJIS. 

30.3 Information required to be sealed or removeddby 
operation of law or court or administrative or er 
should be so sealed or removed according to the 
tenor of such law or order. 

Recommendation 31.0 - Disclosure of SJIS 
Criminal Data 

31. i The SJIS should not be used for routine dissem
ination of criminal history-type information ex
cept for transfer of such information to the 
OBTS and CCH data files and the court enter
ing the data. 

31..' Access to and dissemination of information 
identifiable to a named individual should be on a 
"need-to-know" and "right-to-know" basis. 

31.3 Research or evaluation programs that require 
access to information identifiable to named in
dividuals should be subject to prior review and 
approval of the body administering the SJIS. 
Each researcher or evaluator should submit for 
approval a workplan which includes appropriate 
techniques for separating an individual's identity 
from the information required. Each researcher 
or evaluator should execu te a non-disclosure 
agreement. Major violations of the approved 
work plan or non-disclosure agreement should 
result in termination of the research program 
plus imposition of criminal and civil sanctions. 

31.4 A fter appropriate iden ti fica tion, ind ivid uals, 
their parents, spouses, guardians or legal cou~~el 
should be permitted to review and copy SJJS 111-
formation relating to such person. Objections to 
the information and recommended modificu
tions, additions, or deletions should be acted 
upon by the body administering the SJIS. 

Recommendation 32.0: SYstem Security 
32.1 Protection from Accidental Loss. Information 

system operators should institute procedures for 
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protection of information from environmental 
hazards including fire, flood, and power failure. 
Levels of security will depend on funds available 
and nature of the system. 
a. Adequate fire detection and quenching 

systems; 
b. Watertight facilities; 
c. Protection against water and smoke damage; 
d. Liaison with local fire and public safety 

officials; 
e. Fire resistant materials on walls and floors; 
f. Air conditioning systems; 
g. Emergency power sources; and 
h. Backup files. 

32.2 Intentional Damage to System. Agencies admin
istering state-level judicial information systems 
should adopt security procedures which limit 
access to information files. These procedures 
should include use of guards, keys, badges, pass
words, access restrictings, sign-in logs, or like 
controls. 

All facili ties that house SJ IS files should be 
so designed and constructed as to redlJce the pos
sibility of physical damage to the information. 
Appropriate steps in this regard include: physical 
limitations on access; security storage for infor
mation media; heavy duty, non-exposed walls; 
t>.dequate lighting; detection and warning de
vic\!s; and closed circuit television. 

32.3 Unauthorized Access. State-level judicial infor
mation systems should maintaIn controls over 
access to information by requiring identification, 
authorization, and authentication of system 
users and their need and right to know. Process
ing restrictions and integrity management should 
be employed to ensure system security. 

32.4 Personnel Security. . 
a. Pre-employment screening: ApplIcants for 
employment in state-level judicial informati?n 
systems should be expected to cons~nt to an 111-

vestigation of their character, habIts, prevIOus 
employment, and other matters necessary t~ es
tablish their good moral character, reputation, 
and honesty. Giving false information of a sub
stantial nature should disqualify un applicant 
from employment. 

Investigation should be designed to dev~lop 
sufficient information to enable the approprIate 
officials to determine employability and ntnes~ 
of persons entering critical/sensitive positions. 
Whenever practicable, investigations should be 
conducted on a pre-employment basis and the re
sulting reports used as a personnel selection de
vice. 
b. Clearance. Annual Review, Security lvfanuul, 

and In-Service Traininf!,: System personnel in
cluding terminal operators in remote locations, 
as well as programmers, computer operators. 



and others working at, or near the central pro
cessor, should be assigned appropriate security 
clearances and should have their clearances re
newed annually after investigation and review. 
c. System Discipline: Sanctions should be es
tablished for accidental or intentional violation 
of system security standards. Supervisory per
sonnel should be delegated adequate authority 
and responsibility to enforce the system's se
curity standards. 

Any vidation of the provisions of these stand
ards by any employee or officer of any public 
agency, in addition to any applicable criminal 
or civil penalties, shall be punished by sus
pension, discharge, reduction in grade, transfer, 
or such other administrative penalties as arL 
deemed by the judicial agency to be appropriate. 

Recom~endation 33.0 - Systems Administration 

33.1 Responsibility for administration of the SJIS 
should be assigned at the state level. Appropriate 
advisory bodies of judges, clerks, court adminis
trators and other system users may be required. 

33.2 Explict provision should be made for rules and 
regulations covering system organization and op
eration, security, and privacy standards as well 
as assignment of authority to audit and evaluate 
systems performance and sanction violations of 
security and privacy rules and regulations. 

33.3 Procedures should be established to act upon 
individual challenges to the currency, accuracy, 
accuracy, and completeness of information rdat
ing to them which is returned in the SJIS. 

SCOPE OF THE REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS 

State-level judicial administrations perform a num
ber of functions whose successful execution depends 
upon timely and accurate information. This report of 
the Requirements A na/ysis Subcommittee focuses on 
one class of information which relates to the entry and 
passage of people and cases through courts of general 
jurisdiction and ;'lppellate courts. This subset of in
formation is used at the state level to evaluate the 
organization, practice and procedures of the courts, to 
assist with dispatch of judicial business, and to 
facilitate technical assistance and long-range planning 
activities. 

To be useful to state-level judicial administrations a 
case· oriented information system should describe the 
attributes and manner of handling of the inputs and 
outputs of the judicial processing system and the func
tioning of that system. Figure 1 displays in an elemen
tary way the judicial processing system. It indicates 
that various matters and people come before the 
courts, that they are handled by the judicial system, 
and that they are ultimately disposed of. Case process
ing information systems should strive to describe the 
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judicial processing system as accurately and com
pletely as needs and resources require or permit. 

In structuring this report several major questions 
were addressed. One is the issue of what one should 
know about the matters entering the judicial system. 
The report discusses the appropriateness of various 
"units of count" which can be employed in accounting 
for civil and criminal cases. It discusses the various 
ways of describing the nature and characteristics of 
these matters. 

A second area of major concern is the various 
categories which can be used to describe the outcomes 
and dispositions of cases. Categories should relate out
comes to specific cases wherever possible. In addition, 
descriptions of dispositions should delineate the stage 
and manner of disposition as well as outcome of any 
matter before the courts. 

A third goal is to describe accurately the functioning 
of the judicial system itself. The report analyzes the at
tributes of that system and recommends that certain 
information be captured about judicial activities. It 
also considers the type of information one would want 
to know about the nature, location, level and 
utilization of resources required to deal with matters 
coming before the courts. 

The report focuses on descriptions of the activities 
of trial courts of general jurisdiction and appellate 
courts. It does not address special concerns) if any, 
with respect to courts of limited or special jurisdiction. 
Nor does it address non-case information such as that 
relating to personnel, finances, facilities and juror 
utilization. Subsequent reports will address these other 
types of information as well as information about 
special and limited jurisdiction courts. Particular at
tention will be paid to the juvenile court. 

This report begins, but does not complete, a major 
undertaking-definition of terri-Is so as to fadlitate 
uniformity or comparability of judicial information. 
A joint effort of the SJIS Project Committee and the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census is underway to address im
portant definitional issues. A glossary of terms will be 
prepared in the course of the project. 

The report first addresses state level information 
requirements with respect to trial courts of general 
jurisdiction and then considers appellate court in
formation. In the trial court section, reports about 
criminal and civil cases are separately discussed where 
appropriate. The tables in the appendix illustrate the 
kind of reports which could be generated if the recom
mendations set forth here were adopteci and im
plemented. 

SECTWNI 

TRIAL COURTS OF GENERAL JURISDICTION 
CRIMINAL CASES 

While all state-wide judicial information systems 
now report annually or more frequently on the ac-
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tivities of the court, there is no conventional "ac
counting" unit used by all systems. There is also no 
comensus as to what kinds of more detailed in
formation should be reported with respect to the ac
counting units. This section addresses these issues. 

There are two aspects of the accounting problem. 
One must first define the unit concerning which input 
reports will be filed. One must also select a unit upon 
which summary statistical reports should be based. 

Accounting Unit for Criminal Proceedings 
On the criminal side, one can report with respect to 

"cases", people, or some combination of the two. 
There are advantages of reporting with respect to both 
"ca~es" and individual criminal defendants. For 
measuring demand on court resources one would want 
to know about that combination of people and ac
cusations handled as a single unit by the judicial 
system. For determining how the system is treating in
dividuals, one would want to know about defendants. 
information about individuals is especially important 
where there are established rules or guidelines for 
treatment of them. For example, one might want 
periodic information on the pre-trial release or jail 
status of accllsed persons or the length of time elapsed 
since arrest. Such information could lead to the 
initiation of inquiries as to why individuals have been 
incarcerated for excessively long periods prior to 
di<;position or why people are not having their cases 
tried within the time specified by speed trial rules or 
guidelines. 

As noted above, the SJIS project is also considering 
how the judicial system might best participate in the 
OBTS and CCH programs. The CCH files require 
reporting of dispositions with respect to named defen
dants. The OBTS program is designed to summarize 
transactions concerning individual criminal defend
dants. There must therefore be a way of separating in
formation about individual defendants from other in
formation in cases involving multiple defendants. 

I n preparing summary statistical reports one must 
also consider the most appropriate unit. The basic 
choice is between case-oriented and defendant
oriented reports. 

Where there is one defendant and one case, there is 
no difference between a case-oriented system and a 
defendant-oriented system. The multiple-defendant 
and multiple-case situations create complications. 
Four situations can arise: 

1) single defendant - single case 
2) single defendant - multiple cases 
3) multiple defendants - single case 
4) multiple defendants - mUltiple cases 

Number 1 presents no problems. Number 2 raises the 
question of how many times to count a single in
dividual as a "defendant." If, for example, one in
dividual is arrested three times in succession for 
unrelated criminal "episodes," one could argue that 
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he should be treated as if he were three separate 
people. On the other hand, it might be possible for 
these "episodes" to be encompassed in a single in
dictment, in which case there would be one defendant 
and one case with three separate courts. 

Number 2 is further complicated if several separate 
arrests result from a single criminal "episode." This is 
common in bad check cases in which a single check
passing spree results in arrests by several municipal 
police departments within a single judicial district. 
These arrests are, typically, consolidated for trial 
and/ or disposition. The count of judicial activities 
would be artificially inflated if, for example, three 
separate arrests relating to three bad checks resulted in 
counting three defendants and three cases. 

One alternative is to count "case trial units" 
(CTU's) in lieu of or in addition to cases or defen
dants. A CTU is an amalgam of arrests, indictments, 
counts and people disposed of as a single unit. The use 
of the hybrid unit complicates the accounting process 
by requiring an assessment of which separately 
initiated matters should be grouped together for 
counting purposes. 

No single measure is without its faults. Counting 
"cases" ignores information about defendants; count
ing defendant, leads to over-counting of individuals 
who have more than one separately initiated criminal 
case; the hybrid unit creates problems of ad
minstration and interpretation. The least complicated 
way to handle the Number 2 situation would be to 
count, for statistical purposes, each criminal 
proceeding as if it were a separate case with a separate 
defendant. If the matters are consolidated, then the 
case disposition reporting procedures should be struc
tured as so to report the consolidation as a disposition 
for the cases consolidated into the surviving one. 
Similarly, when one case, with one defendant, survives 
several cases involving the same individual, the num
ber of defendants processed can be reduced by the 
number of consolidations. 

Number 3 presents no particular problem of original 
accounting. There would simply be more defendants 
reported than cases. The disposition reporting is more 
complicated since dispositions with respect to each 
defendant must be reported if the dispositions are to 
make any sense. One way to handle this is to report the 
matter as three separate cases. This method of repor
ting may inflate the measure of overall demand on 
court resources. On the other hand, multi-defendant 
criminal matters take more handling than single defen
dant matters, therefore, reporting one "case" un
derstates resource requirements. 

An alternative is to count mult-i-defendant cases as a 
separate category. The statistical output report would 
have separate listings for single defendant cases and 
multi-defendant cases. 

The lesser of the evils would be to count, for 
statistical purposes, the multi-defendant cases as if 

they were separate single defendant cases. This will in
flate the count somewhat but probably lead to a more 
accurate assessment of demand on court resources. It 
will also make possible consistency of reporting of 
criminal proceedings initiated and the disposition of 
those proceedings including outcomes and sentences. 

Number 4 is a variation of number 3. As with num
ber 2, it would be most consistent to treat each defen
dant in each proceeding as a separate unit for counting 
purposes. Number four wiII arise so infrequently that 
any loss of information will be minimal. 

On balance, it would appear that counting each 
defendant in each proceeding as a separate unit is the 
least complicated and most meaningful way of 
preparing statistical reports. The only distortion might 
result from some possible overstatement of multiple
defendant proceedings and the demands they place on 
judicial resources. This can be handled by a special 
coding and reporting of such cases. Counting of trials 
begun and completed would also eliminate problems 
of over counting of defendants. 

Counting defendants for statistical purposes has 
definite advantages. It permits some comparison with 
police arrest and release statistics. It also makes 
possible the accurate reporting of dispositions in 
multi-defendant proceedings. For states which are 
presently counting "cases," they should continue to 
do so to preserve continuity. It is, therefore, recom
mended that: 

Recommendation 1.0 - Accounting for Criminal 
Cases (See Table CR-!) 

1.1 Each constituent trial and appellate court should 
have the capabilities of recording the major trans
actions in criminal cases and reporting separately with 
respect to each defendant in each criminal case. This 
should include the capability of compiling and report
ing defendant-related information for the OBTS and 
CCH files. 
1. 2 For statistical reporting purposes, in addition to 
counting criminal cases, each state judicial in
formation system should be able to count each 
criminal defendant in each proceeding as a separate 
unit. 

1.3 If an individual is named as a defendant in 
separate indictments, accusations or informations, he 
should be counted as a separate unit for each 
proceeding for statistical reporting purposes. 
1.4 If a single indictment, information or accusation 
covers multiple defendants, then each defendant 
should be recorded in statistical reports as a separate 
unit. Special reporting of multi-defendant proceedings 
may also be undertaken, if desired, in addition to but 
not in lieu of separate counting of each defendant. 
1.5 Petitions, motions, reopened, reinstated, sup
plemental or transferred matters which had previously 
been counted as original proceedings and appeals from 
courts of limited and special jurisdiction should be 
counted separately from new proceedings. 
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1.6 There should be no separate accounting for in
dhtidual charges or I~ounts in informations and in
dictments. 

It should be noted:hat it is recommended that there 
be no separate acco11l1ting for individual charges or 
counts in an indictment. A few states do this at 
present. There is Sl.)me merit to this when an in
dictment contains counts relating to distinct criminal 
"episodes," since each count could support a separate 
indictment. Reporting these as one unit might un
derstate the demand on judicial resources. There is 
probably some merit in believing that in some in
stances multi-count indictments do require more 
processing by the courts especially if the counts or 
charges relate to separate factual circumstances. 

On the other hand, a good deal of the multiple 
charging that goes on is for tactical purposes. A single 
set of events car usually support several distinct 
charges. "Over-charging" or multiple charging can be 
used to facilitate plea or sentence negotiation. Because 
of the enormow. discretion on the part of the 
prosecutor as to what charges will be laid, the counting 
of offenses charged may give little insight into the real 
demand on court resources. Similarly, it also gives lit
tle insight into how much reported crime is being 
cleaned up since there is no one-to-one relationship 
between the offenses charged and the police-generated 
Uniform Crime 'Reports. On the whole, it would be 
better to stay away from the counting of counts or 
charges in indictments and, in any event, they should 
not be used as a substitute for counting defendants or 
cases. 

Beginning SJIS, CCH and OBTS Data Collection 
The trial courts of general jurisdiction and the ap

pellate courts w Juld, under the system recommended 
in this report, assume responsibility for compiling 
SJIS, OBTS aad CCH data. The data collection 
should begin wi1 h the filing of the case with the general 
jurisdiction or 2.ppellate court. Data collection should 
not begin too soon or too late. 

Beginning da'.a collection with issuance of an arrest 
warrant would inflate the case counts in statistical 
reports with matters not actually requiring court 
processing tim~. Beginning the collection and ac
counting processes with arraignment or initial ap
pearance by the' accused person in the court of general 
jurisdiction is assurance that the defendant is available 
for prosecution but may create some administrative 
problems abou~ assigning case numbers to defendants 
indicted or informed against who have not physically 
appeared in court. On balance, beginning the SJIS, 
OBTS and CCH judicial data collection with the filing 
of the indictment or information with the clerk i, the 
simplest way to proceed. 

Appropriate steps should be taken to eliminate inac
tive indictments or informations from the statistical 
counts of pending business. If this is not done, the 
total of pending matters likely to require court han-



dling in the foreseeable future will be inflated. 
Periodic purging or separate reporting of inactive 
proceedings and of defendants when re-arrest orders 
or fugitive warrants are issued can reduce the count of 
inactive :natters to one which will more accurately 
reflect the actual demand on court resources. 

Recommendation 2.0 - When to Bef.dn Data Collec-
tion and COllnting 

2.1 The counting of criminal cases and defendants 
and the OBTS and CCH data collection should begin 
with the filing of an indictment or information in the 
court of general jurisdiction. 
2.2 For exception reporting purposes a judicial in
formation system should track defendants bound-over 
from a lower court to a grand jury or court of general 
jurisdiction even if no information or indictment has 
been filed in the lat ter court. These defendants should 
not be included in the statistical count of filed or pen
ding matters until the information or indictment is ac
tually filed in the court of general jurisdiction. 

Recommendation 2.2 is designed to fill a gap be
tween lower court and/or grand jury ",ctivities and 
filing of a case in the trial court of gelleral jurisdiction. 
While these matters should not be reported as being 
general jurisdiction court cases, the tracking of in
dividual defendants should be undertaken to ensure 
their timely processing. 

DescrihinR the Nature of the Offense CharRed 
Another important attribute of a criminal case is the 

nature of the offense charged. The needs to be 
~ati~fied by the judicial information system as well as 
the requirements of the OBTS and CCH files must be 
considered in selecting offense categories. For state
level summary statistics and judicial management in
formation purposes, the descriptions chosen should, 
to the extent possible, satisfy the following criteria: 

.. enough categories should be chosen to give insight 
into the changing character of judicial proceed
ings; 

.. categories should distinguish between proceedings 
which require rather different kinds and amounts 
of processing; 

.. the number of categories should not be so numer
ous that counting becomes unduly cumbersome; 

6l offense categories should be as consistent as 
possible with those used by other components of 
the criminal justice system; 

.. categories required by law should be used. 
The CCH program as defined by NCIC con

templates reporting on offenses in uniform, national 
\'ategories. All charges on which individual defendants 
were presented in court and on which they were 
disposed of would be reported using Uniform Offense 
Classification categories. The OBTS program by way 
of contrast, envisions reports filed only with respect to 
the "most serious charge" against a defendant at filing 
and disposition. 
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Offense Categories 
There is no general consensus as to how many and 

which categories should be used in reporting criminal 
offenses. This report recommends a fairly detailed 
breakdown for statistical reporting on criminal cases 
at the trial and appellate levels. 

If one wishes to anticipate trends, forecast workload 
or measure changes wrought by new legislation, a 
reasonably refined breakdown is required. Not all 
types of cases are growing at the same rate. Indeed, 
some may be declining while others are growing 
significantly. Since cases take varying amounts of time 
and resources to process, a detailed breakdown is 
useful to help with caseload projections and resource 
requirements analysis. 

By using fairly narrow categories one can also spot 
problems peculiar to a particular class of cases. It may 
be that dispositional patterns are out of line, delays are 
inordinate or specific case types are burdening par
ticular courts, e.g., drug cases in urban areas. The use 
of overly broad categories will conceal these potential 
problem areas. 

In selecting appropriate categories one must also 
consider other uses of data. Criminal case categories 
used by the judicial information system should be con
sistent with those used by other components of the 
criminal justice system. CCH offense categories 
should be as uniform across the country as possible. 
Without consistency, measurement of the flow of 
cases through the criminal justice system will also be 
hampered. Moreover, use of consistent categories will 
facilitate evaluation of both levels and emphasis of law 
enforcement as well as the exercise of discretion by 
criminal justice personnel. 

With respect to criminal cases, several types of 
categories are available. One could, for example, use 
the traditional felony/misdemeanor breakdown. Not 
only are these categories too broad for most purposes 
but there also is no universal consensus as to what con
stitutes a felony or misdemeanor. Some states use a 
maximum penalty of one year and others a maximum 
penalty of two y ~ars to distinguish felonies from other 
criMes. The difficulties are compounded because the 
same offense may carry different penalties in several 
states. Some states use other categories such as "high 
misdemeanors," "offenses," "violations,:' "in
fractions" to describe various offenses. Other states 
divide felonies and midemeanors into classes by degree 
of penalty such as class A, B, C, and D felonies. A 
class D felony might be a misdemeanor or high 
misdemeanor in states not using this classification 
system. 

For internal state purposes a more useful break
down would be into specific state statute numbers and 
offense types. Beyond this, one could use the FBI's 
Uniform Offense Classification system which 
categorizes all significant criminal activities into a 
standard set of offense types. There are some 
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definition problems involved jn using the FBI 
categories. For example, there is no one-to-one map
ping between state statutes and FBI categories. An FBI 
category may include a number of statutes or an in
dividual statute could be put into several FBI 
categories. These problems would occur given any at
tempt to develop a uniform offense reporting system. 
Some states have attempted to translate their state 
criminal statutes into the Uniform Offense 
Classification categories. Translation into these 
categories would promote not only comparability of 
offenses and sentences for CCH purposes but also 
compatibility with statistics from other components of 
the criminal justice system. 

Given the advantages of using the FBI categories, 
the issue remains as to who should translate the state 
offenses into them. One alternative is to have the 
coding done at the source. That is to say the local 
police, prosecutor or court could do the translation 
and coding. Another alternative is to have the tran
slation done manually or by computer by a criminal 
justice statistical agency. From the perspective of the 
SJ IS the latter is a preferred method because it 
removes the translation burden from judicial per
sonnel who are not experienced in offense coding. 

There is, however, no general confidence that the 
translation of status statistics can be undertaken other 
than at the source, given the present status-of-the-art 
of translation of state statutes into the Uniform 
Classification categories. Uniform Offense codes 
could be included on the SJIS data capture and report 
documents. The entries would then have to be made by 
judicial personnel at the two-digit (as distinguished 
from the more specific four-digit) UOC coding level. 
The offense coding information would have to be ob
tained from police and prosecution personnel to the 
extent possible. This places too much of a burden on 
judicial personnel unfamiliar with the facts of a case; 
therefore, it is not recommended. 

Another issue concerns which offense or offenses 
should be used for statistical purposes. A criminal 
defendant may be charged with several offenses and 
end up by being convicted or pleading guilty to several 
entirely different ones. One could attempt to report on 
all charges laid against a defendant at all stages of the 
proceedings against him. This might create accounting 
problems and it might also be misleading because of 
the practice of "overcharging." 

The more customary practice has been to prepare 
summary statistical reports and collect data about 
only the most serious offense charged. This creates 
problems because the most serious offense at one stage 
may not be the most serious offense at another stage. 
One may, in fact, want to use different offenses for 
different purposes. Filings, for example, are usually 
reported as a function of the most serious charge at 
the initiation stage while sentences are reported as a 
function of the final charge upon which the defendant 
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is convicted. The matching of filings with sentences 
beo.omes quite difficult if data on only the most serious 
charge is collected. By collecting data on all charges 
one could more easily trace the effects of plea 
bargaining and discretion on the disposition of 
criminal cases. The CCH system also contemplates 
reporting on all charges. 

Even the concept of "most serious" is not without 
problems. Many states have adopted penal codes 
which establish broad offense categories. All "class 
A" felonies, for example, carry the same penalty un
der such codes. One cannot distinguish between the 
seriousness of crimes within a given class on the basis 
of potential penalty since the penalty is the same for all 
crimes of that class. No other criteria readily suggest 
themselves. How can one, for example, determine if a 
rape and kidnapping should be reported as one or the 
other. 

Use of only the most serious offense for statistical 
reporting purposes tends to complicate interstate com
parability, Penalities vary from state to state. The 
same set of facts may lead to one "most serious of
fense" in a given state and a different one in another. 
Short of standarization of penal codes, there does not 
appear to be any answer to this problem if only the 
most serious offense is reported on. 

Even given the administrative problems of following 
all offenses ancl charge changes, it is recommended 
that this be done. Statistical reports can be prepared 
using only the most serious charge if this is desired by 
appropriate manipulation of the data base using 
established seriousness criteria. 

It is therefore recommended that: 
Recommendation 3.0 - Criminal Offense Reporting 

3.1 Input and statistical reports on the criminal cases 
should record offenses charged by state statute num
ber and literal description of the offense category. (See 
Tables CR-2 and CR-3). 
3.2 All offenses charged at a given stage should be 
recorded for input purposes; the OBTS system should 
undertake to extract data on the most serious offense 
if it requires the same; 
3.3 For CCH purposes, the state statutes should be 
translated into NCIC's Uniform Offense 
Classification categories. This function can be per
formed by personnel entering data at the trial court 
level or by a central state law enforcement information 
facility. Additional experience is needed before a 
recommendation can be made as to the best way of 
achieving the desired translation. 

The choice of offense categories raises tl-Je more 
general issue of interstate comparability of judicial 
data. This is a goal that cannot now be achieved. Lack 
of agreed definition of specific types of information is 
going to present continuing prohlems. Differences in 
definitions are likely to arise because states use dif
ferent classification systems. For example, in some 
states felonies are offenses for which the maximum 

......... __ ."._---~-----



sentence is imprisonment for more than one year;. in 
other states, felonies are criminal offenses for wh.lch 
the maximum penally is more than two years Im
prisonment. There are also termi~ological di~ferences, 
wherein terms either have no consistent mean1J1? or t?e 
same term is used in different states to. ~e.scnbe. dif
ferent events or categories. Another de~1l1It!O~allssue 
concerns reference periods and accountmg U~ltS. T.he 
states do not necessarily report informatIon with 
respect to the same time periods, nor do they always 
use the same unit of account. For ~xample,. the 
definition of what constitutes a "case" IS not Univer
sally agreed upon. 

There are also other kinds of differences that can 
lead to problems of comparability of jud~cial in
formation. For example, not all states use precls.ely the 
same procedural steps or decision point1' In ~he 
processing of cases or persons. S?me states pro~eed I.n 
felony cases by preliminary heanng and gra?? Jury ~n
dictment other states proceed directly by filIng of In
rormatio~ on the accused person in a ~o~rt of gene.ral 
jurisdiction, and still others use a prelIm1l1ary hear~ng 
bindover procedure. The differences. in the pro~essIng 
of cases are likely to lead to dIfferences 111 the 
statistical reporting system. Finally, not all states 
allocate subject matter jurisdiction among the courts 
in the same way. For example, one state recently 
authorized its lower court to assume jurisdiction for 
crimes for which the maximum penalty w~s ~ot .m?re 
than five years. As a result of the increased JUrIsdictIOn 
in the lower courts the criminal caseload in the court of 
general jurisdiction dropped b.y ~ore than 50~o. It 
would be unwise to compare cnmmal caseloads In the 
court of general jurisdiction in that state ,,:ith the 
criminal caseloads in the courts 0 f general In other 
states where the higher court handles not only all 
felonv cases, but also many misdemeanor cases. 

It i~ not anticipated that it would be possible at this 
time to resolve all .definitional problems. The Census 
Bureau is conducting a study with the assistance. of the 
SJ IS Project to determine what would be re9~lr~? to 
'll:hieve something approaching "comparablhty of 
definitions, (assuming that "uniformity" is unat
tainable). This planned study will ?roceed by 
examining reporting systems and report111g manuals 
and definitional materials used in each of the states 
which report state-wide judicial statistics, as well as a.n 
examination of some large trial courts that report thelr 
own statistics. 

Special Cal('gories of Cases . 
Two types of matters do not fall clearly. I~to the 

dvil-criminal distinction. They are post-convlctJOn ac
tivities including habeas corpus and prisoner petitions 
(which' are usually classiried as "civil" actions) and. 
juvenile proceedings which are to a large extent SUI 

genneris. On balance, it was concluded that these mat
ters relate more closely to criminal cases but 
nonctheless should be reported separately. 
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Post-Conviction Activities 
Post-conviction writs and motions generate. a 

significant amount of work for }u?ges a~d clencal 
staff. In addition, since post-convlctJOn review should 
be considered as much as possible a part of the over-all 
criminal process, it ought to receive t~e same de~ree of 
attention and expedition that earher steps In the 
criminal process do. 

Recommendation 4.0 - Post-Conviction Activities/ 
Statistical Reporting 

4,1 States should report post-conviction ~ctjvities as a 
separate category. The f~llowing. categones should be 
used for statistical reportIng of k111ds and outcomes of 
post-decision activities. 

1. Habeas corpus * 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

2. Prisoner petitions* 
Total filed 
Total granted 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

3. Sentence review 
Total filed 
Sentence not modified 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Sentence increased 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

Sentence reduced 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

4. Motions to vacate, set aside, or modify sentence 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

5. Motions to withdraw plea of guilty 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 
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6. Motionsfor new trial 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

7. Other motions and writs 
Total filed 
Total granted 

With hearing 
Without hearing 

Total denied 
With hearing 
Without hearing 

8. Appealsfiled 
Civil 

Interlocutory 
Final 

Criminal 
Interlocutory 
Final 

In addition, the time it takes each of these activities to 
move from initiation to disposition should be repor
ted. 

*Habeas corpus refers to petitions attacking sentence 
or original conviction; prisoner petitions refers to 
petitions attacking conditions of confinement. 

Juvenile Proceedings 
Most states with state-wide judicial statistics report 

on juvenile proceedings; sometimes the juvenile in
formation is reported as part of another category such 
as "family" or "criminal" and other times it is repor
ted as a separate category. The most frequent 
categories presently used are "delinquency," "depen
dency," "neglect" and "person in need of super
vision." There is some effort made to segregate 
delinquency proceedings based on violation of the 
criminal law from other delinquency proceedings. A 
few states separate out traffice violations from other 
offenses. 

The distinctions between delinquency and other 
juvenile proceedings and between criminal and non
CI iminal proceedings would appear to be worth preser
ving. It is not clear, however, how these proceedings 
should be subdivided. Some states divide delinquency 
proceedings into criminal and non-criminal. In the lat
ter category are included matters such as in
corrigibility, truancy and other similar "status of
fenses" which do not constitute adult crimes. Other 
states, however, report these "status offenses" as non
delinquency proceedings under categories such as 
"persons in need of supervision (PINS)," "juveniles 
in need of supervision (JINS)," and the like. These 
distinctions are more than formal since in some states 
"non-delinquent." "persons in need of supervision" 
cannot be incarcerated with adjudicated "delin-
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quents." For reporting purposes probably the best 
thai can be done is to separate the delinquency 
petitions based on criminal offenses from other 
petitions based on "status offenses." 

The other non-delinquency matters also present rc
porting problems. The line between "neglect" and 
"dependency" proceedings is a fine one which is not 
drawn in all places. The "persons in need of super
vision" category as well as "abuse" proceedings 
overlap to some extent with the other categories. 

The reporting problems are compounded by un
certain starting points for the counting of juvenile 
proceedings. The simplest place to begin the count is 
with the filing of a formal petition with clerk of the 
relevant court. Many juvenile matters are, however, 
"adjusted" prior to filing a petition or a formal com
plaint. Sometimes a period of more or less formal 
supervision is imposed as part of the adjustment 
process. It would be useful to capture information 
about intake dispositions as well as formal petitions 
and complaints and to record the "adjustment" ac
tivities. 

The formal dispositional stages of juvcnile 
proceedings are handled rather differently than adult 
criminal and civil proceedings and the dispositional 
alternatives are varied. The various options have not 
yet been adequately explored. Contact has been made 
with the staff of the Juvenile Justice Standards 
Project, also staffed by IJA, to determine the full 
range of alternatives which must be considered. For 
present purposes the recommendation is limited to the 
most general reporting of juvenile proceedings. More 
detailed recommendations will be postponed until a 
thorough staff analysis can be undertaken. 

It is therefore recommended that: 

Recommendation 5.0 - Reporting of Juvenile 
Proceedings fOl' Sta tis tical Pm'poses 

States should report the filing and disposition of 
juvenile intake complaints and petitions by court situs 
using the following categories: 

1. Criminal delinq uency proceedings 
2. Juvenile (non-criminal) offense proceedings 
3. Neglect, dependency, and abuse proceedings 
Reporting of Outcomes 
Dispositions in individual cases must be reported for 

CCH and OBTS purposes. Summary information is 
also required with respect to the outputs of the judicial 
processing system. In particular, volume Of. matters 
disposed of should be reported by appropnate case 
type, time periods, and level and situs of court and as a 
function of available resources. In addition, it is useful 
to know the stage and manner of disposition of all 
criminal defendants and civil cases and the sentence or 
other type of disposition received by criminal defen
dants. 

A problem arises if the matter processed by the 
court changes its character. In criminal cases, a defea-



dant is frequently brought into court on one charge 
and disposed of on another. A que~tion .a.rises as to 
whether the opening charge or the disposItIon charge 
should be used for statistical reporting purposes. 

Some states treat the matter as if it were disposed of 
on the original charge no matter what the final charge 
is. It has been suggested that some tracing of charge 
changing is appropriate and that if felony charges are 
disposed of as misdemeanors this transition .should be 
noted. Another possibility is to use the openmg charge 
of reporting of defendants processed and disposed of 
but to use the final charge for reporting sentences. 

The different methods of reporting dispositions 
renect rather different interests ranging from ac
counting for cases filed, and monitoring plea bar
gaining to assessment of sentencing patterns. 

Outcomes and Sentences 
The outcome of criminal cases also is of con

siderable interest. On the criminal side, one would 
want to know whether the defendant or the state 
prevailed and what the sentence wa~, if. any. Sente~ces 
basically involve various combmatlOns of fmes, 
probation and incarceration although. other 
dispositons may be possible. For e~ample, With the 
development of diversionary alternatwes such as drug 
treatment programs, youthful offender treatme.nt, 
court employment projects and deferred sentencmg 
options, it would be useful to add ~n.other ~eneral 
dispositional category. In many states n ~s pOSSible. for 
the court to direct the place of mcarceratlOn, 
therefore, it would be helpful to distinguish between 
state and county facilities and, perhaps, further sub
divide these categones. 

Recommendation 6.0 - Reporting of Criminal 
Dispositions 

6. J Courts should report to the CCH and OBTS data 
files dispositions of individtnl criminal defendants 
qualifying for entry into those files. Dispositions 
of all charges should be reported as input to the 
SJIS. 

6.2 Each state should prepare statistical reports on 
dispositions using the final most serious offense ~f 
which a defendant is convicted. If a defendant IS 
not convicted, then the most serious offense at 
the disposition stage should be used. (See Tables 
CR-7 and CR-S) 

6.3 Each state should also report summary statistics 
showing the disposition of the final most serious 
charge against each defendant as a function of the 
original most serious charge filed in court (See 
Table CR-IS.) 

6.4 In reporting dispositions, the following categories 
should be used: 
1. Judicial dismissal on defendant's motion 
2 Judicial dismissal on prosecution's motions 
3: Judicial dismissal on court's own motion 
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4. Prosecutorial withdrawal/Nolle prosequi 
S. Judgment on guilty or no-contest plea 
6. Judgment after non-jury verdict 
7. Judgment after jury verdict 
8. Judgment for defendant not withstanding the 

verdict 
9. Deferred prosecution or sentence 

10. Transferred 
11. Consolidated 
12. Other 

(See Tables CR-7 and CR-S.) 
6.S Sentences should be reported as a function, of the 
most serious charge for which each defendant IS con
victed. 
(See Table CR-J6.) . 
6.6 In reporting sentences the following categones 
should be used: 

1. Incarceration (by type of confinement and . 
length of minimum and maximum sentence 111 

days and/or months and/or years) 
2. Term of probationary supervision (in months 

and years and conditions imposed, if any) 
3. Amount of unremitted fines 
4. Terms of incarceration and probation if 

sentenced to both and conditions imposed, if 
any 

S. Term of incarceration and amount of re
mitted fine if both are imposed 

6. Term of probation and amount of unremitted 
fine if both are imposed 

7. Death sentences 
S. Sentence to youthful offender, drug 

rehabilitation, mental health or other treatment 
programs or facilities 

9. Other 
6.7 In the event that incarceration is imposed, in part, 
and suspended, in part, that fact should be reported. 

Stages and Manner of Disposition 
A useful class of information relates to stages at 

which cases are disposed of and the manner in which 
they are disposed of. The two categories are .related 
but not identical. For example, cases can be disposed 
of by pleas or prosecutorial dismissal at any stage of 
the proceedings but can be disposed of by trial only at 
the trial stage. 

If case dispositional information is combined with 
information about the stage of disposition, and case 
type, one can get a good picture of how various kinds 
of cases flow through a state's judicial system. To 
develop flow information it is necessary to identify the 
key points at which cases ex~t from .the judi<~ial 
process. With the exception of mformatlOn on tnal
related and other formal dispositions, states do not 
typically report on flow of cases out of their systen:s. 
In order to improve information on non-tnal 
dispositions which is presently reported, it is recom
mended that: 
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Recommendation 7.0 - Stage of Guilty Pleas and 
Dismissals in Criminal Cases 

7.1 Each state should report the stage of the 
proceeding at which guilty pleas or dismissals are 
made. (See Table CR-9) 
7.2 For reporting purposes the following stages should 
be used: 

1. Before trial 
2. Trial begun 
3. Trial through proof complete but before ver

dict. 
(See Table CR-9) 

Description of the Operations of the Judicial 
Processing System 

An important element in a balanced state judicial 
case processing information system is information 
about the functioning of the system itself and the 
status of cases pending in the system. Each of these 
aspects of the judicial processing system is discussed 
separately below. 

Status of Cases 
At any given point in time one can take a "snap

shot" of the work flowing through the judicial process 
and get a fairly accurate picture of where everything 
stands. The standard report on volume of cases pen
ding gives a partial picture of the status of judicial 
proceedings but more is required for state judicial ad
ministration purposes. 

Case age is one important additional piece of in
formation. A number of states report the age of cases 
pending at the end of a given reporting period. Age is 
measured from the date the case i'i filed officially in 
court to the cut-off date. Case age information is 
usually presented so as to represent the number or 
proportion of cases pending longer than some specific 
time period, e.g., one month, three months, six 
months, one year, two years, etc. Appropriate break
downs into case categories and the situs and jurisdic
tion of courts should be used. 

A different type of information relates to defendant 
status. There is an interest in knowing status of in
dividual defendants. In particular, a state court ad
ministrator might want to know how many defendants 
have been confined for how long prior to disposition. 
If reports indicate excessive confinement in a par
ticular jurisdiction, then appropriate inquiry can be 
undertaken. Similarly, if defendants have cases pen
ding beyond periods specified in speedy trial rules or 
case processing guidelines appropriate investigation 
can be undertaken. 

Recommendation 8.0 - Age of Criminal Cases 
S.l Each state should receive or generate reports on a 
monthly basis on the age, in months, of all active pen
ding criminal cases. (See Tables CR-4 and CR .. S) 
S.2 The following reporting intervals should be used: 

.. less than one month 
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• one and less than two months 
. • two and less than three months 

• three and less than four months 
• four and less than five months 
• five and less than six months 
.. six and less than 12 mon ths 
• twelve and more months (see Tables CR-4 and 

CR-S) 
S.3 The monthly reports on case age should also in
dicate by the trial court the number of defendants in 
each case age category who are incarcerated pending 
trial. 

Case flow information 
In formation about case flow falls into several 

categories. One category is information about case 
processing materials. There is no general concensus as 
to what intervals should be used for reporting pur
poses. Some states and the federal courts report with 
respect to the time between filing and completion of 
pretrial activities, between that completion and final 
disposition and between filing and disposition. Some 
special reports such as the IJ A Calendar Status Study 
report these time intervals with respect to a sample of 
one category of case, e.g., personal injury actions 
disposed of by trial. 

It is recommended that the following information 
about case processing intervals, elapsed times, and 
movement of criminal business through the courts be 
reported: 

Recommendation 9.0 - Processing Intervals for 
Criminal Defendants 

9.1 Periodic reports should be prepared displaying the 
time intervals between major steps in the processing of 
criminal matters. 
9.2 The reports should contain information on time 
intervals for all major offense types in all trial courts 
of general jurisdiction with respect to all criminal 
defendants disposed of during the reporting period. 
9.3 For criminal defendants and cases disposed of by 
plea or dismissal or other non-trial disposition reports 
should cover the time intervals from 

• filing to disposition 
• disposition to sentencing (if any) 
• filing to sentencing (if any) (See Tables CR-12 

and CR-J3) 
9.4 For criminal defendants and cases disposed of by 
trial the following time intervals should be used: 

.. initiation to trial readiness 
• trial readiness to completion of trial 
.. completion of trial to sentencing (i f any) 
.. initiation to completion of trial 
II initiation to sentencing (if any) (See Tables CR-lO 

and CR-1l) 
9.5 States whose reporting systems permit should also 
produce, at least annually, flow diagrams depicting by 
offense type the r.lOvement of criminal cases through 
the various routes and exit points of the judicial 



system. 
9.5 States whose reporting systems permit should also 
produce, at least annually, flow diagrams depicting by 
offense type the movement of criminal cases through 
the various routes and exit points of the judicial 
system. 
9.6 For public reporting purposes only the total elap-
sed time from filing to disposition and filing to sen
tence should be used. Other information should be 
retained for internal management use and be provided 
upon request. 

Case Status Information 
Case flow information relates to cases disposed of 

during the reporting period. One would want to know 
about status of pending criminal cases. The in
formation desired concerns how long the matters have 
been in the system and how far they have progressed. 

To this end, it is recommended that the following be 
done: 

Recommendation 10.0 - Status of Active Criminal 
Cases 

10.1 Each state should report on a monthly or other 
periodic basis on the status of actiye criminal cases 
before the courts. 
10.2 For statistical purposes, pending matters should 
be designated as "active" or "inactive." The latter 
category should include proceedings in which the 
defendant has fled the jurisdiction, is incarcerated or 
otherwise unavailable for prosecution as well as other 
matters marked "inactive" by the appropriate judicial 
officer. 
10.3 Appropriate profiles should be prepared in
dicating by offense type ancI court situs: 

• age of proceedings pending, and (See Tables CR-4 
and CR-5) 

• stage of processing of the proceedings (see Table 
CR-6) 

10.4 The reports should indicate the last stage com
pleted. The following stages should be used: 

• initial appearance 
• plea 
• trial readiness 
• trial begun 
• trial completed 
• judgment/sentence (See Table CR-6) 

[rial Information 
In addition to reporting of dispositions with and 

without trial and elapsed time for dispositions by trial, 
there is an interest in obtaining additional information 
about the trial process itself. Among the types of ad
ditional information now collected or planned to be 
collected are the following: 

• disposition by type of trial 
• number of juries selected and sworn 
• elapsed time of trials held 
• trial days of disposed matters 
• judicial bench trial time in disposed matters 

28 

• size of juries (6 vs. 12) 
.. prevailing parties 
• stage reached by trials begun but not completed 
• dispositions by individual judge and type of trial 
• ratio of trial dispositions to filings 
• ratio of trial dispositions to all dispositions 
• mistrials 
• hung juries 
• contested vs. uncontested trial dispositions 
• number of cases pending on jury and non-jury 

trial dockets or lists 
• estimated judges required to dispose of 

anticipated trials 
Information on trial activity should be sufficient to in
dicate the level of activity and resources consumed by 
the trial process. Additional definitional work is 
required to define "trials" and when they are "con
tested." A report should contain the following in
formation: 

Recommendation 11.0 - Trial Information (Civil 
and Criminal) 

11.1 Each state should routinely report on all trial 
dispositions. The report should cover, separately, jury 
and non-jury timls and contested and non-contested 
trials. 
11.2 Trial dispositions should be reported only for 
matters in which there is a final jury verdict or final 
judgment by a judge sitting without a jury. 
Dispositions should indicate mistrials aEd hung juries. 
11.3 Each state should also report with respect to 
jurors and juries the following information (where ap
plicable): 

I. Number of six-person juries selected and number 
of twelve-person juries selected; 

2. Jurors available for jury service after excuses, 
failure to appear and the like; 

3. Number of jurors actually picked to serve on six
person juries and twelve-person juries. 

Event Reporting 
There are a number of events in the processing of 

cases whose occurrence or non-occurrence may 
significantly affect the movement of cases through the 
judicial system and the demands on judicial resources. 
An illustrative list of significant events in case 
processing of criminal cases includes the following: 

• initial appearance 
• arraignment 
• probable cause hearing 
• other appearances 
• pretrial release 
• motions 
• hearings 
• conferences 
• trial settings or assignments 
• pleas 
• trials 
• sentencing 
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• post-conviction activity 
• appeals 

A management information system could be 
developed to provide information about the next 
scheduled event in each case; whether or not the event 
occurred; if it did not occur, the reasons for non
occurrence and the person responsible for the non
occurrence. Several kinds of reports can be developed 
from such an information system. First, the system 
can generate exception reports which list by title and 
number, cases in which there is repeated failure to 
complete scheduled events. The list could, for exam
ple, encompass criminal matters in which there have 
been numerous continuances. Inquiry could be 
initiated by the judicial administrator as to why these 
cases are not making satisfactory progress. 

Another output of the system could be summary 
reports that illuminate the overall progress of cases. 
One could, for example, record the average number 
and range of the occurrence or non-occurrence of 
events, by case type, court situs, individual judge or 
other variables. Reasons for non-occurrence can be 
recorded and tabulated; attempts can be made to 
assign responsibility to prosecutors, public defenders, 
private attorneys, judges, court clerks, court reporters, 
and jury managers for lack of case movement. One 
might also want to know about the average number of 
events per matter by type of event as well as judge-time 
devoted to handling contested motions and hearings, 
conferences and the like. Another important aspect of 
some of the events is their outcome. The prevailing 
party with respect to contested motions and hearings 
could be recorded. This information is, for example, 
particularly relevant with respect to motions to sup
press evidence which may be dispositive of a case. 

After due consideration it was the consenslls that, 
with one exception, regular collection and reporting of 
information about intermediate case processing events 
should be a trial court function. State-level judicial ad
ministrative needs can be satisfied by drawing on trial 
court data bases or by conducting special studies of 
case processing. The one exception is information with 
respect to pretrial release and bail. The growth of new 
kinds of pretrial release programs and the need to 
promote state-wide uniformity in release decisions 
justifies the state-level data collection effort. 

Reporting about pretrial release presents special 
problems. Ideally, one would want to know who made 
the release decision; how many people were released 
on what terms, conditions, and bonds; the identity of 
any surety bondsmen; and the success rate (as 
measured by appearance in court) of persons released 
under various terms, and conditions and bonds. 
Separate reporting, as previously recommended, 
should be undertaken with respect to persons detained 
because of failure to obtain pretrial release. Most 
release decisions are made early in the processing of a 
criminal defendant, but are subject to review and 
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revision at various stages of the process. It may not be 
warth the effort to trace all changes in release status. 

It is recommended that: 
Recommcndation 12.0 ~ Pretrial Release 

12.1 With respect to bail or pretrial release the 
following information should be reported: 

1. Status/Method of Release 
Cash bail 
Professional surety bond 
Non-professional surety bond 
Minimum deposit bail 
Release without bond 
Incarcerated 
Posting security 
Third party parole 
Supervised release 
Other; 

2. Number and percentage released by type of rc
lease and amount of bond, if any, and detention 
rate by amount of bond; 

3. Non-appearance rate by type of release and 
amount of bond, jf any; 

4. Number and percentage of persons interviewed 
and released without bond or denied release with
out bond; 

5. Performance of individual bondsmen, including 
amount of outstanding obligations and for
feitures. 

Resource Req 'irements 
To determine resource needs one must add in

formation about availability of resources to case 
monitoring and case processing information. Some 
states now report case filings and dispositions by 
authorized judgeship, judge or judge-day. These 
measures differ in several ways. The first does not take 
into account vacancies, assignments and reassign
ments, disability, etc. Using per judge measures does 
not take into account variations in days spent on 
judicial matters by individual judges. On the other 
hand, resource capacity measured by authorized 
judgeships is most useful in determining changes in the 
number of judges required in various jurisdictions to 
handle expected caseloads. 

If information about judge-time (or dispositions 
and sentences) is collected by individual judge, care 
must be taken about disseminating such information 
by name of individual judge. While appropriate for in
ternal management purposes, the individual judge in
formation may be subject to misinterpretation by per
sons outside the judicial system. The information 
should not be released without appropriate authority 
ancl interpretation of apparent differences in judicial 
performance. 

A balanced report on resource capacity should also 
take into account the use of non-judicial personnel 
who perform judicial-type functions. Many trial cour
ts use referees, commissioners, masters and similar 
personnel to assist the trial judge or to act as a 
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surrogate for him. Their activities should be ~ap~u.red. 
One might also want to know about the .I~dlvldu~l 

or average performance of other key participants In 
the judicial process. Some states conte~plate coJlec
ting such data about prosecutors, pubhc defenders, 
appointed counsel, and private firms. Others are con
cerned with juror utilization information. The present 
recommendation is limited to the work capacity of 
judicial and quasi-judicial personnel. Other resource 
capacity information will be addressed at a subsequent 
time. 

It is, therefore, recommended that: 

Recommendation 13.0 - Resource and Work 
Performance (Civil and Criminal) 

13.1 States should collect and report work per
formance information by court situs with respect to: 

• authorized judgeships 
.. judges actuaJly serving 
.. judge-days available for judicial activities 

13.2 Such information should also be collected and 
reported with respect to auxiliary personnel such as 
referees, masters, and commissioners who assist with 
the disposition of criminal cases. . . 
13.3 Each state ~hould collect and report 1I1formatIOn 
concerning judicial assignments into and out of 
judicial districts as well as requests for judicial 
as~i~tance . 
13.4 Information with respect to actual judge-time 
spent on judicial activitie~ should either ?e coll~cted 
and retained by the trial courts on a rout1l1e baSIS or 
developed through special studies rather than by 
routine reporting to the state. 

SECTION 2 
TRIAL COllRTS OF GENERAL 
JlJHlSDlCTION - CIVIL CAS~~S 

lV1t:ch of the analysis concerning reporting on the 
criminai matters in the trial courts of general jurisdic
tion is applicable to civil cases. This section includes 
parallel recommendations; the text notes special 
problems that may arise in the reporting of civil case 
information. 

Accounting for Civil Proceedings 
On the civil side, states have traditionally counted 

"cases." The filing in court of initial pleadings in a 
civil action marks a convenient point to begin the 
count. There are some limitations to the case counting 
approach. It tends to understate complicated 
proceedings; especially those in which a number of 
parties are involved on both sides. The counting of in
dividual plaintiffs and defendants in multi-party cases 
would to some extent overcome this short-coming. The 
fate of individual plaintiffs and defendants is, 
however, of less interest on the civil side than on the 
criminal side. It would probably suffice to indicate 
that a case involves multiple plaintiffs and/or defen
dants. 

A potential problem on the civil side is the :eporting 
of proceedings that are other than new Civil c~ses 
leading to a final trial disposition. Such proceedmgs 
include: 

• petitions and motions of various kinds; 
• reopened proceedings; 
• supplemental proceedings in cases previously re-

ported as terminated. 
These matters should be reported separately from new 
case filings so that the count of cases is not unduly in
flated. 

It is, therefore, recommended that: 

Reeommendation 14.0 - Accounting for Civil Cases 
14.1 The accounting for civil cases should begin with 
the filing of a civil action in the court of general 
jurisdiction. The count should begin prior to the filing 
of a first answer or other responsive pleading. 
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14.2 The unit of count should be the case rather than 
individual plaintiffs or defendants. Appropriate note 
should be made of cases that have multiple plaintiffs 
and/or defendants. 
14.3 Petitions, motions, supplemental, transferred, 
reopened or reinstated cases and appeals from courts 
of limited and special jurisdiction should be separately 
reported under appropriate descriptive headings and 
not counted with newly initiated cases. 

Civil Case CateRories 
On the civil side, there seems to be a general lack of 

consensus as to what kinds of case categories should be 
used. The major categories used by many of the states 
are torts, contracts, domestic and family, property and 
probate. With respect to all the categories there was 
very little consensus among the states. Therefore, if a 
recommendation is made that the categories listed 
below be used, it would basically require every state to 
develop a more detailed statistical reporting system. 
Categories suggested seem adequate for most pur
poses. That is, they are sufficiently numerous to cap
ture kinds of causes of action that can arise in the civil 
area. They are listed in varying levels of specificity so 
that states can choose the level of detail they desire. 

In reporting filings and dispositions, states typically 
do so by some specific time or reference periods and 
also by court situs and jurisdiction. The exact 
geographical reporting unit seems to be a matter of 
state convention. Typically, states report by judicial 
district or circuit. In some instances, in which a 
judicial circuit encomr.,';tsses more than one county 
there may also be a report for each county within the 
circuit for which the court sits. Each state should 
clearly identify the reporting periods and court 
divisions used in its reports. 

Reeommendation 15.0 - Civil Case Categories 
15.1 Each state should report on a monthly basis civil 
cases filed, disposed of and pending at the beginning 
and end of each reporting period by appropriate levels 
and situs of court. (See Table CV-l) 

• 
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15.1 The major case categories set.forth below should 
be used for reporting purposes. The more detailed 
categories are illustrative and may be used for internal 
purposes if desired. 
Contract 
Persona/Injury 

Automobile 
Non-Automobile 

Proppr!y DamORe 
Automobile 
Non-Automobile 

Other Tort 
Property Rif!,hts 

Eminent Domain/Condemnation 
Lien and Mort '''ge }<oreclosure 
Evictions 
Partition 
Quiet Title 
Other 

Domestic and Family 
Paternity 
Adoption 
Custody 
Support 

Unif. Recip. Enforc. of Support - Incoming 
Unif. Recip. Enforc. of Support - Outgoing 
Other 

Marital 
Divorce 
Separation 
Support 
Alimony 
Custody 
Annulment 
Conciliation 
Consent to Marry 

Probate 
Testate Estates 

Small 
Regular 
lntestate Estates 
Small 
Regular 

Trusts 
Guardianships and Conservatorships 
Ancillary or Foreign Administration 
Other 

Administrative 
Zoning 
Tax 
Workmen's Compensation 
Other 
Appeals from CourlS of Limited or Special Jurisdic
tion 
C:~er Civil 
Disposition of Civil Cases 
There are somewhat more ways to dispose of civil 

cases than there are for criminal matters. It is recom-
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mended that the following categories be used: 

Recommendation 16.0 - Disposition of Civil Cases 
16.1 The following categories should be used in repor
ting the disposition of civil cases: (See Tables CV-7 
and CV-8) 

Settled 
Consent Judgment 
Default or Uncontested Judgment 
Dismissal with Prejudice 
Dismissal without Prejudice 
Summary Judgment 
Jurl.gment after jury trial 
Judgment after non-jury trial 
Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict 
Consolidated 
Transferred 

16.2 With respect to civil cases which are settled, the 
stage of settlement should be indicated using the 
following stages: (See Table CV-9) 

Pleadmgs 
Discovery 
Pretrial Conference 
Trial prior to verdict or decision 
Post trial 
Civil Case Processing 
The processing of civil cases also takes a somewhat 

different route from that of criminal cases. It is recom
mended that the following case processing information 
be reported with respect to civil cases: 

Recommendation 17.0 - Civil Case Processing 
Information 

17.1 Each &tate should report on the time intervals 
between major stages in the processing of civil cases 
disposed of. The following stages should be used: 

• Case initiation to trial readiness 
• Trial readiness to disposition 
• Trial readiness to trial 
• Case initiation to disposition 

17.2 Appropriate reports should be prepared in
dicating by civil case type and court situs: 

• The age of pending civil cases from date of filing 
(See Tables CV- 10 and CV-II) 

• The stage of processing each case type has reached 
by age of case (See Table CV -6) 

17.3 The report should indicate the last stage com
pleted. The following stages should be used: (See 
Table CV-6) 

• case initiation 
• close of pleadings 
• pretrial discovery 
• pretrial conference 
• trial readiness 
• trial begun 
• trial completed 
• post-trial activity 

J 
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SECTION 3 

APPELLATE COURT INfORMATION 

Inputs into Appellate Information System 
Almost all states report an nually on appeals and 

other matters fikd, but there is no general agreeJ11ent 
on what comtitutes an appropriate accounting unit or 
what information should be reported about pending 
ca~e~. 

Accounting Unit for Appeals 
As is the case with the trial courts, there is un

certainty as to what unit should be used to account for 
appellate cases-defendants, cases, or both. 

Several separate appeals m;:lY arise from a single 
trial if there are ~everal defendants. For multi
defendant cases there may be a single appeal for all 
defendan ts or ,epa rate appeals for individual defen
dant~. When ~everal appeals are filed, briefs may be 
filed for each defendant, or one brief may be filed for 
~everal defendanh. Multi-defendant appeals may be 
heard by the court in a single hearing. 

Some cases in which ~everal appeals were filed will 
be formally consolidated or joined. Other cases will 
not be formally joined, but will be briefed ancl argued 
together. Others may be briefed separately but argued 
together _ 

Some consistent methods must be devised to fairly 
renect the volume of the court's activities. No one 
method is entirely satisfactory. Counting each defen
dant will overstate the actual size of the court's 
workload, since several defel,jan~s may file a single 
notice of appeal and, consequently, one brief. Coun
ting all appeals arising from the same case as a single 
unit will understate the demRnd on the court, since 
several briefs may be filed. Counting each appeal at in
ccption will overstate the volume somewhat, since the 
defendants may consolidate the several appeals and 
filc one brief, but the overstatement will not be as 
great as if each defendant were counted as a separate 
ca~e. 

In addition to appeals from lower courts or agen
cies, appellate courts also consider original 
proceedings, such as petitions for writs of mandamus 
and habeas corpus. Each original proceeding filed 
should be counted as a unit. 

Since the accounting unit recommended for ap
pellate courls is appeals filed and original proceedings 
initated, information will not be reported as to the 
status or final disposition ofindiv;~·:al criminal defen
dants in the appellate court. To e. ,Ie tracking of in
dividual criminal defendants thlOugh the entire 
judicial system, reporting should also be undertaken 
of individual criminal defendants. 

Recommcndation 18.0 - Accounting Unit for 
Appellate COllrt Business 

18.1 For accounting purposes, each appeal or original 
proceeding of any litigant should be counted as one 
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unit. I n the event that several litigants voluntarily join 
in an appeal or original proceeding prior to its in
ception, that appeal or original proceeding should be 
counted as one unit. Thus, the joint appeal of several 
criminal defendants, from a single trial should be 
counted as one unit, whether or not each defendant 
files an individual notice of appeal. If cases are later 
severed, then they should be counted as separate units. 
18.2 If the appeals or original actions are consolidated 
at any point after the separate notices of appe:ll are 
filed, the appeals which were consolidated into the sur
viving, or "lead" case, should be eliminated from pen
din.: matters and reported under dispositions as con
solidations. 
18.3 Cases which are not consolidated or formally 
joined, but for which a single brief is filed and a single 
argument heard, should be reported under dispositions 
as consolidations, when the "lead" case is terminated. 
18.4 A separate count and disposition report should 
be maintained on individual defendants in criminal ap
peals. 

When f(l Bef!,in Countinf!, Appeals 
Appellate practices differ in each state, so it is dif

ficult to designate the precise point at which counting 
of appeals should begin: should counting commence 
when the peition for leave to appeal is filed, or when 
the appeal is docketed, or when the record on appeal is 
filed, etc. 

The ABA's Proposed Standards for Appellate 
Court Statistics recommends that the count begin with 
the initial essential step clearly leading '.oward an 
appeal. Preferably (though not necessarily) this would 
be the action first vesting the appellate court with 
jurisdiction. In states having a system of appeal similar 
to the federal procedure, this would be the filing of a 
notice of appeal. 

In states following other procedures, the initial step 
clearly leading toward an appeal may be the filing in 
the trial court of a bill of exceptions (or the filing of a 
writ of error, where no bill of exceptions is filed or 
relied on); or, in states where the only effective way to 
claim that rulings during the course of a trial con
stituted error is by filing a motion for new trial, the 
motion for new trial is itself the first step in the ap
pellate process. The practice of each state must be 
analyzed so as to determine the first "appellate" step. 
(Proposed Standards for Appel/ate Court Statistics, 
pp. 18-19.) 

Sometimes a notice of appeal (or equivalent) is filed 
even when there is no intention of perfecting the ap
peal. Thus the number of filings is not an exact in
dicator of the volume of business the court should ex
pect. The argument might be made that a court should 
not begin counting appeals until an action is taken 
which indicates the appeal will be perfected, e.g., when 
the record on appeal is filed. Such a date, however, oc
curs too late in the appeal process to provide useful 
case management information. 
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On the opposite extreme, there.is some thinking that 
the appdla.te court must take control of cases as early 
as possible in the appeal process; in criminal cases, as 
early as the conclusion of the lower court trial. To 
begin counting appeals at such an early date, however, 
would seriously inflate the filings figure. 

Recommendation 19.0· Whcn to Begin Counting 
Appeals 

19.1 The counting of appeals should begin with the 
filing of the notice of appeal or other initial step 
clearly leading toward appeal. 
19.2 The counting of original proceedings should 
begin with the filing of the paper which originates the 
proceeding. 

Source of Filil1f!,s in Appellate Court 
It is important that an appellate information system 

include an analysis of the source of filings and be able 
to identify from which lower courts and agencies the 
cases are coming. An intermediate appellate court or a 
single appellate court may receive appeals from trial 
courts, administrative agencies, and quasi-judicial 
bodies; and, it may receive original writs or petitions. 
An appellate court of highest jurisdiction in a state 
which also has an intermediate appellate cOurt may, in 
addition, receive appeals from the intermediate ap
pellate court. 

Recommendation 20.0 • Source of Filings in 
Appellate Courts 

20.1 Appellate courts should report the source of 
filings using the following categories with appropriate 
levels of details: 

A. Trial courts* 
B. Administrative agencies* 
C. Intermediate appellate courts 
D. Original proceedings 
*The source of appeals of trial court decisions which 
reviewed administrative agency actions should be re
ported as trial courts; administrative agencies as a 
source category includes only cases not previouslv 
reviewed by a court of record. -
Basis of Jurisdiction in Appellate Court 
It is also important that an appellate information 

system include data on the manner by which business 
is reaching the appellate court. The court's business 
may be comprised of direct appeals from lower courts 
or agencies, interlocutory appeals, or original 
proceedings. In addition, in states in which a Supreme 
Court reviews an intermediate appellate court or in 
which any appellate court considers both appeals of 
right and discretionary review, it is useful to know the 
breakdown of caseload as to whether review is as a 
matter of right or is discretionary. 

It is also useful to know, for criminal appeals, 
whether the appeal was filed by the defendant or by 
the prosecutor. These latter might arise in in
terlocutory appeals by the state. 
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Recommendation 21.0 - Basis of Jurisdiction in 
. Appellate Courts 

21.1 Appellate courts should report the basis of 
jurisdiction of their business using the following 
categories: 

A. Direct appeals from lower courts or agencies. 
B. Original jurisdiction 
C. Interlocutory appeals 

21.2 In courts in which appeals may be filed either as a 
matter of right or by discretionary review, the ap
propriate basis of jurisdiction should be reported. 
21.3 Courts should report whether criminal appeals 
were filed by the prosecutor or the defendant. 

Describing Case Types 
It is important to know what types of cases are 

coming before the court. In criminal cases, it is useful 
to know the nature of the offense for which the defen
dant was convicted; in civil cases, the nature of the 
cause of action; and in original actions, the nature of 
the proceeding. 

The ABA Proposed Standards recommend that the 
breakdown for criminal case types be simply 
felony /misdemeanor. It is recommended here that the 
same detailed breakdown proposed for the trial courts 
be used. While criminal appeals, no matter what the 
offense is, may be handled in much the same way, it 
would be useful for the court to have more in
formation about the types of cases coming before it. 
More importantly, as discussed in the section on 
criminal case types for trial courts, the 
felony/misdemeanor breakdown poses many 
problems, since there is no consensus as to what con
stitutes a felony. 

The civil case type categories are also the same as the 
categories recommended for the trial court. These are 
almost identical to the classifications proposed by the 
ABA. 

Recommendation 22.0 - Description of Appellate 
Case Types 

22.1 Appellate courts should use the following 
categories to describe the composition of their case
load: 

A. Direct appeals 
1. Criminal Appeals (Breakdown should be 

by jjteral descriptions of 
state statutes and statute 
numbers of most serious 
offense for which defen
dant was convicted (or 
charged, in the case of 
interlocutory appeals)] 

2. Criminal sentence review only 
3. Civil Appeals 

a. COli tract 
b. Tort 
c. Property 
d. Domestic and family 

.--------------~~; 
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e. Probate 
f. Administrative 

(1) Taxation 
(2) Workmen's Compensation 
(3) Zoning 
(4) Other 

g. Post-conviction and habeas corpus 
h. Other civil 

4. Juvenile 
B. Other Matters 

I. Original actions 
a. Post-conviction and habeas corpus 
b. Mandamus 

(I) Civil 
(2) Criminal 

c. Quo warranto 
d. Other 

2. Special matters 
a. Advisory opinions and certified 

questions 
h. Bar discipline 
c. Judicial discipline 
d. Other 

Ou/puts (~tApp(?lIa/(? Cas(? Processin~ System 
Information must also be collected on outputs of the 

appellate system: how many and what kinds of cases 
arc dispmed of and how they are disposed of. Almost 
all states report on dispositions or terminations, but 
beyond total number of dispositions, there is no con
semus as to what items are reported. 

The most useful information about the disposition 
01 appellate court cases is how matters are disposed of. 
The recommendation contains a list of categories that 
descrihe both the methods of disposition and the 
decisions themselves. 

Hecommendation 23.0 - Disposition of Appellate 
Court Cases 

23.1 Appellate courts should report dispositions so as 
to display the manner in which particular case types 
are dhposed of and how cases of different jurisdic
tional bases are disposed of. 
23.2 Appellate courts should use the following 
classifications to report the manner of disposition of 
their cases. 

A. Cases disposed of by consolidation 
B. Cases disposed of without hearing or submission 

1. Dismis~ed on motion of appellant 
2. Dismissed on motion of appellee 
3. Dismissed on court's own motion 
4. Dismissed for lack of progress 
5. Withdrawn 
6. Affirmed by order on motion to affirm 
7. Reversed by order on motion to affirm 
8. Extraordinary relief granted 
9. Extraordinary relief denied 

to. Transferred to another court 
11. Other 
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C. Cases disposed of after hearing or submission 
1. Decided with full opinion* 

a. Affirmed (or agency order enforced) 
b. Reversed (or agency order denied en-

forcement 
c. Reversed and discharged 
d. Dismissed 
e. Modified 
f. Remanded 
g. Transferred to another court 
h. Extraordinary relief granted 
i. Extraordinary relief denied 
j. Other disposition 

2. Decided without full opinion* 
a. Affirmed (or agency order 

enforced) 
b. Reversed (or agency order denied 

enforcement) 
c. Reversed and discharged 
d. Dismissed 
e. Modified 
f. Remanded 
g. Transferred to another court 
h. Extraordinary relief granted 
i. Extraordinary relief denied 
j. Other disposition 

D. Cases appealed to higher court prior to decision 
*Full opinion is an opinion, signed or unsigned, in 
excess of 2 typed pages. 

23.3 "Affirmed in part and reversed in part" should 
be classified as "reversed." 
23.4 If a case is clearly affirmed or reversed, the 
decision should be reported as affirmed or reversed, 
en'!ll when the case is also remanded or modlfied. For 
example, "reversed and remanded" should be repor
ted as "reversed," and "affirmed and modified" 
should be reported as "affirmed." "Remanded" and 
"modified" should only be used when the case was 
neither clearly affirmed nor clearly reversed. 

Steps in ProcessillR Appellate Caseload 
In addition to information about inputs and out

puts, an appellate information system must also con
tain information about the stages in between filing and 
disposition. In particular, it is important to know how 
long it takes to move cases through all the appellate 
processing steps. 

As with filings and dispositions, it is important to 
report processing time and other processing in
formation by case types, since different kinds of cases 
are handled differently. In this area of reporting, 
however, it would not be necessary that the break
downs be as detailed as those recommended for filings 
and dispositions; it is sufficient to know how broad 
catgories of cases are handled. 

The following recommendation includes the time 
points to be noted; these items of information are not 
for direct reporting, but rather for serving as the basis 

----------------------------~ ... 

for time interval reports and analys.es. 
. Part t:-- of the recommendation encompasses the 

tIme POInts to be noted for intermediate appellate 
courts and appellate courts in states having a single ap
pellate court; and Part B, the time points for second
level appellate courts which review decisions of an in
termediate appellate court. 

. An . order dismissing a case, or any other act 
dlsposmg of a case ~rio.r to decision after argument, 
can occur at any POInt m the appellate process thus 
cannot be included in the lists in any specific ~lace. 
Th.e d~te of such order or act should be noted at the 
pomt It occurs. 
. ~lt~o~gh a case does not generally come under the 
JUrIsdIctIOn of th~ appellate court until a notice of ap
peal or som~ ~qlllvalent paper is filed, the time lapse 
between deCISIon in the lower court and commencing 
of the appeal is of importance to the appellate court. 
Therefore, the recommended list of time points in
clu~e.s the date of lower court judgment or agency 
deCISIon. 

Not all events will occur for every case. Obviously, 
then, only those events which occur in the processing 
of a particular case should be recorded. 

Recommendation 24.0 - Steps in Processing 
Appellate Caseload 

24.1 For. purpos~s of periodic time interval reports 
a~d speCIal studIes, appellate courts should record, 
With respect to each major case type, the date of each 
of the following events: 

A. Intermediate appellate courts or single appellate 
courts 1 

1. Trial court judgment 2 or agency decision 
2. Co~mencing of appeal or filing of original 

actIOn 
3. Tramcript ordered 
4. Transcript completed 
5. Complete record filed in appellate court 
6. Appellant brief filed 
7. Appellee/respondant brief filed 
8. Briefing completed 
9. Argued or submitted 

10. Decision 
11. Final mandate or judgment on appeal 
12. Petition for rehearing filed 
13. Petition for rehearing decided 
14. Rehearing held 
15. Decision on rehearing 
16. Appealed to higher court or application for 

for discretionary review filed 
17. Discretionary review granted or denied 
18. Date of termination of case prior 

to decision after argumene 
B. Supreme Court review of intermediate appellate 

court 
1. Trial court judgment2 or agency decision 
2. Intermediate appellate court decision 
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3. Application for discretionary review filed 
4. Discretionary review granted or denied 
5. Appeal of right initiated 
6. Complete record filed in Supreme Court 
7. Appellant brief filed 
8. Appellee/respondant brief filed 
9. Briefing completed 

10. Argued or submitted 
11. Decision in Supreme Court 
12. Petition for rehearing filed 
13. Petition for rehearing decided 
14. Rehearing held 
15. Decision on rehearing 
16. Date of termination of case prior to decision 

after argument 1 

Description of PendillR Cases 
It is also important for the court to know 

periodically-at least semi-annually-how many cases 
It has at what stages of appeal. The recommended in
formation on pending caseload advises the court of 
exactly what the workload is for the coming period; 
sei"v~s ~s a reco.rd of the court's backlog; and, by 
speclf~m~ at. whIch stage pending cases are, provides 
some mdlcatlOn of where the court is getting backed 
up. 

Recommendation 25.0 - Description of Pending 
Cases 

25.1 Appellate courts should report at least semi
annual:y, by major. case category, the following in
formatIOn about theIr pending caseload: 

A. Pending, beginning of reporting year 
1. Total pending 
2. Cases not yet "perfected" or "ready" 
3. Cases ready for argument but not yet 

submitted 
4. Cases under advisement 

B. Total filings during reporting year 
C. Total. dispositions during reporting year 
D. Pendmg, end of reporting year 

I. Total pending 
2. Cases not yet "perfected" or "ready" 
3. Cases rea.dy for argument but not yet 

submitted 
4. Cases under advisement 

E. Increa~e or decrease in cases pending during 
reportmg year 
1. Total pending 
2. Cases not yet "perfected" or "ready" 
3. Cases ready for argument but not yet 

submitted 
4. Cases under advisement 

I ~hi~ recorr~m,enda[ion as~ume~ [hat all appeal .. to Ifltcrmedmlc appL'lI<lIr..' (our!'. arl' pi 
n~ht. I,r thIS 15 "?t <;0, the following evenl'i ,hould a/<;o be ft'\:ordcd' (a) applu,:alinn fnr 
dl'iCrellonary reView, {b) application acted upon. 

2. In .criminal appeal'i, the dale of o:;cnlem:ing. ralher than the dale of "crdh:t Of coIn l I a 
gUllly plea, should be recorded, In interlocutory appeal." the date of Intt'rl(h:ulor .... Judg 
ment should be recorded. 

3. This event .does. not occur in order on the 110;1, r,ince an order di"mi ...... wg J 1 .. :<\,,1: nr an" 
other acl dispOSing of a case, can occur at any point in the appenate prOJ;c ...... 
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Reportinf!, on Motions on Petitions 
The ABA Proposed Standards do not recommend 

that information about motions be collected. 
However since motions or petitions account for a 
signi fica~t portion of appellate workload, it is :ecom
mended that some basic information about motions be 

collected. . . 
Motions, except those commencing and termmatmg 

appellate cases, should not be included in the reports 
on filings and dispositions, since they do not pla~e .the 
same demands on the court as do appeals or on.g.mal 
proceedings. To include moti?ns in the tota.l filIngs 
and dispositions figures would mflate them senously. 

It is important to know how many motions are filed, 
what types of motions are filed, and how many and 
what types are terminated. [t would be too b~lr
densome and not very useful, to report processmg 
times fo; motions. And, since motions can be f~led at 
any stage in the appellate process, it is not pOSSIble to 
include motions in the time points to be noted, except, 
of course, those motions commencing or disposin~ of 
cases. In order to avoid duplication in reportm~, 
motions that constitute full cases and an: included m 
the filings reports should not ,be included in llle 
motions reports. 

The amount of work motions generate for the C?urt 
depends on the type of motion. Procedural motIOns 
demand a relatively small amount of court work and 
almost no judge time. Substantive motions, on the 
other hand, place more demand on both the court and 
the judges. 

The only types of procedural motions which would 
seriously affect court processing are moti~ns for ~x
tensions of time. Two other procedural motIOns which 
do not directly affect case processing, but which are 
important for courts to be appris.ed of are mo.tions to 
be appointed as counsel and motIOns to be relieved as 
counsel. Other procedural motions need not be broken 
down into specific types of motions. Some co~rts n:ay 

wish to detail the types of motions to extend time, I.e. 
to file record, to file appellant's brief, etc. 

Since substantive motions have direct bearing on. the 
processing and/or disposition of appeals, and smce 
they place a greater demand on court resources, they 
should be reported in greater detail. The recom
mendation includes a suggested breakdown of. su?
stantive motions, but each court should adapt thIS list 
to rellect its own rules and practices. 

Recommendation 26.0 - Reporting on Motions 
26.1 Appellate courts should report the following in
formation about motions (or petitions): 

A. Total m~d 
B. Total terminated 
C. Motion type/filing party 

1. Procedural 
a. For extension of time' 
b. For appointment of counsel 

c. For relief as counsel 
d. Other procedural 

2. Substantive~ 
a. For bond 
b. For dismissal 
c. For rehearing 
d. For reinstatement 
e. For stay 
f. For summary affirmance 
g. To vacate stay 

26.2 The total number of motions filed should n?~ in
clude motions or petitions which constitute case filmgs 
and are included in the filings figure. . 

Judicial and Quasi-Judicial Workload InformatIOn 
To arrive at a fair assessment of a court's worklo.ad 

and performance, it would be useful t? add m
formation about that court's resources to filmgs, pro-
cessing, and dispositions statistics. .' I-

Part 1 of the following recommendatIOn IS vdsed 
largely on the ABA's Proposed Standards. Some of 
the statistics on judicial workload and performance 
should be reported for use only within the court. 
Others should be published for general use. Those for 
internal use enable the judges to distribute workload, 
to budget their time, and to measure their performance 
in comparison with other members of t~e. bench. T~e 
data for general reporting is simply the fIlmgs and diS
positions figures broken down on an averag.e per 
judge. Such information provides a more meanmgf~l 
indication of the court's workload and performance m 
comparison to other courts and other years. 

Care must be taken about disseminating .these 
statistics by name of individual jud~e. As n?ted m t.he 
text of the trial court recommendatIOns, while .such in

formation may be appropriate for 1I1ter~al 
management purposes, the .i~dividual ,Judge 111-

formation may be subject to mIsmterpretatIOn by per
sons outside the judicial system. 
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Some judicial functions are performed by other 
staff in appellate courts; referees or special. n:asters 
may hear original jurisdiction cases, commiSSioners, 
or others may screen appeals. To assess accu.rately, 
then, judicial workload and performance 111 the 
disposition of cases and to n:easure t~1e performance 
of quasi-judicial personnel, mformatIOI1 shO~lld. a.lso 
be rollected on court staff who perform any JudicIal-

type functions. 

Recommendation 27.0 - Judicial and Quasi-Judicial 
Work Performance Information 

27.1 Appellate courts should. collect t.he following 
workload information on a per Judge baSIS: 

A. For internal use only 
By individua/judge 

I e()llrf' ma~ \\I,h to delaillhl" further. ,n re~'\I\Jf report" <.'n .... pectal .. ludic ....... 0 a ... to Ill· 

dj,,'.!!c .It \\ hi.lt 'i.luge the cxlcn,ion ,I, rcquc<;tcd. 

Courh .,hnulJ .ldapl thl" li ... t to rd1ect their 0\\ n fule ... and rra~licc ... 

1. Number and types of cases and motions 
assigned 

2. Number and types of cases disposed of 
a. Total 
b. Manner of disposition 

3. Number and listing of cast:, already 
submitted 

4. Median time from submission to decision 
5. Number of opinions issued 

a. Full 
b. Per curiam 
c. Dissenting 
d. Concurring 

B. For general reporting 
A veraf!,e per judge 
1. Number of cases assigned 
2. Number of dispositions 

a. Total 
b. Manner of disposition 

3. Number of opinions issued 
a. Full 
b. Per curiam 
c. Dissenting 
d. Concurring 

27.2 Workload information should also be collected 
with respect to auxiliary personnel such as referees, 
special masters, commissioners, and any others who 
perform judicial functions. 

Case Control Reports 
In addition to aggregate statistical reports, appellate 

courts should prepare regularly monthly rejJorts listing 
cases that are not being processed within the court's 
prescribed limits. These reports should be transmitted 
to the Chief Judge, court administrator, or any other 
court staff responsible for case control. 

Recommendation 28.0 - Case Control Reports 
Appellate Courts should prepare monthly case con

trol reports listing the identifiction number, title, 
stage, and age of individual cases in which an inor
dinate number of continuances are granted; in which 
the transcripts or lower court records are not tran
smitted within prescribed time limits; or which, for 
other causes, are not being processed within prescribed 
time limits. 

SECTION 4 
STATE-LEVEL APPLICATIONS 

OF JUDICIAL DATA 

The preceding sections of this report recommend the 
state-level collection of a considerable amount of in
formation about case processing in trial courts of 
general jurisdiction and appellate courts. The poten
tial uses of this information will detennine how 
frequently the information should be reported and the 
manner of data collection. These uses are, in turn, 
shaped by varying levels of involvement of state-level 
judicial administrations in the movement of cases 
through the courts. 
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f.\t one end of the spectrum the state judicial system 
may be structured so that the trial courts of general 
jurisdiction and appellate courts are funded and 
operated by the state government. In some instances 
the trial judges may be routinely rotated throughout 
the state so that the state-wide court of general 
jurisdiction is run as a single trial court. At the other 
extreme a state judicial system can be highly fragmen
ted with financial or operating responsibility residing 
with the counties or municipalities. The state-level 
judicial administration, may in such a case, be restric
ted to a general supervisory role. 

Differing degrees of state-level involvement and 
control over constituent courts are reflected in the 
varying approaches used to oversee or regulate the 
movement of cases through the courts. State-level 
judicial administrative responses to problem areas 
might include any combination of the.following: 

• initiation of inquiry into causes of case processing 
difficulties; 

• provision of technical assistance; 
.. adoption of standards or court rules governing 

case processing; 
.. creation of alternative ways of handling disputes 

among parties; 
.. adoption of new procedures for handling certain 

classes of cases; 
• seeking additional reSOlJrces for the judicial 

system. 
State-level judicial administrative officials will be in

terested in the kinds, quality and quantity of in
formation (reported with appropriate frequency) 
which fit their roles in the operation of the judicial 
system and are appropriate to the tools they have at 
their disposal. The information collection recom
mended above is probably broader than that anyone 
state-level judicial administration will undertake. Each 
state will have to determine what level of data coIIec
tion is most appropriate to its needs. 

In making that judgment different types of data 
collection should be considered. The most common 
type of data collection is accounting for all cases or 
other reporting units. The counting can be done locally 
or centrally. Most judicial statistics are generated from 
summary reports prepared by the constituent courts 
which attempt to account for all judicial business. In a 
few states reports are made on individual cases and the 
tabulations are made at the state level. 

Another useful monitoring tool is exception report
ing. Rather than reports being made with respect to 
all cases, only those with some exceptional charac
teristics are reported on. For example, reports could be 
made about cases which have failed to meet processing 
standards or which require special or priority han
dling. By reporting only on selected classes of cases the 
reporting burden is reduced and one can draw the in
ference that other cases are proceeding at an ap
propriate pace. Exception reporting is most useful 
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when there are some judicially established criteria 
against which the processing of judicial business can 
be compared. One should have some basis for deter
mining how important in quality or quantity a par-
ticular exception is. 

In some cases one may wish, periodically, to 
monitor aspects of the judicial system which are not 
appropriate for exception reporting but which also do 
not warrant the expenditure required for reporting on 
all cases. In this situation some sort of regular sam
pling of cases may be in order. One can learn from 
well-controlled, random samples virtually the same 
things that can be learned from an enumeration of all 
cases. Information that is of regular but not con
tinuous interest can be gathered through sampling 
procedures. 

Finally, there is information that is of interest and 
use for limited purposes. This information could be 
gathered through special studies. Thus, if one wanted 
to measure the impact of no-fault automobile in
surance, or the probable impact of proposed court 
reorganization plans, special studies could be con
ducted. It is difficult to anticipate ,and accommodate 
these special, limited needs in any routine reporting 

system. 
Another important variable is frequency of reports. 

Data collection might proceed on a day-to-day basis 
but it is not necessry to collate, analyze and report on 
all items of information with the same frequency. For 
routine monitoring of case progress and compliance 
with case processing guidelines it might be sufficient to 
generate quarterly reports. It might be desirable, 
however, to receive more frequent (e.g., monthly) 
reports on the status of cases involving incarcerated 
defendants or cases which are unusually delayed. The 
frequency of reporting will be a function of the uses of 
the information and the capabilities of the state-level 
judicial information system. At a minimum, however, 
the information recommended above should be sum
marized in an annual report on the condition of the 
judicial systcm. 

Uses of Information 
There are a number of uses to which judicial in-

formation can be put by a state-level judicial ad
ministration. These include: 

1. expedition of case flow; 
2. determination of the level and allocation of 

judicial resources; 
3. evaluation of judicial rules and procedures; 
4. structural modification of the judicial system; 
6. legislative impact analyses. 

The adjacent chart summarizes the applicability of 
judicial information to each of these activities. The 
discussion below expands upon the utility of specific 
types of information which it is recommended be 
collected and reported. 

Expedited Case Processing 
State-level judicial administrations promote, in a 

variety of ways, expedited processing of civil and 
criminal cases. While most state-level judicial ad
ministrations would not get directly involved in the 
scheduling of cases at the trial court level, they do 
establish standards, rules and guidelines and enforce 
the same with respect to case processing. These rules or 
standards could include time limits for movement of 
cases from point-to-point in the judicial process. 

A number of types of information are relevant to ex
pedited case processing. One would, for example, 
want to know about pending caseloads, entry of new 
cases and the cycle length for their disposition. The 
figures for pending cases could indicate whether they 
are increasing or decreasing over time and what this 
means for workload and disposition rates and 
timeframes. A closer examination can be made of 
courts with increases to determine whether they have 
su fficient resources to handle their caseload and 
whether the available resources are being used ef
ficiently. Steps to remedy deficiencies in either resour
ces or efficiency can be taken. 

One might also want to know about case age in 
several contexts. Case age information combined with 
defendant's release or incarceration status can assist 
the trial courts to give priority to hearing cases of 
jailed defendants. This combination of information 
can produce exception reports on defendants in
carcerated beyond the prescribed time limits. 

Information on case age, combined with in
formation about case types, will show whether or not 
the courts are processing particular types of cases more 
swiftly or more slowly than others. For example, if 
rape cases in a particular court are generally older than 
any other type cases, perhaps the court is not 
processing them with due expedition, or perhaps there 
are some procedural snags peculiar to this type of case. 
This, then, would be an area for further examination. 
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Another useful type of information concerns time 
intervals between important events in the processing of 
judicial business. Time interval reports of stages be
tween filing and disposition would assist in pin
pointing, more precisely, where delay in a particular 
court is occurring and which participant in the judicial 
process is responsible, and to take remedial steps. For 
example, if in a certain county, an inordinate amount 
of time elapses between case initiation and trial 
readiness, it might be discovered that attorneys are lax 
about filing their papers within prescribed time limits 
or other responsible for delay. The courts might then 
begin monitoring the attorneys more closely and en
forcing sanctions for failure to file on time. 

As illustrated, by reporting time intervals between 
important stages in case processing, one can assign 
responsiblity for lack of case progress. A good exam
ple of a time interval study pinpointing areas of delay 
and leading to efforts to eliminating them was the 

r= 
I 
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A FILINGS 
1 By court 
2 By case or oflense type 

B DISPOSITIONS 
1 By court 
2 By case or oflense type 
3 Method of disposition 
4 Outcome 
., Siages 
6 Onglnal/other charge 

C SENTENClS 
1 By oflense type 
2 By length and type 

D PENDING 
1 By court 
2 By case type 
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4 Stage 
5 Exception reporting 

E PROCESSING TIME 
1 By court 
2 By case or offense type 
3 By method of disposition 
4 Exception reporting 

F POST·CONVICTION ACTIVITIES 
1 Filings 
2. Dispositions 
3 Stage of disposition 
4 ProceSSing time -

G ATIORNEYTYPES 

H JUDGE INFORMATION 
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X X X X Monthly 
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X X X Quarterly 
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X X X X Quarterly 
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X X X X X X Monthly 
X X X X X X Monthly 
X X X X X Monthly 
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X X X X X X Quarterly 
X X X X X X Quarterly 
X X X Quarterly 
X X X Quarterly 

X X X X X Monthly 
X X X X Monthly 
X X X X Semiannually 

X X X X X Quarterly 

X X X X X Semiannually 

X X X X X As reqUired 
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study undertaken by the United States Court of Ap
peals for the Second Circuit. Median time intervals 
were computed between each stage in the appellate 
process; stages in which aggravated delay existed were 
identified; these were examined more closely for 
precise causes; and a plan was designed to expedite the 
processing of appeals. 

Resource Levels and A !locations 
State-level judicial administrations may be directly 

involved in the setting and readjustment of resource 
levels and their allocation to the extent that there is 
state financing of courts. They may prepare the state
level judicial budget. In other instances, although they 
may not have budgetary authority, they may have the 
authority to request and/or report on the need for ad
ditional judges and their allocation among existing or 
revised judicial districts. To make accurate forecasts 
of resource levels and allocations information is 
required about the present workload of judicial of
ficers and their ability to process matters coming 
hefore them. Caseload weighting systems have been 
devised which attempt to give a more accurate picture 
of the demand on judicial resources presented by 
various types of proceedings Along' with the demand 
for judicial personnel, the state-level judicial ad
ministration may be called upon to evaluate the need 
for support personnel such as clerks, legal assistants, 
~tenographers, and other support personnel as well as 
additional facilities such as offices and courtrooms. 
Information should be available to help with the 
discharge of these resource allocation responsibilities. 

Chief justices or other responsible administrative 
judges may also be involved in the assignment and 
reassignment of personnel between judicial districts. 
In highly centralized states, with a unified trial court 
amI an appointed judiciary, the assignment and 
reassignment may be a periodic task as the judges are 
moved around the state on regular circuit basis. In 
more decentraliled judiciai,ystems, the supreme court 
chief justice or another responsible official usually has 
the power to assign and reassign judicial personnel to 
meet caseload requirements, to fill vacancies tem
porarily and to fill in for sick or retired judges. To 
achieve this task, the state-level judicial administration 
must know something about the availability of judges 
and their past performance, as well as their present 
judicial responsibilities. This means getting fairly good 
information about which judges are available to sit on 
cases, where the vacancies are located, where assis
tance is required, and which judges are free or best 
equipped to handle these vacancies. Records must be 
kept concerning the assignments and reassignments for 
fiscal accounting and other management purposes. 

A number of other types of information are useful 
in the resource acquisition and allocation process. In
formation (lbout filings and dispositions over several 
years, for example, can be used to forecast caseloads, 
for use in long-range and short-term budgeting. Long-

range forecasts are necessary to budget for personnel, 
courthouse facilities and other judicial resources and 
to make requests for additional judgeships. On a 
short-term basis, if there is information available 
about (1) what the ratio of filings to cases that go to 
trial is, and (2) how long it takes on the average for a 
case to move to trial, then one can take whatever steps 
are necessary to all ocate enough judges, court per
sonnel, juries, courtrooms, and other judicial resour
ces to handle the predicted caseload. This kind of in
formation would be particularly useful in the event of 
an unusual increase in filings, which was not ac
counted for in the long-range budget. For example, 
assume a court has forecast average monthly filings of 
300 per month, and has calculated the ratio of filings 
to cases which go to trial as four to one, and the time 
to trial as five months. One month, however, there are 
600 filings; so instead of the average 75 trials, in five 
months the court wiIl have 150 trials. The judicial ad
ministrator will have to make whatever adjustments 
are necessary to handle the bulge in filings. 

It would be useful to report separately on workload 
data with respect to special proceedings which present 
unusual processing problems. Post-conviction 
proceedings are an example. Information on post
conviction activities, broken down by districts, 
provides a comparative picture of the workload of 
each court in the state. It may happen that in a par
ticular county there are relatively few case filings, but 
since there is a prison in that jurisdiction, there is a 
large volume of prisoner petitions and similar filings. 
This information about the total workload of a court 
can be used for allocation of personnel and resources. 
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Combined with dispositional information, such as 
whether the petitions were granted or denied before or 
after hearings, such information provides a more ac
curate measure of how much judicial time was actually 
spent in disposing of post-conviction activities. This 
information also allows for more accurate forecasting 
of how much judicial time wiII be required to process 
pending and future post-decision petitions. If, for 
example, a court maintains a one-to-one ratio vi 
filings to dispositions, and knows that over a number 
of recent years one-eighth of the petitions disposed of 
were heard before a judge and one-fourth were heard 
before a magistrate, one can provide for a sufficient 
number of judges and magistrates to handle the 
caseload. In addition, if a court knows that there is an 
average time lapse of X months between filing and 
hearing of post-conviction petitions, the court can 
predict more accurately what its workload will be at 
any particular time. This information is useful for 
allocating courtroom space, judges to particular cour
ts, or magistrates to particular jurisdictions. 

Combined with information about attorneys, par
ticularly the ratio of the number of filings in which 
public defenders and court appointed counsel are in
volved to the total number of filings of post-decision 

petitions, ?ne can insure that enough public defenders 
an~ .apPo1l1ted attorneys are available to handle the 
pet~t~ons. For example, if in two out of three prisoner 
petJtlons, the petitioner requests the court to appoint 
~ounsel, and there has been a recent dramatic increase 
111 the num?er ?f petitions filed, the court might have 
t~ expan~ ~ts l!st of counsel for appointment to in
dIgent petItIOners. 

Evaluation of Judicial Rules and Procedures 
The state)~?icial branch, typically, has authority 

and re~p?nslbJllty for the adoption of rules of criminal 
and cI~Il procedures. The rules can cover case 
p:ocessmg from the early stages (e.g. pre-trial 
d~scov~~y and conferences) to the final appellate 
dISposl~lOn. The purpose of these rules is to ensure 
both faIr and equal treatment in the courts of the state 
and t~e reasonably 'prom~t disposition of cases. Ap
prop nate feedback IS reqUIred to determine how rules 
and procedures are working and what the impacts of 
actual or proposed changes in them are or are likely to 
be. 

A nu.mber of items of information are relevant to 
evaluatl?n. of rules and procedures. Particularly im
portant IS mformation about case age. Periodic reports 
on the age of all cri~inal cases can, for example, 
dt;monstrate the comph~nce of the courts with speedy 
tnal rules and the effectiveness of pre-trial disposition 
procedures. T~e overall s~atistical reports can be sup
plem.ented WIth exceptIon reports indicating bv 
locatIon and type of cases where problems are o~
curring. 
. Ca?e age reports can be compared with reports on 

tJrr~e mtervals and stages of disposition of cases to pin
pomt sources of delay and the efficiency of various 
p~·ocedures. If, for example, the reports indicate inor
dmate delay between filing and trial readiness and a 
low settlement rate during the early stages of cases 
one c.an adopt ~ules. to require early completion of 
pleadmgs, pre-tnal dIscovery and motions. These rules 
can be augmented with pre-trial diversion or set
tl.eme~t. programs designed to promote early 
dIspOSitIon of cases. 

.By looking .at 'pos~-conviction proceedings one 
ml.ght also get I~slght mto the perceived efficacy and 
faIrness of varIOUS dispositional alternatives. An 
unusu~l number of motions to withdraw guilty pleas, 
or :evlew sentences, or attack convictions because of 
actIons of. c?unsel might prompt re-examination of 
plea bargall11~g rules or the quality of public defen
ders. or apPoll1ted counsel. An unusual number of 
~otl?ns for ne~v trials or mis-trials may lead to an 
mqUJry c~ncernm~ the procedures governing the con
d~ct o.f tnals. An 1l10rdinate small or large number of 
tr~als 111 a gi~en court may lead one to question pre
tnaI,proceeclIngs or decision-making processes. 

\\ Ith .respect to appellate and other post-conviction 
proc~ed~n~s, one might also want to determine how 
non-JudICial personnel can assist with case disposition. 

41 

Various screening procedures can be designed . i 
evaluated if adequate information is availabl~. ane 

Structural ~[odificatiol/ of the Judicial System 
State-level Judicial bodies are frequently'called upon 

to suggest or react to proposed moui fications of the 
~tructure of a state judicial system. In a recent survey 
co~d~cted for the National Advisory Commission on 
~rIl!'l.nal Justice Standards and Goals, state-level 
JudICIal. ~d111inistrative officials rated court 
reorgal11~atlOn and unification as a major objective 
~and achlevemen.t). ~ome of the information relevant 
10 court reorgal11zatlOn will, undoubtedly, have to be 
collected through special studies but some can be 
generated from regular reports on judicial activities 
and resources. 

:0. ef~ect~ate reorganization one must know about 
tht, dlstnbutlOn.of cases by location, and the allocation 
of personnel WIthin the existing court structure. One 
m~st ~Iso be able to have information which will per
mIt hl~1 to draw some judgment as to how to 
reo.rgal11ze court facilities or district lines or judicial 
asslgnn:ents to assist in the movement of cases. 1n
:ormatlo~ systems should also be adequate to supply 
mfor~a~lOn .about the effect of the reorganization on 
the dlstnbutlOn of caseload, on judicial per~onnel and 
the movement of cases through the courts. 

. Mu~h. of the information on case filing and 
dISPOSItIon rates, case age, and workload ;ecom
mended abov~ will be relevant to decisions bearing on 
the restructurIng of the judicial system. 

Comparisons of Performance 
C?~nparative evaluation of judicial performance is a 

senSItIve area. Comparisons may be made but there are 
no . ge~era.lI~ accepted criteria or standards against 
whIch JudICIal performance can be evaluated. [n the 
absence of such standards, comparison can serve 
~nother useful purpose. Rather than trying to rate 
Judges or CO~lftS ?n some fixed scale comparisons can 
?e used to pmpomt di fferences among them. If some 
Judges or courts are performing significantly above or 
bt;loW tl:e.a.vera~e 0: .all judges or courts, one might 
wI.sh to ll11lIate 1I1qulfles as to reasons for these vari
atIons. The objective is not to assign ratings to judges 
and courts, but rather to highlight areas for inquirv 
and study. . 

Comparati~e evaluation also serves another pur
~ose. It permIts .o~e to. d~termine if persons ~imilarlv 
sItuated are recelv1l1g. slmJlar treatment by the courh'. 
To the extent pOSSIble alI citizens in similar cir
cumstances ,~;,~lIld be treated similarly irrespective of 
where they lIve a~d who they are. Varying delays and 
l~rge .b.acklogs 111 different areas and ~ent~ncing 
dlsp.ant.lt:s among j~dges ~nd courts may be a sign that 
the JudICial system IS fallmg short of its goal of equal 
treatment. 

Specific types of information useful for assessing 
comparative performance include: 

• disposition and sentencing rates and. patterns; 

-----------------------.. .................. . 
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• case age, processing times, and .backlogs; 
• filing and grant of post-convictIOn and appellate 

relief; 
• stage and manner of disposition of cases. 
Le~is/ative Impact Ana/ysis .' 
As evidenced by statements of the Chief Justice ~f 

the' United States and work being. conduc~ed 111 

California, there is increasing interest I.n a.n~lyz1l1g the 
impact of proposed legislation on the Judicial ~yst.eI?' 
The legislation might deal directly :vith . the JudiCial 
system and the judicial process or It n:tlght e~pa~d 
private or public rights and caus.e~ of ,actIOn which, 111 
turn, could lead to increased litigation. It has been 
suggested that judi~ial i;np~<:t stateI?ents accompany 
legislation which might slgI1lflcantly Impact ~he cour.ts. 

I! is difficult to forecast precisely what ~md~ of.1I1-
formation will be required to measure legislative 1~1-
pacts. One can, however, identify general types of In-
formation which should be collected. . 

At a minimum one should have a~aila?l~ good 
historical information of filings and dlsposltl.ons by 
case type and location. If, for e~am'p~e, the l~glslat~re 
removes certain matters from Judlctal ~onslderatlon 
such as automobile accidents (no fault ~nsurance). or 
encourages non-judicial forms of confhct resolutl.on 
(arbitration of labor disputes), some tentatIve 
assessment of impact can be made. 

More difficult is the assessment of .what happens 
when new rights of action are added smce there may 
not be past experience. Th~ 7ffe<:ts of ~r?~t~ of ~n
vironmental consumer, cIvil nghts htlgatlon (m
c1uding hab~as corpus and prisoner petitions), ~nd the 
impact of tougher drug laws a:e more diffIcult to 
predict without some prior expen~n~e. It. may be that 
the best the judicial system can do IS I~entl,fy ne\~ types 
of cases and establish an "early warmng' momtonng 
system to catch growth trends early enough so that ap-

propriate action can be take.n ... 
I f the legislation affects JudiCial pro~esses or ,struc

ture one would want to have available mformatlOn on 
case age, processing intervals and ~tage and manner of 
disposition. If the particular. pm~t. and man~er of 
legislative intervention can be Identified, one might be 
able to forecast expected impacts on .case mov7me~t 
and resource requirements. In many 1I1stan~es It ~!ll 
still be necessary. however, to cond~ct speCial studies 
to unearth the information appropriate to assessment 

of probable impacts. 

SECTIiON 5 

SEC\.lRlTY AND PRIV ACY REQUIREMENTS 

Although the terms are occasionally u.sed in
terchangeably, rather different concepts and 1I1tere~ts 
lie behind the security and privacy aspe<:ts o.f 111-
formation systems. Security is inward looking; .It en
compasses those concerns related to t.he ?rotectlOn of 
the information system, tele-commul1lcatlOns network 

and data base from accidental or inte~tionalloss or in
jury or unauthorized access. The pnvacy conc~pt as 
applied to information systems refers to protectlOn.of 
the interests of those persons whose personal 111-

formation is kept in an automated o~ n:a~ual data 
base. Also of concern is the power of a.Judlc~al ~gency 
to control the collection, access, and dissem1l1atIOn .of 
the information. This chapter discusse& the secunty 
and privacy concepts as presentl!' applied or planned 
to be applied to judicial informatIOn systems. 

Privacy Issues . d' . 1 . 
Privacy issues arise with respect to JU ICla 1l1-

formation systems when those s~s~ems collect !n
formation about identifiable indiViduals. The 111-

formation need not be collected only by name ~nd 
other personal identifiers to raise problems. C::0llec~l?n 
of information by a case number or o~her ~dent1fler 
which can lead to ascertainment of the Id~ntlty o.f the 
individual involved in a criminal case ra~ses pnvacy 
issues. Some state-level judicial informatlO~ system! 
collect information on a c~se-by-ca~e baSIS so th 
problem of privacy is becoml~g more Important at .the 
state level. The recommendatlOns of the SJIS Project 
Committee to expand case-by-case and derendant-by
defendant reporting must be matched by a~ equal con
cern for individual privacy. InformatI~n. r7co;n
mended to be contained in the stat~-level JUdiClal ~n
formation system files would comprISe .the bulk of 1l1-
formation which is retained and dlssemmated through 
"rap sheets," or criminal history records. . . 

It has been argued that the informatiOI: cont~1I1ed 111 

the SJIS with respect to accused persons IS available to 
the public in most states from the basic .docuI?ents a~d 
original papers filed in the trial courts 111 WhICh t.he ~n
dividual is prosecuted. The ~ransfer . of thiS 111-

formation to a state-level 111formatlO~ systeI?' 
however, creates additional problems which reqUire 
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special solutions. . 
Comprehensive state-level judicial . informat.lOn 

systems will have larger and rr:ore readtly acceSSible 
files which contain informatIOn abstracted f:om 
original source documents without the explanatIOns 
contained in those documents. Although not as c?m
preh'ensive as law enforcement criminal his~ory flies, 
the records, nonetheless, share some of their charac
teristics. They disclose the nature of the arrest, 
prosecution, and a disposition of criminal cases over a 
period of years. If an individual has bee~ repeate?ly 
arrested they might carry a number. Th~ I~form.atlon 
in them would form the bulk of any cnm1l1al history 
file kept by a law enforcement agency. 

There has been considerable concern. over ~he ~ollec
tion storage retention, access .?nd dlssem1l1atlOn of 
cri~inal history records in lrjw enfocrement data 
banks. There have been effort~, to create .a complete 
network of protection. If .iudk~lly:h.eld flIes a:e not 
subject to restrictions, then a Slgmflcanl gap 111 the 

protection of the individual might be created. A per
son interested in obtaining criminal history in
formation who cannot do sO from the law enforcement 
data banks would have incentive to use the state-level 
judicial information system to obtain the information 
otherwise unavailable to him. 

It is important, therefore, that state-level judicial in
formation systems be designed with adequate 
safeguards. Protections should be erected at key 
points. 

Data Gathering 
Limitations on data gathering are essential for 

protection of individual privacy. The proposed SJIS 
will be limited to data about events happening openly 
in the judicial process. Thses data are objective and 
verifiable. Their reporting requires no subjective 
evaluation or assessment. The recommended data 
elements are a minimum set required to describe ac
curately and fully judicial processing of accused per
sons. If there are adequate procedures for ensuring ac
curacy of reporting at the source and sufficient 
trained personnel operating under clearly defined 
guidelines, the SJIS should not present unusual 
privacy problems at the data gathering stage. 

It is recommended, therefore: 

Recommendation 29,0: Data Gathering 
29.1 State-level judicial information systems should 
contain only verifiable data about key events in 
the processing of cases. 
29.2 Appropriate audit and other procedures should 
be instituted to ensure clarity and accuracy of all 
data entered into and retained in the system. 
29.3 Only high-quality, well-trained personnel oper
ating under explicit guidelines should be per
mitted to capture judicial data and enter it into 
the state-level judicial information system. 

Data Storage and Retention 
In whatever form SJIS information is stored, e.g., 

paper, microfilm, punched cards, tape, disc, there 
should be adequate security to protect the data from 
accidential or intentional Il1jury or loss or 
unauthorized access. The section on system security 
discusses the required safeguards in more detail. 
Beyond this basic protection the entries into the SJlS 
should be periodically examined to determine if they 
are accurate and up-to-date. If they are not, ap
propriate modifications, additions, or deletions should 
be made. Standards for mandatory updating are 
required to ensure currency of entries. 

It has been suggested by a number of sources that 
certain data should either be eliminated from the files 
or placed under restrictions. Certain kinds of records 
should probably not be available for inspection and 
dissemination. If, for example, a state-level judicial in
formation system obtains information which is, by 
law, confidential, such as that respecting juveniles or 
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YOlithfu\ offenders, that information should be 
removed from active storage and dissemination within 
the state-level judicial infor'nation system. Similarly, 
if any records are ordered or required to be sealed by 
operation of law of binding administrative or judicial 
order or are required to be erased or removed by such 
law or order, then the state judicial information 
system should restrict or remove those records ac
cording to the tenor of the law or order. 

A number of difficult questions arise with respect to 
purging of information by reason of lapse of time. The 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals suggests that information with 
respect to serious crimes be purged from active files 
ten years after the date of release from any correc
tional supervision and that a five-year period be ap
plied with respect to less serious offenses. There is no 
general consensus on this time period, although the 
general principle of purging by virtue of lapse of time 
seems to have been accepted. Information, if purged, 
is not under these recommendations to be eliminated 
for all purposes. It may be retained for limited 
management and statistkal purposes. The aim of 
purging is to get the record out of active circulation. 

Since the SJIS is not a criminal history file and is not 
to be used for that purpose, it should purge its files 
when management and financial consideration 
dicatate unless a valid order is reaceived to do so 
earlier. 

Recommendation 30.0: Data Storage and Retention 
30.1 All information stored or retained in the SJIS 

should be periodically audited for currency, 
accuracy, and completeness. Appropriate cor
rections should be made where required. 

30.2 Information which is confidential such as that re
lating to juveniles and youthful offenders should 
be removed from active storage and dissemina
tion in the SJlS. 

30.3 Information required to be sealed or removed by 
operation of law or court or administrative order 
should be so sealed or removed according to the 
tenor of such law or order. 

Access and Dissemination 
The SJlS is both a management information system, 

an operating records system and a disposition repor
ting system. Some exception reporting and listings by 
individual's names are also contemplated. While 
criminal history-type information is useful for judicial 
purposes, e.g., sentencing studies, exchange of 
historical records to outside agencies it is not an ob
jective of SJIS. 

If police, prosecutors, probation officers, and even 
judges need criminal history information for discharge 
of their responsibilities, this in formation should be ob
tained from the appropriate law enforcement data 
bank. With the exception of limited case and historical 
information transmitted to judicial officials for pur-



poses of improving court functioning, there should be 
no dissemination of criminal history-type information 
from the state judicial information system to any other 
agency or individual. Any criminal history exchange 
should take place between interested agencies and in
dividuals and the law enforcement agency which holds 
the criminal history fik. 

Within the judicial system, criminal history-type in-
formation should generally be used only for research, 
evaluative and planning purposes and to satisfy the 
needs of originating courts for individual case data. If, 
for example, one wanted to obtain historical data 
about recidivism or data about miltiple prosecutions in 
the courts or data about judicial sentencing practices, 
all of which may require the retrieval of information 
on named individuals, then every attempt should be 
made to limit the amount of information identifiable 
to named individuals. This can be achieved by 
requiring iudicial clearance of any research and 
evaluative efforts and use of appropriate techniques to 
~eparate an individual's identity from the information 
required. Each researcher or evaluator, even those 
within the judicial system should obtain specific prior 
approval of a research work plan designed to carry out 
these objectives. In addition, these individuals should 
execute a non-disclosure agreement approved by the 
appropriate judicial body. This judicial body should 
monitor the program of research and have the right to 
terminate any program which does not fully comply 
with the safeguards laid down. An exception to the 
limited right of access should be the right of an in
uividual, his parent/guardian, or attorney to examine 
information which refers to him or her. The 
t:xamination should take place at a reasonable time, 
~,ubject to appropriate verification of the individuals's 
identity. I ndividuals should be able to review the con
tents of their files and to indicate in what ways they 
believe their files are inaccurate or incomplete. ap
propriate procedures should be adopted within the 
judicial system to act on any complaints that a record 
is inaccurate or incomplete. 

Recommendation 31.0: Disclosure of SJIS Criminal 
Dnt~l 

31.1 The SJIS should not be used for routine dissem-
semination of criminal history-type information 
except for transfer of such information to the 
OSTS and CCH data files and the court entering 
the data. 

31.2 Access to and dissemination of information 
identifiable to a named individual should be on 
a "need-to-know" and "right-to-know" basis. 

31.~ Research or evaluation programs which require 
aCl:ess to informal'on identifiable to named indi
viduals should be subject to prior review and ap
proval of the body administering the SJIS. Each 
researcher or evaluator should submit for ap
proval a workplan which includes appropriate 

techniques for separating an individual's identity 
from the information required. Each researcher 
or evaluator should execute a non-disclosure 
agreement should result in termination of the 
research program plus imposition of criminal 
and civil sanctions. 

31.4 After appropriate identification, individuals, 
their parents, spouses, guardians or legal counsel 
should be permitted to review and copy SJIS in
formation relating to such person. Objections to 
the information and recommended 
modifications, additions, or deletions should be 
acted upon by the body administering the SJIS. 
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Systems Security 
Neither privacy nor confidential safeguards can be 

implemented without an adequate level of systems 
security. The security protections should be designed 
to guard against environmental hazards as well as ac
cidential or intentional human acts or omissions. The 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals recommends a set of basic 
security standards, These standards appear to be ap
plicable to state-level judicial information systems. 
With minor modifications they appear below as draft 
recommendations. 

Recommendation 32.0: System Security 
32.1 Protection from Accidental Loss. Information 

system operators should institute procedures for 
protection of information from environmental 
hazards including fire, flood, and power failure. 
Levels of security will depend on funds available 
and nature of the sytem. 
Appropriate elements could include: 
a. Adequate fire detection and control systems; 
b. Watertight facilities; 
c. Protection against water and smoke damage; 
d. Liaison with local fire and public safety 

officials; 
e. Fire resistant materials on walls and floors; 
f. Air conditioning systems; 
g. Emergency power sources; and 
h. Backup files. 

32.2 Intentional Damage to System. Agencies admin
istering state-level judicial information systems 
should adopt security procedures which limit ac
cess to information files. These procedures 
should include use of guards, keys, badges, pass
words, access restrictions, sign-in logs, or like 
controls. 

All facilities which house SJIS files should be 
so designed and constructed as to reduce the 
possibility of physical damage to the informa
tion. Appropriate steps in this regard include: 
physical limitations on access; security storage 
for information media; heavy duty, non-exposed 
walls; adequate lighting; detection and warning 
devices; and closed circuit television. 

32.3 Una.lIthorized Access. State:level judicial infor
mation s~stems s~10uld maintain controls over 
access ~o I~formatlon by requiring identification, 
authonzatlOn.' and authentication of system 
~sers an? their nee~ and right to know. Process
mg restnctons and mtegrity management should 
be employed to ensure system security. 

32.4 Personnel Security. 
a. Pre-emploYI1!ent screenin!{: \pplh:ants for 

employment 111 state-level judicial information 
~ysten:s s~10uld be expected to consent to an 
1I1ve~tlgatlon of their character, habits, 
prevIOus employmem, and other matters 
necessary t~ establish their goo moral charac
ter, rel~utatlon, and honesty. Giving false in
f?rmatl.on of a substantial nature should 
dlsqualIfoy a~ applicant from employment. 

I~v~stlga~lon should be designed to develop 
suffIc~ent 1I1.f~rmation to enable the ap
propr~ate offlctals to determine employability 
a,n,d fltnes? of persons entering criticallsen
sltlv.e ~osltlons. Whenever practicable, in
vestigatIOns sho~ld be conducted on a pre
employment baSIS and the resulting reports 
used as a personnel selection device. 

b. Clearan,ce. ~nnua~ R,eview, Security IYfanllal, 
and ~n-Servlce Trall1ln!{: System personnel in
clud~ng terminal operators in remote 
locations, as well as programmers, computer 
operators, and others working at, or near the 
central proce!'.sor, should be assigned ap
propriate sec.urity clearances and should have 
thel: cl~arances f(:newed annually after in
vestigatIOn and review. 

Each state-level judicial information system 
should prepare a security manual listing the 
rules and regulations applicable to ~ain
tenan.ce 0fo system security. Each person 
~vor~1I1~ with or having access to criminal 
JustIce 111 formation files should know the con
tents of the manual. To this end, each em
ployee .sl~ould receive not less than ten hours 
of t~all1l11g each year concerning system 
secunty. 

----------------------.~ .... -
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. c. Syst~m Discipline: Sanctions should be cs
t~blIs.hed for accidental or intention~l 
vlolatI~n of the system security standards. 
Supervisory p-.:rsonnel should be delegated 
adequate authority and responsibilitv to en
force the .syst~m's security standards .. 

Any VIOlatIOn of the provisions of these 
stan~ards by any employee or officer of any 
~~bl~c agenc~, .in addition to any applicabl~ 
cnmll1al o~ CivIl pe:1alities, shall be punished 
by sU,spenslOn, discharge, reduction in grade, 
trans\er, or such other administrative 
penalties as a:e deemed by the judicial agency 
to be appropnate. 

Systems Management 
~h~ security and ~ri.vac~ guidelines and the S.lIS it

self aI e not self adm1l11stenng. Dome responsible bodY 
must manage the state-level judicial informatio~ 
syster,1, adopt rules and regulations and audit and 
e~aluale operati~n; .. This body should also be charged 
wI~h the responsibilIty for administering securitv and 
pnvacy sta~dards and punishing violations of the·m 
, The precise co~position ot the body will vary r;om 
state to state ~ut It should be broadly representative of 
t~e COLlrts which contri.bu~e information to the SJIS as 
well a:. the state-Ie~'el Judicial administration. A well
balanc(,d group Will help to insure that the sYstem 
':1~ets u;er.s' needs without duly burdening an~ pnr-
tlclpant mit, . " 

ReCOnllllen~a.ti.on 33.0 Systems Administnttion 
33.1 ResponslbllIt~ for administration of the S.IIS 

sho~ld be aSSigned at the state level. Appropriate 
adVisory bodies of judges, derks, C( .Irt adminis
trat~r~ and o~h.er system users may be required. 

33.2 ~.'(phcI~ provlslo~ should be made for rules and 
legu.latlO::~ covenng system organization and op
eratlo~, security, and privacy standards as well 
as assignment of authority to audit and evaluate 
~yste~s perror~1ance and sanction violations of 
securIty and pJ'lvacy rules ancl regulations. 

33.3 P:~cedures should be established to act upon in
dl\ Idual challenges to the currency, accuracv 
and (:on?pl~teness of information relating tt; 
them which IS returned in the SJIS. 



(. 

APPEND.IX 

INDEX OFTABLES 
DESCRIBING CRIMINAL CASES 

CR-l Summary - Criminal Cases 
CR-2 Criminal Filings - Offense Types 
CR-3 Active Pending Criminal Cases -

By Offense and Court 
CR-4 Active Pending Criminal Cases -

Age In Months (By offense) 
CR-5 Active Pending Criminal Cases -

Age In Months (By court) 
CR-6 Age of Active Pending Criminal Cases at 

Particular Processing Stages 

CR-7 Dispositions - Criminal Cases -
By Offense and Method of Disposition 

CR-8 Dispositions - Criminal Cases -
By Court and Method of Disposition 

CR-9 Dispositions - Criminal Cases -
Stages at Which Matters Are Disposed of 

CR-IO Criminal Processing Time - Number of Days 
Between Initiation and Sentencing of Cases 
Disposed of After Trial (By case type) 

CR-11 Criminal Processing Time - Number of Days 
Between Initiation and Sentencing of Cases 
Disposed of After Trial (By court) 

CR-12 Criminal Processing Time - Number of Days 
Between Initiation and Sentencing of Cases 
Disposed of By Plea, Dismissal or Deferred 
Prosecution (By case type) 

CR-13 Criminal Processing Time - Number of Days 
Between Initiation and Sentencing of Cases 
Disposed of By Plea, Dismissal or deferred 
Prosecution (By court) 

CR-14 Dispositions of Criminal Defendants on 
Original Most Serious or Other Charges 

CR-l5 Criminal Dispositions - Final Charge as a 
Function of Original Charge 

CR-16 Sentence as a Function of Final Charge 
CR-17 Criminal Sentencing - Incarceration - Length 

of Sentence 
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CV-8 Dispositions - Civil Cases: By Court and 

Method of Disposition 
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Stages of Settlement 
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CV-ll Civil Cases - Number of Days Between 

Initiation and Disposition (By court) 
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AR-4 Appellate Cases: Source of Filings 
(Breakdown by case type) 

AR-5 Appellate Cases: Criminal Filings by 
Prosecutor and Defendant 

AR-6 Appellate Filings: Basis of Jurisdiction 
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SUMMARY - CRIMINAL CASES 
ENDING~-- -P 

STAR T OF YEAR 

~~~ ~-cl.nactive Original 

, 

-~... '---~ ~ ---'------

FILINGS DISPOSITIONS 
Reinstated or Before After 
Transferred Trial Trial 

CRIMINAL FILINGS - OFFENSE TYPE 

COURT 

I 

NOTES: 

HOMICIDE CRIMINAL 

Murder M anslaughter 

--_. 

AGGRAVATED 
RAPE ROBBERY ASSAULT 

1. The offense listed on this and subsequent tables are used 
merely as example. The reports should use the state statute 
numers and literal descriptions of offenses. 
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LARCENY AUTO 
BURGLARY Over Under THEFT 

$100 $100 

CR·1 
PENDING 

END OF YEAR 
Active Inactive 

CR·2 

ARSON FORGERY 

ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES - BY OFFENSE AND COURT 

CRIMINAL HOMICIDE 
AGGRAVATED RAPE ROBBERY 

Murder Manslaughter ASSAULT 

COURT 

-. 
NOTES: 
1. The offenses listed on this table are used merely as example. 

The reports should use the state statute numbers and literal 
descriptions of offenses. 

2. Only active cases should be included in this report, since 
inactive cases are not a measure of the court's workload. 

LARCENY 
BURGLARY Over Under 

$100 $100 

ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES 
AGE IN MONTHS 

(BY OFFENSE) 
LESS 1 & Less 2 & Less 3 & Less 

THAN 1 Than 2 Than 3 Than 4 
C H 
R 0 MURDER 1M 
MI 
I C 
N I 
A D MANSLAUGHTER 
L E 

RAPE 
ROBBERY 
AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULT 
BURGLARY 

L 
A OVER $100 
R 
C 
E 

UNDER $100 N 
Y 

AUTO THEFT 
ARSON 

NOTES: 
1. There should be a table for each court, as well as a summary 

for all the courts. 
2. This table should contain only active cases. Reporting of in

active cases in this table would distort the report, by including 
many old cases which are not part of the court's actual work· 
load. 

3. The offenses listed on this table are used merely as example. 
The reports should use the state statute numbers and literal 
descriptions of offenses. 
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4 & Less 
Than 5 

5 & Less 
Than 6 

AUTO ARSON 
THEFT 

6 & Less 9 & Less 
Than 9 Than 12 

CR·3 

FORGERY 

CR·4 
12 & 
More 



LESS 
Than 1 

COURT 

L 
NOTE: 

ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES 
AGE IN MONTHS 

(COURT-BY-COURn 

1 & Less 2 & Less 3 & Less 4 & Less 5 & Less 6 & Less 
Than 2 Than 3 Than 4 Than 5 Than 6 Than 9 

I 

1. Separate court-by-court tables can be made for particular 
offense types, in addition to all criminal cases, if desired. 

AGE OF ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES 
AT PARTICULAR PROCESSING STAGES 

INITIAL 

CR·S 
9 & Less 

12&More Than 12 

CR·6 
PLEA TRIAL TRIAL TRIAL JUDGMENT AWAITING 

APPEARANCE READINESS BEGUN COMPLETED SENTENCE 
LESS 
1 MO 

- ~-

THAN 
NTH 

1 & L 
2 MO 

ESS THAN 
NTHS 
.--~-

2&L 
3 MO 

ESS THAN 
NTHS 
~ 

3&L 
4 MO 

4&L 
5 MO 

5&L 
6 MO 

ESS THAN 
NTHS 

ESS THAN 
NTHS -. 
ESS THAN 
NTHS 

--

6&L 
9 MO 

ESS THAN 
NTHS 

9&L 
12 M 

ESS THAN 
ONTHS 

12 an d MORE MONTHS 
----------

NOTES: 
1. Age should be computed from date of initiation of case to end 

of current reporting r)eriod. 

2. A separate table should be prepared for each court and silOUld 
include all criminal cases. In addition, courts may prepare 
separate tables including a particular case type. 
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CRIMINAL PROCESSING TIME - NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN INITIATION 
AND SENTENCING OF CASES 

DISPOSED OF AFTER TRIAL (BY COURT) CR.11 
CASE INITIATION TRIAL READINESS 

TOTRIALREADINESS TO COMPLETION 
TRIAL COMPLETION INITIATION TO 

TO SENTENCING TRIAL COMPLETION 
INITIATION TO 
SENTENCING 

Med Mean Max Min Med Mean Max Min Med Mean Max Min Med Mean Max Min Med Mean Max Min 
COURT 

CRIMINAL PROCESSING TIME - NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN INITIATION 
AND SENTENCING OF CASES DISPOSED OF BY PLEA, DISMISSAL, 

OR DEFERRED PROSECUTION (BY CASE TYPE) CR.12 
FILING TO DISPOSITION DISPOSITION TO SENTENCING' 

C H 
R 0 Murder 
1M 
MI 
I C 
N I Manslaughter A D 
L E 

RAPE 

ROBBERY 

AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULT 

BURGLARY 
L 
A OVER $100 
R 
C 
E 

UNDER $100 N 
Y 

• If any 

NOTES: 

Median Mean Maximum Minimum Median 

1. There should be a table for each court, as well as summary 
for all the courts . 

2. The offenses listed on this table are used merely as example. 
Recommendation 3.1 provides, the reports should use state 
statute numbers and literal descriptions of offenses. 

53 

Mean Maximum Minimum 

FILING TO SENrENCING * 
Median Mean Maximum Minimum 
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CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS - FINAL CHARGE AS A FUNCTION OF ORIGINAL CHARGE 
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CR-15 
---FINAL CHARGE -----------------------------------------------------------------

CRIMINAL HOMICIDE LARCENY 
HAPE: ROBBERY 

MURDER MANSLAUGHTER 

AGGRAVATED 
ASSAUL T BlJRGLA'<Y 

IJNDER S100 OVER S100 
AUTO THEFT 

OTHERTHANI IOTHER THANI 'OTHER THANlr IOTHER THANI I OTHER THANI I()THED THANI IOTHER THAN I IOTHER THAN" 
GUILTY I GUILTY GUILTY GUILTY GUILTY, GUILTY JUIL TY GUlL TV GUlL TY GUlL TV GUilTy GtJll TY GUILTY GUlL TY GUILTY GUILTY I ... UIL Ty 

CHARGE I I ' 

OTHER THAN 
GUILTY 

__ ORIGINAL__ I' l-t-t-' J-l I 
1 ' ' 

~ § MURDER I : i I I I I' I I I I i I ~~ : : I, Ii I --+-;-1---
~ ~ MANSLAUGHTER I Iii i I !: i I 

--+------+------I-------+I~II---. ----L I 'I I I I I I 
HAPt 

~::::::w ' I! 1 II' -+-1 -i-+--I -~ II i 'I' I' 

ASSAUL T II I 'I '! iii , 
I I: iii 'I ' --+-1 ---+--+-----+----+----+-------\ 

I :'.' I' ' I III! 
:, I I ,: ! i I t-- i 
+---t-------+-----t-- I ---+ ' I I I ----+--+-----t--------+ 
Ii! iii: \ I i 
I I I I ': iii I i ~--~--+_---+-I ~I----T-~, ~- . ~-~----~~----+-~----+-~ 

I ,; I I :! iii 

BURGLARY 

L 
A ')VER S100 
R 
C 
E 

" UNDER S·OO I
· ; i i! I i (' 

; \ 1! 1 ! 1: 
~----+---t-------___1I~-+-~------+-----+----------+--~---- --+i~-------l-----t~------+ - ! ~ --- -i. 1 

' , I' 
.....i.....-__ ~ 'I 

4.UTO THEFT 

NOTES: 
1, "Original Charge" and "Final Charge" reler to onginal most 

serious charge and final most serious charge 

2, There should be a table lor each court as well as a summary 
lor ali the courts, 

3, The offenses listed on this table are used merely as example 
The reports should use the state statute numbers and literal 
descriptions of offenses 

1 
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SENTENCE AS A FUNCTION OF FINAL CHARGE CR·16 

Final 
Chaq;;e 

-,-<-«---<~---

rC H 
R 0 
I M 

M I 
I C 
N I 
A D 
L E 

Murder 

Manslaughter 

-- --
RAPE 

<-
ROBBERY 

---
AGGRAVATED 
ASSAULT 

BURGLARY 

NOTES: 

INCARCERATION PROBATION 

With With With Only With Only 
Probation Fine Both Fine 

c----< 

1. There should be a table for each court, as well as a summary 
for all the courts. 

2. T'1e offenses listed on this table are used merely as example< 
As Recommendation 3.1 provides, the reports should use 
slate statute numbers and literal descriptions of offenses. 

DRUG, 
FINEONLY DEATH YOUTHFUL OFFL~NDER, 

ETC. 

CRIMINAL SENTENCING CR·17 
INCARCERATION - LENGTH OF MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM SENTENCE 
------------ MAXIMUM PERIOD OF INCARCERATION-----------------

30 60 90 6 9 1 
days days days Mos. Mos. Year --

None or 
Indefinite 

30 days 
-

90 days 

6 months 
f- --------- r-
9 months 
.--~-

1 year 
1---'- -<--- 1--

2 years 

3 years 
f--' 
4 years 

5 years 

10 years 

More Than 
10 years 

LIFE 

NOTE: 
1. Such a table could be prepared by court, case type, or judge. 

More than one of these cannot be included in this table, which 
already contains two sets ot elements. Note that the table 
does not indicate whether the sentence also includes proba· 
tlon or fine. Nor does it report place of confinement. 
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2 3 4 5 10 More Than 
LIFE Years Years Years Years Years 10 Years 

-

I 

NUMBER 
PENDING 
START OF 

COURTS 
YEAR 

CONTRACT 
COURTS 

I 

CONTRACT 
COURTS 

j 

L 

SUMMARY - CIVIL 'CASELOAD 

FILINGS D1SOS1T1ONS 

ORIGINAL REINSTATED 
BEFORE AFTER 

I 

PERSONAL 
INJURY 

PERSONAL 
INJURY 

OR 
TRIAL TRIAL TRANSFERRED 

TORT 

PROPERTY 
DAMAGE 

CIVIL FILINGS 
CASE TYPES 

PROPERTY 
OTHER 

CIVIL PENDING 

DOMESTIC·FAMIL Y 

DIVORCE OTHER 

BY CASE TYPE AND COURT 
TORT DOMESTIC·FAMILY 

PROPERTY 
OTHER 

PROPERTY 
DIVORCE OTHER DAMAGE 

I 
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CV·1 

NUMBER 
PENDING 

END OF YEAR 

CV·2 

PROBATE 

"-

CV·3 

PROBATE 



PENDING CiVIL -
CASE AGE IN MONTHS 

(BY CASE TYPE) 

LESS 3 & LESS 6 & LESS 
THAN 3 THAN 6 THAN 12 

-'-'-~----- ---
NTRACT 
~--.~-

RSONAL 
JURY 

o .---~----r-' 
PR OPERTY 

MAGE 
~-.-~.---t-

R DA 

T OT HER 

PR OPERTY 
---~--.--~-----

o 
o F DIV 
M A ORCE 

E & Mt---__ 
S I 

T ~ OT HER 
C 

--.~-." ---
PR OBATE , 

~~.--~-.---~---- ---
NOTE: 
1. There should bo a table for each court. as well as a summar, 

for all the court~i. 

12&LESS 
THAN18 

18 & LESS 
THAN 24 

PENDING CIVil -
CASE AGE IN MONTHS 

(BY COURT) 

" LESS 3 & LESS 6 & LESS 12 & LESS 
THAN 3 THAN 6 THAN 12 THAN 18 -_ .. _----

---~-

COU RT 

NOTE: 
1. Separate court·by·court tables can be made for particular 

case types (e.g. Personal Injury) in addition to all civil cases. 
If desired. 
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18 & LESS 
THAN 24 

CV·4 

24 & LESS 36 AND 
THAN 36 MORE 

_.-

CV·5 

24 & LESS 36 AND 
THAN 36 MORE 

AGE IN MONTHS 
OF PENDING CIVil CASES 

AT PARTICULAR PROCESSING POINTS CV·6 

CASE CLOSE OF PRETRIAL PRETRiAL 
INITIATION PLEADINGS DISCOVERY CONFERENCE 

LESS THAN 3 
--

3 & LESS THAN 6 
-- ----_ .. _.-

6 & LESS THAN 12 
-- ------_._- -------

12 & LESS THAN 18 
.----

18 & LESS THAN 24 
---j------~--.-

24 & LESS THAN 36 

36 AND MORE 

NOTES: 
1. Age should be computed from date of initiation of case to end 

of current reporting period. 

2. A separate table should be prepared for each court and should 
include alI civil cases. In addition, courts may prepare 
separate tables including a particular case type (e.g. personal 
Injury case& only). 

--

TRIAL TRIAL TRIAL POST- TRIAL 
READINESS BEGUN COMPLETED ACTIVITY 

- 1--' 

r--------- ---- ----_.-

- .. -~-~ -.. ~--". --~-~-- f-

~~.-.----- .. - -- - --.-

----------\------ -

_ ... - --.-~-~- .. - --

\ 
--------- ---~--- ---------- -----.- -----------4 

---.. ------- _~. ____ . _____ ~ ___ J 

DISPOSITIONS -- CIVIL CASES 
BY CASE TYPE 

AND METHOD OF DISPOSITION 

DEFAULT CON-
SET- CON- TRANS- SENT OR UNCON-

SOLl- FER- TESTED TLE:D JUDG-DATED RED 
MENT JUOG-

MENT 

CONTRACT 

T PERSONAL 
INJURY 

0 PROPERTY 

R 
DAMAGE 

T 
OTHER 

PROPERTY 

0 
0 F DIVORCE 
M A 
E&M 
S I 
T L 

OTHER I Y 
C 

PROBATE 

NOTE: 
1. There should be a table for each coun, as well as a summary 

for all the courts. 

DIS- DIS-
MISSED MISSED 

WITH WITHOUT 
PREJUDICE PREJUDICE 

--
j 

--
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CV·7 
--r;---:::~r-- JUDG':---SUM- JUDG- JUDG-

MENT MENT MENT 
MARY AFTER AFTER NOTWITH-
tU~NGT JURY NON-JURY STANDING 

TRIAL TRIAL_t-VERDICT 

. 1-------- 1---

------ ----~ 

f--------.-----~- .--------

------ -----

I 
- -

I r--



~--'-' ~---- .. 

CON· TRANS· 
SET· SOLI- FER-
TlED DATED RED 

COURTS 

j ._--+---
-+-

i 
I 
I 

_ •... __ ._.-

... ---.- ~- 1--

NOTE: 

DISPOSITIONS - CIVIL CASES 
BY COURT 

AND METHOD OF DISPOSITION 

CON· DEFAULT DIS· DIS· SUM· 
SENT OR UNCON· MISSED MISSED MARY 
JUDG· TESTED WITH WITHOUT JUDG-
MENT JUDG· PRf:JUDICE PREJUDICE MENT 

MENT 

1_ Separate court-by·court tables can be made for particular case 
types (e.g. Personal Injury) in addition to all civil cases, if 
desired. 

DISPOSITIONS - CIVIL CASES 
STAGES OF SETTLEMENT 

JUDG· 
MENT 
AFTER 
JURY 
TRIAL 

PLEADINGS DISCOVERY 
PRE-TRIAL TRIAL PRIOR 

CONFERENCE 
- . "------ --.---~-~--

CONTRACT ---
T PERSONAL 

INJURY 
0 

PROPERTY 

R DAMAGE 

T OTHER 
~---

~-
PROPERTY 

0 F DIVORCE 
M A 
E & M 
S I 
T L OTHER 
I Y 

~--
PROBATE 

NOTES: 
1. There should be a table for each court as well as a summary 

for all tile courts. 

2. A court·by-court table for all civil cases by stagG of settlement 
would not be meaningful, but perhaps for particular types of 
civil cases (e.g. Personal Injury) a court-by-court comparative 
table might be prepared. 
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TO VERDICT 

CV·s 
JUDG· JUDG· 
MENT MENT 
AFTER NOTWITH-

NON-JURY STANDING 
TRIAL VERDICT 

CV·g 

POST-
TRIAL 

. 

J 

o 
T"" 

::> 
U 

-_._-------- -- --

c 
~ 

~z 
X wO 

z- ttl 
-.1- ~ 
aU) 
<{a c We.. ro ex:(f) Q) 

..J- ~ <{a 
..J -0 -0 <{ g:1- Q) 

ex: ~ I-
ex: c W (f) 
I- zfB ~ u.. 
<{ Oz X u.. 1=-<{a ttl 
0 -<{ ~ 
0 I-W 
W :zex: c (f) -..J ttl 
0 W<{ Q) 

e.. (f)- ~ 
(f) <{ex: 
0 01- -0 0 Q) (f) I- :2 W 
(f) 
<{ c 
0 

Zz ~ 

Qo x 
~E ttl 

-(f) ~ 
!::o 
ze.. c 
-(f) ttl 
w- Q) 

(f)o ~ 
<{a 

-0 01-
Q) 

~ 

c 
0·...1 
W<{ 

~ 

(f)o: x 
01- ttl 
e.. w ~ 
~ex: 
00 c 
(f)u.. ttl 
wW Q) 

(f)1ll ~ 
<{u.. 

-0 00 
Q) 

~ 

c 
~ 

u.. 
(f)0 x Wo ttl 
(f)w ~ 
<{ til 0 0 c ..Je.. ttl 
..J(f) Q) 

<{- ~ 0 
-0 
Q) 

~ 

I- ..J 
~W >-0 <{>-<{ I-

Zex: ex:CJ ex: 
ex: 0:,) W<{ ex: W 
I- (f)-, e..~ W e.. 
Z ex:z O<{ I 0 
0 W- g:o I- ex: 
0 e.. 0 e.. 

I- 0 ex: I-
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Appellate courts 

I 

CRIMINAL (Total) 
(Breakdown by appro· 
priate offense cate· 
gories) 

CIVIL (Total) 
Contract 
Property 
Tort 
Domestic 
Probate 
Administrative 
Post-conviction 
Other 

JUVENILE (Total) 

ORIGINAL ACTIONS (Total) 
Post-conviction 
Mandamus 
Superintending Control 
Quo Warranto 
Other 

SPECIAL MATTERS (Total) 
Advisory Opinion 
Bar discipline 
Judicial discipline 
Other 

TOTAL --_ .. __ . 
NOTE: 

SUMMARY - APPELLATE CASES 

Breakdown by Court 

PENDING FILINGS DISPOSITIONS 
RT OF PERIOD STA 

I 

SUMMARY - APPELLATE CASES 

Breakdown by Case Type 

PENDING 
START FILINGS DISPOSITIONS 

OF PERIOD 

I 
I 
! 

, 

! 
I 
, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
, 
! 

I 
I 

1. There should be a report for each appellate court. as well as 
a summary for. all the courts. 
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AR·1 

PENDING 
END OF PERIOD 

AR·2 

PENDING 
END 

OF PERIOD 

CRIMINAL (Total) 
(Breakdown by appro-
priate offense cate-
gories) 

CIVIL (Total) 
Contract 
Property 
Tort 
Domestic 
Probate 
Administrative 
Post-conviction 

I Other 

JUVENILE (Total) 

ORIGINAL ACTIONS (Total) 
Post·conviction 
Mandamus 
Superintending Control 
Quo Warranto 
Other 

SPECIAL MATTERS (Total) 

I 
Advisory Opinion 
Bar discipline 
Judicial discipline 
Other 

TOTAL 

I 

I 

': , 

I 
! 

I I 
I 
I 

! 
i 

I i 
, , 

I I 
i 

i : 

APPELLATE CASES: SOURCE OF FILINGS 

Breakdown by Case Type 

TRIAL COURTS ADMINISTRATIVE INTERMEDIATE 
AGENCIES APPELLATE COURTS 

SITUS SITUS SITUS SITUS AGENCY AGENCY AGENCY COURT COURT COURT 
A B C D 11 12 13 A B C 

I 
I 
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AR·3 

I 

I 

i 
I 

i 

AR·4 

ORIGINAL 
PROCEEDINGS 



r=-;--;-.---~--~----

TRIAL COURTS 

Situs A 
'-----

Situs B 
1---------------
Situs C 

Situs D 

Situs E 

Situs F 

Situs G 

APPELLATE CASES: 
CRIMINAL FILINGS BY PROSECUTOR 

AND DEFENDANT 

TOTAL APPEALS 
CRIMINAL FILED BY 

APPEALS FILED PROSECUTOR 

----

INTERMEDIATE APPELLATE COURTS 

Court A 
'-----

Court B 
'--

Court C 

Court D 

Court E 

Court F 

APPELLATE FILINGS: 

BASIS OF JURISDiCTION 

APPEALS FROM FINAL JUDGMENT 
--~ 

TRIAL COURT 
INTERMEDIATE ADMINISTRATIVE 

APPELLATE COURT AGENCY 

BY DISCRETIONARY BY DISCRETIONARY BY DISCRETIONARY 
RIGHT REVIEW RIGHT REVIEW RIGHT REVIEW 

APPELLATE COURT A 
Total 
Criminal 
Civil 
Other 

APPELLATE COURT B 
Total 
Criminal 
Civil 
Other 

APPELLATE COURT C 
Total 
Criminal 
Civil 
Other 

APPELLATE COURT D 
Total 
Criminal 
Civil 
Other 
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AR·5 

APPEALS 
FILED BY 

DEFENDANT 

AR·6 

ORIGINAL INTERLOCUTORY 
JURISDICTION APPEALS 
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SUMMARY REPORT: PETITIONS FOR REHEARING AR·11 

OUTCOME 

PETITIONS FOR REHEARINGS DECISION DECISION DECISION 
REHEARING FILED HELD AFFIRMED REVERSED MODIFIED 

APPELLATE COURT A (Total) 
Civil 
Criminal 
Other 

APPELLATE COURT B (Total) 
Civil 
Criminal 
Other 

APPELLATE COURT C (Total) 
Civil 
Criminal 
Other 

APPELLATE COURT D (Total) 
Civil 
Criminal 
Other 

REPORT ON INDIVIDUAL JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES AR·12 
MATTERS ASSIGNED MATTERS DISPOSED OF ! . 

I MEDIAN DAYS 
ORIGINAL I ORIGINAL I BETWEEN 

CIVIL CRIMINAL 
MOTIONS PROCEEDINGS CIVIL CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS SUBMISSION 

APPEALS APPEALS AND OTHER APPEALS APPEALS "'NO OTHER OPINIONS WRITTEN AND OPINION 
MATTERS MOTIONS MATTERS 

PER CURIAM CONCURRING DISSENTING FULL 

Appellate Lourt A 

I Judge A 
Judge B 
Judge C 
Average Per Judge 

! 
Appellate Court B 

Judge A 

I 

Judge B 
Judge C 
Average Per Judge 

'Appellate Court C i 
Judge A I 

Judge B i 

I 
Judge C 

I I Average Per Judge 

i i 
StatewIde average per T ! Judge I 
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PART B.· 

SYSTEM DESIGN AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT 

PREFACE 
This initial report of the Systems Design and 

Implementation sub-committee is the product of 
months of deliberation by the members of the sub
committee. Much useful assistance was received from 
other members of the SJIS Project Committee. 

The report describes in some detail the structure and 
functioning of a prototype state-level judicial in
formation system. The prototype is referred to in this 
report as the SJIS. It was the sub-commit tee's intent to 
produce a document that could be read and un
derstood by judges and court administrators and yet 
be of assistance to senior systems analysts. 

The report should serve as a guide for systems 
designers but is not the final word on the subject. The 
sub-comm;ttee concluded that no one prototype could 
be made applicable to the diverse court systems and 
processing environments in the fifty states. It is not the 
sub-committee's intention that the SJIS become a 
model to be imposed on individual states. its purpose 
is to offer guidance to, and not to constrain, state-level 
judicial information systems. 

The report opens with a general overview of the 
scope and functions of the SJIS and a general descrip
tion of the system. Other sections of the report con
sider input and output and processing requirements as 
well as systems' security and data confidentiality. It 
concludes with an outline of hardware and software 
considerations and personnel and training require
ments. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 
This executive summary encompas&es the most im

portant aspects of the report of the Systems Design 
and Implementation Subcommittee of the SJIS 
Project Committee. It describes the SJ1S design in 
broad terms touching upon the scope of the system, its 
functions and structure, important features of the 
system, and its interfaces with other systems. 

The executive summary also outlines the basic 
system requirements including data capture, input 
methods, data elements and outputs. It reviews in 
general terms the SJIS design concept encompassing 
files, edit and update procedures, report generation 
and other program applications. Implementatioll con-
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siderations such as equipment and software con
figurations, personnel training and security and con
fidentiality guidelines are also discussed. 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SJIS 
Scope of the System 
The Systems Design Subcommittee in this report 

describes one possible model system for gathering. 
processing, analyzing, and reporting at the state level 
information about activities of trial and appellate 
courts. The model system described in this report is 
referred to as the State Judicial InformatL System 
(SJIS). The SJIS encompasses both civil and criminal 
data collection and analysis by the state-level judicial 
administration for its own purposes, as well as the 
most appropriate methods for collecting and reporting 
Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and 
Computerized Criminal History (CCH) information. 
It should be understood that all references to "SJ IS" 
in this report relate to the model system outlined here 
and not to any state-level judicial information system 
in any particular state. 

The terms CCH and OBTS cause considerable con
fusion. In this report "OBTS " will be used to refer to 
an information collection effort at the ~tate level which 
attempts to collate information arising from a single 
arrest of a criminal defendant. Information is collec
ted about the processing of each defendant for each 
arrest. The information is used to prepare statistics 
concerning the processing of various cohorts of defen
dants. "CCH" refers to a disposition reporting sy~tem 
for persons charged with serious crimes. 

As outlined in this report, the SJIS permits the 
tracking of individual civil and criminal cases and also 
defendants in criminal cases. It focuses mainly on 
state-level information needs with respect to trial 
courts of general jurisdiction and appellate courts, and 
contempletes tracking of criminal defendants and civil 
cases through the lower courts. The SJIS i& not 
designed to produce all information required to satisfy 
state-level judicial managment needs. Additional work 
must be done in the subsequent phases of this project 
to define information requirements with respect to 
courts of limited and special jurisdiction including 
juvenile courts. Further analysis is also needed with 
respect to financial and personnel data requirements as 
well as those pertaining to facilities and juror 
utilization. When the additional requirements analysis 



work is completed, the system design should be 
amended to accommodate these additional needs. 

Because the SJIS detailed here must be of broad 
utility, the design is not as speciric .a~ th~t of a p.ar
ticular jurisdiction's state-level JudiCial information 
system. An attempt has been made to. ad.dress the 
major design questions that face those thinking about 
setting up a state-level judicial information system and 
to offer answers to those questions. The specificity of 
the design will be reconsidered after the states par
ticipating in this project have had an opportunity to 
test their own state-level judicial information systems. 

it should be recognized that the system design 
presented here is for the guidance of jurisdi.cti~~s c~n
templating development of a state-level Judicial iI1-

formation system. The data elements, reports, and 
design concepts recommended here are ilI~lstr.ative. 
Their purpose is to offer to others the best thmkll1g of 
a group of persons who have wresteled :witl~ ~ommon 
problems. Individual state-level Judicial ad
ministrations should take from this report only what 
they find useful. It was not the intention of the drafts-
men that the SJIS outlined here should become a 
model to be imposed on states. The purpose of this 
repurt is to offer guidance to and not to constrain in-
dividual states. 

I,'unctions of the SJIS 
The SJlS must serve a variety of needs. First and 

foremost it must be able to satisfy the information 
requirements of the state-level judicial administration 
for information about judicial proceedings, activities, 
finances, and resources. It should also be designed to 
.,upply the judicial information required for the OBTS 
and CCH data files. The SJlS could also, to some ex
tent, produce information required by trial courts for 
their own internal management purposes. 

Specific objectives to be met by the SJlS include the 
following: 

1. Provide State-wide Judicial Statistics 
.Collect, process, and report accurate, tim~ly 
and useful comparable statistics on a state-Wide 
basis. 
.Provide data for statistical analysis of trends in 
case processing and disposition. 
.Provide data for the evaluation of the impact of 
judicial system improvement programs, changes 
in court rules, procedures and legislation. 

2. Provide Data for Civil and Criminal Case-FloW 
and Criminal Defendant Flow Monitoring and 
l\1allap.ement 
.Enable the state-level court administrative office 
to monitor civil and criminal case-flow and 
criminal defendant flow in the state's trial and 
appellate courts. 
.Provide reports of exceptions from those stan
dards that are of direct interest to the state-level 
court administrative office. 
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.Provide the capability for generating special
purpose reports on request. 
.Provide court-by-court exception reports and 
statistics from which caseload and court 
operational data can be derived. This would in
clude lists of those cases for which the processing 
has been late or otherwise off schedule. 
.Provide interface with national, state, and local 
information systems for exchange of in
formation on criminal cases including CCH 
data. 

3. Provide Data for Estimating Judicial and Other 
Resource Requirements 
.Provide data on personnel and jury utilization 
for cases of various types. 
.Provide data for projection of judicial man
power and resource requirements. 
.Provide data for judicial assignment purposeg. 
.Provide data for assessing and evaluating court 
performance and operations. 

4. Provide Cost Data 
.Provide information on operational costs. 
.Provide data for projection of current and 
future costs and revenues. 

Only the first and second objectives are addressed in 
this report. 

Structure of the SJIS 
The SJIS is a cas-following information system 

which can also track individual defendants in criminal 
cases. It has four subsystems: (1) Civil Subsystem; (2) 
Criminal Susystem; (3) Appellate Subsystem; (4) 
(4) Juvenile Subsystem. Only the first th.r~e subsysten;s 
are discussed in this report because addltlonal analYSIS 
is required with respect to the Juvenile ~ubsystem .. 

The SJlS, not designed to prOVide schedulmg, 
docket control, or information which must be made 
available on a rapid-response basis. The activities and 
duties of most state-level judicial administrations do 
not require rapid access to information in the SJlS. 
Such systems are more appropriate to the ad
ministrative needs of relatively high-volume trial 
courts. However, there are a fe.v states using an SJIS 
as a trial court operating system. These states can uti
lize rapid access to SJIS information. 

The case-following data collectiO'fI approach, with 
the c~pability of tracking individmll felony criminal 
defendants in criminal cases, necessitates recording the 
transfer of information on indvidual cases from the 
consitutent trial and appellate courts to the SJIS. 
While this method of data collection may impose ad
ditional reporting burdens on the individual courts, it 
has significant off-setting advantages. With data on 
individual cases the state level judicial administration 
can possibly undertake more meaningful statistical 
analysis while maintaining better overview of the 
progress of judicial proceedings. Individual case 

reports also permit greater standardization of ter
minology and more uniform reporting within a state. 
By initiating case-by-case reporting a state-level 
judicial administration can also lay the foundation for 
reporting to the OBTS and CCH data systems when 
they are operational. 

Important Features of the SJIS 
The important features of the SJIS are as follows: 

1. The SJ IS is a state-level, judicially controlled in
formation system utilizing a set of standard data 
elements and standard reporting mechanisms, 
either manual or automated. 

2. Inputs into the SJIS system will be by-products 
or outputs of trial and appellate court infor
mation system operations. 

3. The SJlS has the capability, if required, of gen
r.rating most periodic statistical reports required 
from courts by the state-level judicial adminis
tration. That is, the SJIS is structured in such a 
way that trial and appellate courts would no 
longer have to prepare, at the source, most of 
the periodic state-level statistical reports they 
now prepare. 

4. The SJIS has the capacity to record the signifi
cant events in the processing of a case and to gen
erate status and intermediate event elapsed time 
reports. 

5. Major events, suchd as hearings and trials are to 
be reported as soon as possible after they have 
occurred. 

6. Data required for the OBTS and CCH files and 
state-level judicial administrative and statistical 
statistical purposes are to be collected in d single 
operation using a standard coding structure with 
uniform definitions. 

7. Even where there is afready an ongoing state
level non-judicial data collection system for 
criminal cases using a case or defendant-follow
ing approach, the SJIS should be the data collec
tion system for all judicial information. 

8. Where there are automated trial court informa
tion systems covering significant areas of court 
activity, the state-level judicial administration 
will have to establish standards to insure that the 
trial court information systems will generate the 
required data on each case and criminal defen
dant in the specific format for each data element 
required by the SJIS. 

9. The SJIS can handle all cases involvil1g criminal 
offenses that are mutually agreed upon for entry 
into the state's OBTS and CCH systems. 

10. Civil cases originating in trial courts of general 
jurisdiction as well as those civil case5 entering 
the court by reason of appeal from a court of 
limited or special Jurisdiction will be included in 
the SJIS. 
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1 J. All appellate and post-decision matters in trial 
courts of general jurisdiction and appellate 
courts will be included in the SJ IS. 

12. Juvenile proceedings can be included in the SJIS 
(but this module is excluded from this system de
sign pending additional requirements analysis). 

13. The SJIS does not include minor traffic cases. 
(A number of states have developed statewide 
traffic systems and, at this time, it does not 
appear desirable to require case-following on the 
scale recommended for SJI8 of all traffic cases). 

14. The SJIS has the capability of "')llecting and re
porting information separately with respect to 
each civil case and each defendant in each crim
inal proceeding. 

15. The Criminal Subsystem of the SJIS is structured 
on the assumption that the interfaces between 
the police, prosecutors, courts and correctional 
systems are initiated automaticillly as soon as one 
stage (e.g., arrest, prosecution, etc.) has been 
completed. 

Interfaces 
The SJIS is designed to capture data about cases 

coming into the judicial system. These cases come 
from outside the system, and in some instances, pass 
from the judicial to the correctional systems. Some of 
the data to be entered into the SJIS must come from 
persons outside the formal control of the state-level 
judicial administration such as police, prosecutors and 
private attorneys. In preparing this system design, it 
was assumed that the initiator of a criminal 
prosecution in court can be relied upon to supply iden
tificc:tion, arrest, bail and charging data to the court. 
Preferably, this information should be captured on an 
SJIS form, or, at a minimum, presented so that court 
personnel can readily capture the data on the form. It 
is also assumed that attorneys filing civil actions will 
provide su fficient information on the face sheet of the 
complaint so that court personnel can readily capture 
the data" 

SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS 

Data Capture 
The SJIS is designed to capture information abuut 

major events in the processing of a case as they occur. 
This means that in some cases several separate entries 
will be made into the SJIS between case initiation and 
termination. While this method 0f data collection may 
entail some additional costs, re<.;ording and reporting 
upon major events as they occur rather than upon ter
mination of a case will help to ensure currency and ac
curacy of data. For those state-level judicial ad
ministrations actively involved in case-flow 
monitoring or provision of information services to 
courts, this reporting method is virtually required. 
Since a good part of any additional cost may arise 
from multiple recording of case and/or defendant 



identilica;:ofl on reporting fonm, preparation or 
multiple ~et~ or thi~ data at the outset or a case may 
reduce later co~t ,. 

The capture or data at the source, i.e., at the trial or 
appellate court level, should be in formats designated 
by the SJ IS management in consultation with the trial 
and appellate courts. 

Input Methods 
SJIS data can be collected at the source in a number 

of way,. One method is by means or paper forms 
which are completed and then either processed locally 
or mailed in to some central site. A second method 
would he by on-line entry into either a storage device 
or a local computer ror transmittal to the SJIS site or 
.)J1.line entry from the source into the SJIS state com
puter. 

Selection rrom among these three general types of 
SJ IS data entry methods will have to be made by states 
planning or implementing a statewide judicial in
formation system based on their individual eir
CLllmtances, In the absence of data on volume of tran
,actiom, etc., no specific rec('.mmendation'i are made 
as to collecting data and submitting it to the SJIS. 

Any forms used 10 collect the information necessary 
to tn;ck criminal defendants and civil, criminal and 
aprell<tte caS(~s through a state's judici:::.l system fro:n 
the roint of entry to final disposition should contaIn 
five basic tyres or inrormation: 

I. Identification information, eonslstll1g of case, 
defendant and situ~ identifiers, and other linking 
numbers; 

2. OBTS and CCH tracking numbers, assigned and 
~upplied by non-judicial agencies and copied on 
all forms; 

3. Case initiation information; 
4. Case activity information priur to disposition; 
5. Disposition and termination information. 
A detailed introduction and user's manual should be 

compiled by the state-level judicial administrative 
body for each state. [t should define all data elements. 
The'manual should include provision for updating and 
revi~ions, detailed instn'ctions for the completion of 
forms, and tables.and lists of statute numbers. 

As data is entered into the SJIS, the:-e should be 
~ol11e means of determining what lype of transaction is 
lakin)!, place. There are three major types of tran
sactions that should be provided for: (l) entries in 
which new inlormation and data is to be added to the 
S.lIS data basI.' files; (2) modifications, in which data 
already in the files is to be changed or otherwise 
modified, unci (3) cancellation, in which data 
previously entered is to be eliminated. 

It is recemmended that, where possible, all SJIS for
ms also include provision for recording a transaction 
type code or entry ke:· and that this code be used as the 
basis for developing information, entry control and 
security pL,cedures. This code would serve as an entry 
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key for the SJIS and would identif~', for the SJIS 
processing system, the routing of the entry. 

Data Elements 
Standard SJIS data elements have been developed 

for each of the three SJIS subsystems. A complete 
listing is presented in Appendix A. 

While the data elements here are a recommended 
standard for the SJIS, there will be variations from 
state to state in the list of data elements finally ([dopted 
for each state system, primarily because of variations 
in court organization, procedures and rules. At a more 
detailed level, the actual data element values (or break
downs) in use for such data elements as 
"disposition" and "sentence" may vary somewhat.. 

It is recommended that those states comtemplat1l1g 
the adoption of a system modeled on the SJ1S should 
carry out the following steps with respect to data 
elements: 

J. Compare the data bases for existing and/or 
planned systems to insure that all of the recom
mended SJIS data elements are included or 
have been otherwise accounted for in these 
systems. 

2. Where the derinitions and usage of data elements 
in the data base of an existing or planned judicial 
information system differ from the standard de
finitions recommended for the corresponding 
data elements in the SJIS data base, states should 
develop appropriate transformation procedures 
and exception listings. 

3. With respect to data element values (or "break
downs") states should survey court procedures, 
to determine manner of initiation of cases, me
ods of disposition, dispositional alternatives, 
and sentence options, and develop a data base re
flecting these. Procedures should then be de
veloped to enable the srate system to combine or 
otherwise group these to produce the SJIS data 
base. 

Outputs 
The SJIS will have several types of outputs. The first 

will be statistical reports and displays in criminal, civil, 
and appellate cases. Illustrative reports are included in 
an appendix to Part A of this report, Requirements 
Analysis Subcornmittee Final Report. 

Each subsystem will also have to produce tran
saction data to be used for updating that subsystem's 
files. In addition, the Criminal Subsystem and Ap
pellate Subsystem (with respect to criminal cases) will 
have to produce CCH transmittal data that will 
provide criminal histmy information, as weli as OBTS 
transmittal data, which will provide the judicial 
module of the OBTS data set. Liitle has been done 
anywhere in the country to define precisely how the 
judicial system should relate to the CCH system or 
bBTS. In the absence of operating state-level systems 
for CCH and OBTS, some assumptions have been 
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made about how they would function. 

Definitions and Terminological Problems 
The SJIS is structured to insure intrastate com

parability of inputs and outputs. Uniformity within 
the states depends on standardized definitions of all in
put and output data. The SJIS, therefore, uses a 
uniform set of data element definitions. In an 
operational system they should be embodied in a user's 
manual which explains the information to be recorded 
on the input forms and defines in detail those terms 
which are likely to be unclear or are ambiguous. 

The use of standard definitions will eliminate most 
terminological problems. Some r-:porting problems 
arise, however, because of substantive differences in 
case processing. Even within a state there are 
variations in subject matter jurisdiction of general and 
limited jurisdiction courts and in the steps of case 
processing. These differences are likely to persist in the 
absence of state-wide court reorganization and rules 
for case processing. 

To assist with the separate problem of interstate 
comparability of judici:ll data, the states could do a 
number of things. They could, for example: 

1. Clearly define all data elements and reporting 
categories; 

2. Indicate the subject matter jurisdiction of courts 
of various levels and provide as complete cover
age as possible; 

3. Use civil case types and criminai offense cate
gories which can be translated into common 
terms. 

The CCH and OBTS data files r'\ise additional 
terminological problems. This project has accepted the 
SEARCH and NCIC data elements to be used for of
fender transaction and criminal history creation. The 
judicial data elements in these systems were identified 
and defined without the same level of judicial par
ticipation that accompanied development of the SJ1S. 
At some point LEAA and the FBI should undertake a 
reconsideration of the data elements referring to ju
dicial processes. 

SJIS DESIGN CONCEPT 
Files 
The major SJ1S files will be a master file of active 

cases and a historical master file of concluded cases. 
The concluded cases will be retained until all appeals 
are over and statistical analyses are completed. Certain 
types of cases such as divorces will be retained longer 
because of the possibility that thf!Y will be reopened 
and reactivated. The data elements listed in Appendix 
A should form the basis for the master file and the 
somewhat smaller historical master file. Each state will 
have to tailor its file design to its processing 
requirements and data processing capabilities. Such 
tailoring may include the selection of a disk-based 
system with a single hierarchical master file. 
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The processing of data for each SJlS subsystem will 
be similar. There will be edit, update, report 
generation and special or other program components. 

Edit 
The euit phase will begin with a check of the in

formation by the trial or appellate court furnishing it 
to the SJIS. An error control unit within the SJ1S 
should be responsible for correction of any errors 
detected after manual and machine edit at the SJIS 
facility. The edit program utilized in the SJ1S will 
maintain statistics on the source, nature and frequency 
of the errors. 

Certain fields such as court identification number, 
case identification number and judge identification 
number, as well as key dates, will have to be carefully 
edited to assure internal consistency and validity. With 
respect to criminal defendants, the information to be 
transmitted to the OBTS and CCH data files will also 
have to be edited to be sure identifying numbers are 
available and all data complies with their requiremen
ts. Appellate information must be checked to ensure 
that unique appellate case and court identifiers are 
properly linked to the trial court identifying numbers. 

lJpdate 
The updating of the maste~ files is a critical process 

in each subsystem. Each subsystem should employ two 
types of master files. The first of these would be the 
master file of active cases; the second would be an 
historical file containing those cases previously 
processed, but no longer considered to be active 
because of completion of judicial activity. 

The actual updating of the master file may employ 
either a random or sequential process. The choice with 
regard to updating will be dependent upon several fac
tors including volume and processing constraints im
posed upon the agency and systems designers. On a 
daily basis, the SJ!S will probably be processing a 
relatively large file with a relatively low volume of ac
tivity; random processing of this information may, 
therefore, be the best approach. 

During the updating process it will be necessCify to 
insure that logical relationships are maintained bd
ween data elements within a particular case. In
formation may pass the edit process and yet be found 
to be incorrect during the updating if, for example, the 
date of trial completion is prior to date of filing. This 
rather obvious error may not be readily identifiable 
until the file is updated. During the updating process 
accurate statistical control totals should be main
tained. These totals are essential for auditing of in
formation, quality control, accuracy of the files, and 
future training programs for those persons supplying 
information from the loc;allevel. 

Errors detected during the update process should he 
identified and the quality control section of the SJIS 
agency notified. This section should be charged with 
the responsibility of maintaining files in a timely and 



accurate manner and correcting erroneous in
formation as quickly as possible. 

Report GcncratiF.11l 
On a periodic basis the SJIS is required to generate 

certain specified reports. It is recommended that 
parameter inputs be used and files, if possible, be 
processed only once in the report generation phase of 
theSJIS. 

Other Programs 
Other programs will be used for special one-time 

reports and file maintenance purposes. The file main
tenance program should remove from the master file 
cases no longer active. Parameter inputs can be used to 
identify and remove cases to be put in the historical 
master file. Programs should also be available to 
produce the data required for the OBTS and CCH 
files, 

IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS 

Equipment and Software Configurations 
Equipment configurations will have to be deter

mined by each separate state. Budgetary op-
portunities, present EDP resource capacities, as well as 
anticipated system volumes and activities will deter
min" this mix. Software, and input/output 
requirements and frequencies also impact hardware 
selection. 

There are a host of software and file management 
options available. Some will be defined by the equip
ment configuration, others by the application tasks to 
be executed. It is not within the scope of this report to 
exhaust all possible permutations. However, certain 
alternatives are discussed. 

The application programs should he written in AN
SI COBOL to promote transferability. Printed output 
can be generated from especially written reporting 
programs or standard report generators. 

Personnel Trnining Requirements 
The training program for personnel involved with 

the SJ IS must begin early in the development process 
and must continue on well into the operation of the 
system. The training program must be designed not 
only to impart tehcnical information about the 
operation and organization of the SJIS but also to 
overcome the most common people .. related problems 
a~;sociated with introduction of automated
information systems. The concerns of a large number 
of pel~pi~ must be addressed if the SJlS is to be suc
cessfully developed, implemented and operated. Per
sons to be reached by the training program include 
court administrative and financial officials, legislative 
per!>onnel, presiding judges and various judicial com-
111ittees, municipal county governing bodies, including 
boards of supervisors and city councils, state law en
forcement planning agency staff as well as the staff of 
the state-level judicial administrative office. In ad
dition to reaching these higher-level policy-making of-
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ficials the program must focus on various court per
sonnel including clerks of various kinds, members of 
the prosecutors' and public defenders' offices and 
private attorneys. These persons require technical in
formation with respect to the SJIS. On the other hand, 
there are technical personnel who require instruction 
with respect to operation of the SJIS in a court con
text. Therefore, the training program must also ac
commodate computer operators and supervisors as 
well as systems analysts and programmers who will be 
involved with the operations of the SJ1S. 

The SJIS training program will have three basic 
components. The first will deal with justification for 
the planned SJIS and its specific applications. The 
second component will deal with generalized computer 
and systems concepts for the benefit of personnel who 
are not already familiar with computer and systems 
analysis. This component will provide background 
material for the more specific portion of the training 
program which will deal with the application of the 
SJIS. The final element of the training program will be 
a skills development module designed to provide per
sons, who will be working with the system, with 
specific information about data capture, data input, 
computer operations and ways of obtaining and using 
computer generated outputs. 

The training program will focus directly upon 
people's fears and expectations about com
puterization. Changes in job assi.gnments, job 
security, court staff organiation and career paths 
should be frankly discussed with judicial personnel so 
that they will have a full expectation of what the SJIS 
will mean to them directly. There should be emphasis 
placed upon training programs that will accompany 
the introduction of the automated system, and the im
portant role that courts personnel will play in the plan
ning, design and implementation of the system should 
be spelled out. The instructional material should also 
cover description of the project organization and 
management, developmental stages and the process of 
converting over from existing systems to the SJiS. 

Information Confidentiality and Control 
Inform.ition confide'1tiality and control require a 

level of systems security that will afford an acceptable 
level of protection for a reasonable expenditure of 
funds. Security procedures must cover data 
acquisition, data storage 2nd retention and data access 
and dissemination as well as systems administration. 
Security requirements establish a floor upon which 
privacy and confidentiality safeguards rest. These 
safeguards go beyond technical security requirements, 
however and require conscious judgment as to what 
inform;tion should be collected, retained and 
disseminated to specific individuals or agencies. 

The security problems and requirements may differ 
depending on whether the SJ1S is a dedicated or share 
system. The recommendations made here assume 
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either a dedicated system or one in which there is sub
stantial judicial management control. If this is not the 
case, it may be difficult for the SJIS to obtain desired 
levels of security. Appropriate contractual 
arrangements should be entered into between the SJIS 
management and that of any shared information 
facilities used by the SJIS to ensure an adequate level 
of systems security and confidentiality. 

Receommendations are made with respect to data 
accuracy, data entry procedures, data storage and 
retention, site security, communications security and 
personnel security. It also is recommended that access 
and dissemination be tightly restricted and the SJ1S 
not be used for routine criminal history exchange. 

On the policy level, recommendations are made that 
the judiciary maintain management control over the 
SJIS even if data processing is handled by a cen tral 
computer facility. Data entry and disclosure should 
also be under judicial control. The SJIS itself would be 
subject to a judicial management body operating un
der established rules and procedures. 

SECTION 1. 
SCOPE AND FUNCTION OF THE SJIS 

Introduction 
In this report the Systems Design Subcommittee 

describes one possible model system for gathering, 
processing, analyzing, and reporting at the state level 
information about activities of trial and appellate 
courts. The recommended model system described in 
this report is referred to as the State Judicial In
formation System (SJ1S). The SJIS encompasses both 
data collection and analysis by the state-level judicial 
administration for its own purposes, as well as the 
most appropriate methods for collecting and reporting 
Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and 
Computerized Criminal History (CCH) information. 
It should be urderstood that all references to "SJ1S" 
in this report (elate to the model system outlined here 
and fl(.'t to J.ny state-level judicial information system 
in any particular state. 

The tenns CCH anJ OBTS cause considerable con
fusion. In this report "OBTS" will be used to refer to 
an information collection effort at the state level which 
attempts to collate information arising from a single 
arrest of a criminal defendant. Information is collec
ted about the processing of each defendant for each 
arrest. The purpose of OBTS information is to prepare 
statistics concerning the processing of various cohorts 
of defendants. CCH refers to a disposition reporting 
system for persons charged with serious crimes. 

It is assumed that an agency in each state will be 
charged with OBTS data collection and the data to be 
reported by the judicial system are those set forth in 
Project SEARCH Tehcnical Report No.4. It is also 
assumed that each state will have a separate agency 
responsible for creating a state-level CCH system and 
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that this system will contain those data elements 
defined by the F.B.l.'s National Crime 1nformation 
Center as of the end of 1973. It is recognized that these 
assumptions may not hold true in the future. They clo, 
however, offer the more reasonable basis for pro
ceeding with the design of the SJIS. 

It should be recognized that the system design 
presented here is for the guidance of jurisdictions con
templating development of a state-level judicial in
formation system. The data elements, reports, and 
design concepts recommended here are illustrative. 
Their purpose is to offer to others the thinking of a 
group of persons who have wrestled with common 
problems It is anticipated that individual state-level 
judicial administrations will take from this report only 
what they find useful. 

Scope of the SJIS 
As outlined in this report, the SJIS permits the 

tra.cking of individual civil and criminal cases and also 
defendants in criminal cases. It focuses mainly on 
state-level information needs with respect to trial cour
ts of general jurisdiction and appellate couts, and con
templates tracking of criminal ':efendants through the 
lower courts. The SJIS is not designed to produce all 
information required to satisy state-level judicial 
management needs. Additional work must be done in 
the subsequent phases of this project to define in
formation requirements with respect to courts of 
limited and special jurisdiction including juvenile 
courts. Further analysis is also needed with respect to 
financial and personnel data requirements as well as 
those pertaining to facilities and juror utilization. 
When the additional requirements analysis work is 
completed, the system design should be amended to 
accommodate these addtional needs. 

Because the SJIS detailed here must be of broad 
utility, the design is not itS specific as that of a par
ticular jurisdiction's state-level judicial information 
system. An attempt has been made to address the 
major design questions facing someone thinking about 
setting up a state-level judicial info:-mation system and 
offering ansers to those questions. The specificity of 
the design will be reconsidered after the state~ par
ticipating in this project have had an opportunity to 
test their own state-level judic~;ll information systems. 
Tfle efforts of each state are being evaluated and the 
results of the evaluation will be incorporated into the 
final systems design for the SJIS. The evaluation also 
will help to shed some light on the feasibility and cost 
implications of developing a state-level judicial in
formation system along the lines set forth here. 
Florida is specifically undertaking costing studies of its 
information system, which will be of use to other 
states. 

Functions of the SJIS 
The SJIS must serve a vf,riety of needs. First and 

foremost it must be able to satisfy the information 



requirements of the state-level judicial administration 
for information about judicial proceedings, activities, 
finances, and resources. It should also be designed to 
suply the judicial information required for the OBTS 
and CCI-f data files. The SJIS could also, to some ex
tent, produce information required by trial courts for 
their own internal management purposes. 

Specific objectives to be met by the SJIS include the 
following: 

1. Provide State- Wide Judicial Statistics 
,Collect, process and report accurate, timely and 
useful comparable statistics on a state-wide 
basis. 
,Provide data for statistical analysis of trends in 
case processing and disposition. 
,Provide data for the evaluation of the impact of 
judicial system improvement programs, changes 
in court rules, procedures, and legislation. 
,Provide judicial data for the OBTS data file. 

2. Provide Data for Civil and Criminal Case-Flow 
and Criminal Defendant Flow Monitoring and 
A4anaRement 
,Enable the state-level court administrative office 
to monitor civil and criminal ~ase-flow and crim
inal dt;!fendant flow in the state's trial and appel
late court~. 
,Provide report, of exception~ from standards 
that are of direct interest to the state-level court 
administrative office. 
,Provide the capability for generating special
pupose reports on request. 
,Provide court-by-court exception reports and 
statistics from which caseload and court opera
tional data can be derived. This would include 
lists of those cases for which the processing has 
been late or otherwise off-schedule. 
,Provide interface with national, state, and local 
local information systems for exchange of infor
mation on criminal cases including CCH data. 

3. Provide Data for Estimating Judicial and Other 
Resource Requirements 
,Provide data on personnel and jury utilizaticn 
for cases of various types. 
,Provide data for projection of judicial man
power and resource requirements. 
,Provide data for assessing and evaluating court 
performance and operations. 

4. Provide Cost Data 
,Provide information in operational costs. 
,Provide data for projection of current and fu
ture costs and revenues. 

Only the first and second objectives are addressed 
in this report. 

Assumptions 
Because state judicial systems differ in organization, 

allocation of jurisdiction, size, and levels, and because 
states are at varying stages of development of the OB-
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TS and CCH data systems, a number of basic assump
tions have been made upon which the design of the 
SJIS will rest. They are as follows: 

l. There is a three-level court system, including: 
lower court of limited jurisdiction, trial court of 
general jurisdiction, and an appellate court sys
tem. The latter mayor may not include an inter
mediate appellate court. 

2. There arc state-level agencies responsible for re
ceipt and processing of OBTS and CCH infor
mation. 

3. There is a central state-level agency that is re
sponsible for positively identifying and issuing 
unique identification numbers for accused per
sons and which maintains a file of such numbers. 

4. The police or prosecuting agencies will supply to 
the courts identification, arrest, bail and charg
ing information, preferably on formats specified 
by the SJIS management. 

SECTION 2 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SJIS 

Introduction 
This section describes, in general terms, the SJIS. It 

should be kept in mind that "the SJIS" means the in
formation system d~scribed in this report and does not 
refer to any particular state-level judicial information 
system. 

Structure of the SJIS 
The SJIS is a case-following information system 

which can also track individual felony defendants in 
criminal cases. It has four subsystems: (1) Civil Sub
system; (2) Criminal Subsystem; (3) Appellate Sub
wster.1; (4) Juvenile Subsystem. Only the first three 
sub"ystems are discussed in this report because ad
ditional analysis is required with respect to the 
Juvenile Subsystem. 

The SJIS is not designed to produce scheduling, 
docket control, or information which must be 
available on a rapid-response basis. However, there 
are a few states using an SJIS as a trial court operating 
system. These states can utilize rapid access to SJrS in
formation. 

The case-following data collection approach, with 
the capability of tracking individual felony defendants 
in criminal cases, necessitates recording and transfer 
of information on individual cases from the con
constituent trial and appellate courts to the s.ns. 
While this method of data collection may impose ad
ditional reporting burdens on the individual courts, it 
has significant off-setting advantages. The timeliness 
and depth of reporting on judicial activities as well as 
the accuracy of the reporting are improved. With data 
on individual cases the state-level judicial ad
ministration can possibly undertake more meaningful 
statistical analyses while maintaining better overview 

of the progress of judicial pro'ceedings. Individual case 
reports also permit greater standardization of ter
minology and more uniform reporting within a state. 
By initiating case-by-case reporting, a state-level 
judicial administration can also lay the foundation for 
reporting to the OBTS and CCH data systems when 
they are operational. Because of the scope and nature 
of information collected the SJIS can also be used to 
feed back management information to courts which 
might not otherwise be able to afford automated data 
processing services. 

Key Features of the SJIS 
The general scope, and capabilities of the SJrS are 

as follows: 
1. The SJIS is a state-level, judicially controlled in

formation system utilizing a set of standard data 
elements and st::wdard reporting forms or remote 
entry formats or transmittal tape formats where 
entry is in batch form from automated local 
sources. 

2. Inputs into the SJIS system will be by-products 
or outputs of trial court informatilJn system op
erations. 

3. The SJIS has the capability, if required, of gener
ating most periodic statistical reports required 
from courts by the state-level judicial adminis
istration. That is, the SJIS is structured in such a 
way that trial and appellate courts would no 
longer have to prepare, at the source, most of the 
periodic state-level statistical reports they now 
prepare. 

4. The SJIS has the capacity to record the signifi
cant events in the processing of a case and to 
generate status and intermediate event and elap
sed time reports. 

5. Major events, such as hearings and trials, are to 
be reported as soon as possible after they have 
occurred. 

6. Data required for the OBTS and CCH files and 
for state-level judicial administrative and statis
tical purposes are to be collected in a single oper
ation using a standard coding structure with uni
form definitions. 

7. Even where there is already an on-going state
level non-judicial data collection system for 
criminal cases using a case or defendant-follow
ing approach, the SJIS is the data collection sys
tem for all judicial information. 

8. Where there are automated trial court informa
tion systems covering significant areas of court 
activity, the state-level judicial administration 
will have to establish standards to insure that 
the trial court information systems will generate 
the required data on each case and criminal de
fendant in the specific format for each data ele
ment required by the SJIS. 

9. The SJIS can handle all cases involving criminal 
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offenses that are mutually agreed upon for entry 
into the state's OBTS and CCH systems. 

10. Civil cases originating in trial courts of general 
jurisdiction as well as those civil cases entering 
the court by reason of appeal from a court of 
limited or special jurisdiction will be included in 
the SJIS. 

11. All appellate and post-decision matters in trial 
courts of general jurisdiction will be included in 
the SJIS. 

12. Juvenile proceedings can be included in the SJIS 
(But this module is excluded from this system de
sign pending additional requirements analysis). 

13. The SJIS does not include minor traffic cases. (A 
number of states have developed statewide traf
fic systems and, at this time, it does not appear 
desirable to requirecase-follo\ving on the scale 
recommended for SJIS, of all traffic cases.) 

14. The SJIS has the capability of collecting and re
porting information separately with respect to 
each civil case and each defendant in each crim
inal proceeding. 

15. The Criminal Subsystem of the SJIS is structured 
on the assumption that the interfaces between the 
police, prosecutors, courts and correctional sys
tems are initiated automatically a:, soon as one 
stage (e.g., arrest, prosecution, etc.) has been 
completed. 

Data Capture 
The SJIS is designed to capture information about 

major events in the processing of a case as they occur. 
This means that in some cases several separate entries 
will be made into the SJIS between case initiation and 
termination. While this method of data collection may 
entail some additional costs, recording and reporting 
upon major events as they occur rather than upon ter
mination of a case will help to ensure currency and ac
curacy of data. For thuse state-level judicial ad
minstrations actively involved in case-flow monitoring 
or provision of information services to courts, this 
reporting method is virtually required. Since a good 
part of any additional cost may arise from multiple 
recording of case and/or defendant identification on 
reporting forms, preparation of multiple sets of this 
data at the outset of a case may reduce later costs. 

The capture of data at the source, i.e., at lhe trial or 
appellate court level, should be on forms or in formats 
designated by the SJrS management in consultation 
with the trial or appellate courts. 

Interfaces 
The SJIS is designed to capture data about cases 

coming into the judicial system. These cases come 
from outside the system and, in some instances, pass 
from the judicial to the correctional systems. Some of 
the data to be entered into the SJrS must come from 
persons outside the formal control of the state-level 
judicial administration such as police, prosecutors, 



and private attorneys. In prepraing this system design 
it was assumed that the initiator of a criminal 
prosecution in court can b.; relied upon to supply iden
tification, arrest, bail and charging data to the court. 
Preferably, this infJrmation should be captured on an 
S.lIS form or, at a minimum, presented in such a way 
t hat court personnel can readily capture the data. It is 
also assumed that attorneys filing civil actions will 
provide sufficient information on the face sheet of the 
complaint so that court personnel can readily extract 
th'.! necessary data. 

It is not certain that the required cooperation can be 
easily obtained in all jurisdictions. It is recognized that 
it may require rules of court or even legislation to man
date desired reporting. 

Several other interface problems must also be ad
dressed. The CCH and OBTS concepts rest on the 
assumption that all criminal justice transactions with 
respect to an individual criminal defendant arising out 
of a single set of criminal events can be linked 
together. This requires some identifying number for 
linking relevant transactions. The CCH system rests 
on the additional assumption that inform2tion abC"lt 
arrests and prosecutions should' be collected and 
pltH:ed in an historical rt!cord relating to named in
dividual. Both systems require a method of linking 
events in a given case. CCH must also link a present 
case to past criminal justice processing of the same 
person. This linking is usually done by assigning case 
and defendant identification numbers. The SJIS will 
use CCl-! and OBTS numbers if suplied by an ap
propriate source. The judicial system will, however, 
assume no burden for seeking out such linking num
bers. 

Following conviction and sentencing, correctional 
agencies may require information from the SJIS about 
individual offenders. As a general rule, the SJIS wold 
be equipped to provide this information. Since the 
correctional information requirements have not been 
defined as yet, no specific recommendation about data 
transfer is made here. 

Outputs 
The SJIS will have several types of outputs. The first 

will be statistical reports and displays on criminal, 
civil, and appellate cases. Illustrative reports are in
cluded in the appendix to Part A of this report, 
Requirements Analysis Subcommittee Report. Each 
subsystem also will have to produce transaction media 
to be used for updating that subsystem's files. In ad
dition, the Criminal Subsystem and Appellate Sub
system (with respect to criminal cdses) will have to 
produce CCl-! transmittal media, which will provide 
criminal history information, as well as ()BTS tran
smittal media, which will provide the judicial module 
or the OBTS data set. Very little has been done 
anywhere in the country to define precisely how the 
juc.iicial system should relate to the CCH system or 
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OBTS. For present purposes, some assumptions have 
been made, and discussed later herein, about how data 
are to be transferred from SJIS to CCH and OBTS. 

Definitions and Terminological Problems 
The SJIS is structured to insure intra-state com

parability of inputs and outputs. Uniformity within 
the states depends on standarized definitions of all in
put and output data. The SJIS, therefore, uses a 
uniform set of datu element definitions and input for
ms. These will be embodied :n a manual which ex
plains to users the information to be recorded on the 
input forms and defines in detail those terms which are 
likely to be unclear or are ambiguous. 

The use of standard forms and defin:tions will 
elimir..ate most terminological problems. Some repor
ting problems arise, however, because of substantive 
differences in case processing. Even within a state 
there are variations in subject matter jurisdiction of 
general and limited jurisdiction courts and in the steps 
of case processing. These differences are likely to 
presist in the absence of state-wide court 
reorganization and rules for case processing. The SJIS 
will, therefore, have the capability of dividing the 
business handled in a state's courts so that differences 
in subject matter jurisdiction are made clear. Where 
differences in case processing procedures cannot be 
eliminated, a translation of varying procedures into 
standard cakgories will be undertaken. 

The adoption of a state-wide case-following in
formation system will help to eliminate other barriers 
to intra-state comparability. It will encourage coverage 
of all courts, thereby eliminating gaps in some existing 
reporting systems. A case-following system reporting 
on all major events as they occur also will eliminate 
problems arising from different reporting periods for 
courts within a state. If events are recorded when they 
occur and are dated, the SJIS can produce output 
reports which cover the same time periods for each 
reporting unit. 

A major definitional problem to be resolved early in 
the development of t"le SJIS, concerns case or offense 
type classifications and accounting units. With respect 
to criminal offense categories, it is recommended that 
state statute numbers and literal descriptions be used 
for intra-state reporting purposes. 

With respect to the accounting unit, it is re(,'om
mended that both criminal cases and defendants ~<. ac
counted for. On the civil side, there is considerabl. 5S 

interest in knowing about individual parties, therefore, 
the accounting unit will be the case. On the appellate 
side, civil and criminal cases and criminal defendants 
will be accounted for. The point at which accounting 
should begin is covered in detail earlier in the 
Requirements Analysis Subcommittee Report. The 
definitional work done here is only the first step in a 
much broader effort to ensure intra-state com
parability of judicial information. 

Interstate comparability raises additional difficult 
qestions. It was decided early in this project that 
uniformity of judicial management statistics 
nationally is not now possible. The differences among 
the states in practice and procedure preclude such 
uniformity. Rather the project aimed at something 
more modest-comparability of judicial data. While 
uniformity demands identical reporting, comparability 
can be achieved if states will. indicate how they differ 
from some prescribed standard terminology. One 
would, at least, know that two states can or cannot be 
compared, with some confidence. 

Interstate comparability will, however, be difficult 
to achieve for a number of reasons including the dif
ferences in: 

I. courts covered by reporting system; 
2. classifications; 
3. terminology; 
4. reference periods; 
5. accounting units; 
t'i. procedural steps in the processing of cases; 
7. allocation of subject-matter jurisdictioll among 

courts; and 
8. discretionary decision-making 
Some of these differences might be eliminated by 

changes in the reporting system being used in various 
states. For example, terminology could, in theory, be 
examined in order to get rid of purely semantic dif
ferences; reference periods could be synchronized; 
coverage of courts could be expanded or modified. 

Other types of differences do not appear to be 
amenable to elimination by administrative action. For 
example, subject matter jurisdiction is distributed in 
different ways in different states. To the extent that 
lower courts have broader jurisdiction in felony cases, 
the smaller will be criminal caseload in the court of 
general jurisdiction. States also differ in the manner of 
processing cases which results in differences in the 
flow of business through the judicial system and in the 
events that must be reported. 

To assist with interstate comparability of judicial 
data, the states could: 

1. clearly define ali data elements and reporting cat
gories. 

2. indicate the subject matter jurisdiction of courts 
of various levels and provide as complete cover
age as possible; 

3. use civil case types and criminal offense categor
ies that can be translated into common terms; 

4. where possible conform state-wide classifica
tions, reporting periods and terminology to any 
nationally recommended categories; and 

5. document any difference between state categories 
and national categories. 

DQubts exist, however, as to whether or not the 
benefits from improved interstate comparability are 
worth the costs. A convincing case has not been made 
that comparison of judicial activities in different states 

________________ ,~' ______________________ .. t.' .... ____________________ ---
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,will lead to improvement of operations. Indeed, the at
tempt to compare what is not strictly comparable may 
lead rather to misunderstandings and pressure for 
changes not justified by local circumstances. This 
project has proceeded 011 the assumption that in
terstate comparability should not be a major criterion 
for design of the SJIS. Such comparability will, rather, 
be a by-product of consenslls of states that certain data 
is worth collecting and reporting. 

The CCH and OBTS data files raise additional ter
minological problems. This project has accepted the 
SEARCH and NCIC data elements to be used for of
fender transaction and criminal history creation. The 
judicial data elements in these systems were identified 
and defined without the same level of judicial par
ticipation that accompanied development of the SJIS. 
At some point, LEAA and the F.B.!. should un
dertake a reconsideration of.the data elements 
referring to judicial processes. Particular attention 
should be paid the appellate activities. These activities 
are not covered by OBTS data elements and are 
inadequately described by the CCH data elements. 
Any reconsideration of OBTS and CCI-I data elements 
should keep in mind the rather different purposes of a 
judicial management information system, a system-
wide offender-based transaction statistics system, and 
an individual criminal history system. 

SECTION 3 
S,]I5 INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 

Introduction 
This section is divided into two subsections. The 

first subsection on SJIS Inputs describes the data cap
ture modules of each of the three S.lIS subsystems, in
cluding basic case initiation and document flow, and 
recommended procedures for non-standard cases, 
such as case initiation other than by the arrest process. 
The second subsection, on SJIS Outputs briefly 
describes the types of reports, printed documep~s, 
displays, files, and other outputs to be created by the 
SJIS. At the end of the section there is a discussion of 
SJIS input and output capacity considerations. 

SJIS Inputs 
SJIS data can be collected at the source in a number 

of ways. One method is by means of paper forms 
which are completed and then either processed localiv 
or mailed in to some central site. A second method i 
by means of on-line entry into either a storage devi, e 
or directly into a local computer for transmission to 
the SJIS. A third method is by means of on-line entry 
from the source into the SJIS state computer via a 
computer terminal. 

In the absence of data on volume of transactions, 
etc., no specific recommelldations are made as to 
collecting data and submitting it to the SJIS. 

Any forms used to collect the information necessary 
to track criminal defendants and civil, criminal, and 
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appellate cases through a state's judicial system should 
contain five basic types of information: 

1. Identification information, consisting of case, 
defendant and situs identifiers, and other linking 
numbers. 

2. OBTS and CCH tracking numbers, assigned and 
supplied by non-j udicial agencies and copied on 
all forms. 

3. Case initiation information. 
4. Case activity information prior to disposition. 
5. Disposition and termination information. 
A detailed introduction and users manual should be 

compiled by the state-level judicial administrative 
body for each state. It should define all data elements. 
The manual should include provision for updating and 
revisions, detailed instructions for the completion of 
forms, and tables and lists of statute numbers. 

As data is entered into the SJIS, there should be 
some means of determining what type of transaction is 
taking place. There are three major types of trans
actions that should be provided for: (1) entries in 
which new information and data are to be added to the 
SJIS data base files; (2) modifications, in which data 
already in the files are to be changed or otherwise 
modified; and (3) cancellation, in which data pre
viously entered are to be eliminated. 

It is recommended that, where possible, all SJIS 
forms also include provision for recording a trans
action t~'pe code vr entry key and that this code be 
used as the basis for developing information, entry 
C(1ntrol and security procedures. This code would serve 
as an entry key for the SJIS and would identify, for the 
SJ IS processing system, the routing of the entry. 

Data Elements 
Standard SJIS data elements have been developed 

for each of the three SJIS subsystems. A complete 
listing, together with all data element values, is presen
ted in Appendix A. 

It should be noted that while the data elements here 
arc a recommended standard for the SJIS, there will be 
variations from state to state in the list of data ele
ments finally adopted for each state system, primarily 
because of variations in court organization, 
procedures and rules. At a more detailed level, the ac
tual data element values (or breakdowns) llsed for such 
data elements as "disposition" and "sentence" may 
vary somewhat. 

It is recommended that those states contemplating 
the adoption of a system modeled on the SJIS should 
carry out the following steps with respect to data 
elements: 

i. Compare the data bases for existing and/or plan
ned systems to insure that all of the recommend
ed SJ IS data elements are included or have been 
otherwise accounted for in these systems. 

2. Where the definitions and usage of data elements 
in the data base of an existing or planned judicial 
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information svstem differ from the standard 
definitions recommended for the corresponding 
data elements in the SJIS data base, states should 
develcp appropriate transform3.tion procedures 
and exception listings. 

3. With respect to data element values (or "break
downs") states should survey court procedures, 
to determine manner of initiation of cases, meth
ods of disposition, dispositional alternatives, 
and sentence options, and develop a data base re
flecting these. Procedures should then be de
veloped to enable the state system to combine or 
otherwise group these to produce the SJIS data 
base. 

SJIS Criminal Subsystem Inputs 
SJIS data collection is triggered by the occurrence of 

a major event in a case. In criminal cases, twelve such 
significant events have been identified as follows: 

1. Filing; 
2. Release actions (at pretrial and other stages); 
3. Appearances in courts; 
4. Pleas; 
5. Trial readiness dates; 
6. Trial beginning; 
7. Trial completion; 
8. Disposition of the case; 
9. Ordering of pre-sentence investigation; 

10. Sentencing; 
11. Post-Conviction and Post-Decision Pro,eedings; 
12. Disposition of Appellate proceedings. 
If the defendant comes into the court through the 

filing of a complaint, information or indictment, it is 
recommended that the prosecutor or the police (if first 
presentment is handled by police) provide necessary 
identification data, defendant tracking numbers, and 
other information, and submit this together with other 
papers relating to the case to the court in which the 
defendant is presented. In the event that a defendant 
enters the criminal justice system by other than the 
normal process, the assumption that the police or 
prosecutor would initiate the SJIS processing would 
no longer hold. More important, there would normally 
be no way of passing on to the courts the identification 
and tracking information that would otherwise have 
been passed on by the police or the prosecutor. 

Two examples of this type of situation are: (1) cases 
of violation, by an offender, of probation or release 
conditions; and (2) offenses committed by an inmate. 
In both types of cases, apprehension cou:d be by a 
probation officer or correctional official. Issues that 
arise in connection with this type of situation include 
the question of how tracking would be carried out, 
whether a new case number would have to be assigned 
etc. This is further complicated by the question of 
whether or not there is already in the state provision 
for issuance of a defendant tracking number. 

Since such cases would enter the court system, it is 
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clear that these should be pich!d up the the SJIS. If the 
police are involved in the apprehension, there is no 
problem since they would provide the information 
which initiates SJIS processing. Otherwise, the 
required data could be submitted by the probation of
ficer making the apprehension or it could be recorded 
by t\:te clerk of the court when the defendant is brought 
into court for a first appearance. 

With regards to implementation of the data capture 
module, the following recommendations are made: 

1. Separate reports should be completed for each 
defenct'ant involved in each criminal proceeding. 

2. Unique control numbers for defendant tracking 
purposes should be given to the court and repro
duced on all documents involving the case and on 
all forms completed by the court. 

3. The prosecutor (or police, if first appearance in 
court immediately follows arrest) should provide 
the identification and tracking data on the SJIS 
criminal form. 

4. Where input by the police or prosecutor is di
rectly into a local automatecllaw enforcement in
formation system via terminals, they will pro
vide the identification tracking information so 
that this can be avilable to court personnel. 

5. It is recommended that all completed forms or 
entries via terminal include transaction codes for 
the criminal subsystems. There should be entered 
entries via terminal include transaction codes for 
the criminal subsystems. There should be en
tered or checked off on the form by authorized 
judicially controlled personnel. 

SJIS Civil Subsystem Inputs 
Reports and other displays on civil business also 

deeessitate reporting on significant processing events 
for civil proceedings. Ten such significant events have 
been identi fied as follows: 

1. Filing or Initiation; 
2. Close of Pleadings; 
3. Pretrial Discovery Completed; 
4. Pretrial Conferences; 
5. Trial Readiness Date; 
6. Trial Beginning; 
7. Trial Completion; 
8. Disposition of the Case; 
9. Post-Decision Proceedings; 

10. Disposition of Appellate Proceedings. 
It should be noted that there may, in some state 

judicial systems, be more than one pre-trial conference 
and more than one trial readiness date. It should also 
be noted that other stages can be used, e.g., service of 
process and filing of answer in states in which cases 
are initiated in different ways. 

As with criminal case significant events, the specific 
data elements that are to be collected for each type of 
report, and the number and content of reports to be 
filed (or, alternatively, entered via a terminal) may 
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.vary from state to state. In order to develop recom
mendations and procedures for the completion and 
processing of these reports it will be necessary to iden
tify the particular civil subsystem data elements 
associated with the report on each significant event. 
This type of analysis should also be carried out for the 
various output reports. 

One type of case that must be handled in a slightly 
different manner is that of the criminally related post
decision proceedings handkd as a civil case sllch as 
h:,l)'eas corpus. The SJIS Civil Subsystem d(1eS not 
provide for the maintenance of names of defendants, 
litigants, etc. It will, therefore, be necessary to develop 
some way of linking civil post-decision proceedings or 
activities with prior criminal cases they affect. This is 
particularly important for those criminal cases for 
which CCH and OBTS data elements must be collec
ted. To deal with this problem, generally, it is recom
mended that a civil/criminal index file be developed as 
part of the SJIS data base files. This can also be used 
to insure that reports on the disposition of civil post
decision proceedings are reported back to the criminal 
subsystem when required. 

SJIS Appellate Susbystem Inputs 
The recommended reports and other displays on 

appellate court business necessitate the establishment 
of an appellate case-following system and, thereby, the 
reporting of significant processing events for appellate 
proceedings as soon as possible after they have oc
curred. For appellate proceedings, eight generally 
significant processing events have been identified as 
follows: 

I. Notice of Intent to File Appeal; 
2. Filing of Appeal/Motion/Petition; 
3. Receipt of Lower Court File; 
4. Ordering of Transcript; 
5. Receipt of Transcript; 
6. Hearings; 
7. Completion of Briefings; 
8. Disposition of Appeal/Motion/Petition, 
The specific data elements that are to be collected 

for each type of report and the number and content of 
reports to be entered probably will vary from state to 
state. Similarly, the number of reports and the types of 
papers associated with each significant processing 
event will also vary. For example, in some states, the 
transcript is ordered at the time of filing of appeal 
automatically and consequently a separate report is 
not usually needed. Definitional and standardization 
work remains to be done by each state for appellate 
cases. 

As with the Civil and Criminal Subsystems, it will 
also be necessary for states contemplating the develop
ment of an Appellate SubsY5tem to identify the par
ticular appellate data elements associated with each 
significant processing event. 

Aside from original proceedings in an appellate 



court, appellate proceedings will usually come into the 
appellate court system from three sources: (1) the trial 
court (for civil and criminal appeals and for post
decision proceedings that are to be handled in the ap
pellate court; (2) administrative agencies; or (3) an in
tennediate appellate court. 

The following recommendations have been for
mulated with regard to SJIS Appellate Subsystem 
data capture: 

I. It is recommended that separate input reports 
should be completed for each defendant involved 
in each criminal appeal proceeding, In such ca
ses, provision should also be made to include the 
defendant tracking numbers as well as any other 
identification numbers that may be used in the 
SJIS Criminal Subsystem, 

2. It is recommended that all completed forms or 
entries via terminal include provision for record
ing the type of transaction. These should be en
tered on the form (or into the ~ystem via term
inal) only by judicially-controlled personnel. 

3. For original proceedings in the appellate court, 
the clerk of the court should complete the appro
priate appellate proceeding report form, and 
send it or equivalent data to the ~)JIS Center for 
processing in order to initiate a ,'ile on the pro
ceedings. 

4. For civil and criminal appeals, the following pro
cedure should be followed: 

(l) At the time the particular civil or criminal 
case is disposed of in the trial court and a 
disposition report is completed by the clerk 
of the court or other designated personnel, 
notation should be made at the time of any 
intent to file an appeal and the information 
should then be sent on for further SJIS 
p rocessi ng. 

(2) When the appeal is filed, the clerk of the 
court should partially complete the appel
late reporting form and send this with the 
appropriate papers to the clerk of the ap
pellate court to which the appeal will be 
sent. 

5. For criminal appeals, it is recommended that the 
defendant tracking numbers, the trial rourt case 
identification number and any additional control 
numbers should be entered on the appellate re
porting form and on all subsequent Appellate 
Subsystem data entries. 

6. For civil proceedings, it is recommended that a 
separate form should be completed for each 
appeal arising from a single case. 

7. For those civil and criminal proceedings origina
ting in an intermediate appellate court, the fol
lowing procedures should be carried out: 

(1) The clerk of the intermediate appellate 
court should initiate the record and send 
this on to the higher court; and 
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(2) Recommendations 5 and 6 above should 
be followed with respect to civil and crim
inal appeals. 

SJIS Outputs 
Among the outputs envisioned for the SJIS sub

systems are tl ansaction and other files and in
termediate p!'oducts intended for input to other 
processes. 

The SJIS outputs can be classified into three groups 
according to their intended distribution. 

1. Management and Administrative Reports, for 
state-level judicial administrations, identified in 
the Requirements Analysis Subcommittee Re
port. These include reports that may be dissem
inated to local courts. 

2. External Reports and Files, intended for output 
and distribution to non-judicial agencies, such as 
the CCH and OETS transmittal data, dnd in
puts into correctional information systems. 

3. Intermediate Reports and Files, which are pro
duced by one or more SJIS subsystems for input 
into other SJIS subsystems. Examples include 
the various transaction files, indices, and error 
listings. 

SJIS Criminal Subsystem Outputs 
The major outputs of the SJIS Criminal Subsystem 

will include the following: 
1. Management and Administra(ive Reports for 

State-Level Judicial Administrations (SLJAj. 
It is recommended that the SJIS be capable of 

generating twenty-five standard statistical re
ports on criminal business for state-level judicial 
administrative use. These reports are, together 
with their proposed distribution and frequency, 
are listed in Table 3-1 as CR-l through CR-25 in
clusive. The report formats are shown in the ap
pendix to the Requirements Analysis Subcom
mittee Report. These are batch processed re
ports, to be generated on a monthly, quarterly, 
or semi-annual basis. In addition, it is also re
commended that a criminal caseflow analysis be 
generated, indicating how cases enter the judicial 
system, what happens to them and how they 
leave the judicial system. This type of report, 
listed on Table 3-1 as output number CR-29, 
Case Analysis by Offer.se Type, can be produced 
in tabular form. Note that in the actual output, 
percentages and number of cases (and criminal 
defendants) would be indicated for each branch. 
While these reports are intended primarily for 

use of the state-level judicial administration, 
many of these would be useful to presiding 
judges of trial courts and trial court administra
tors, as wei\. This has been noted in Table 3-1 by 
indicating under the heading proposed distribu
tion, the code" P.J." As noted in Section Two 
of this report, the SJIS criminal subsystem also 
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TABLE 3·1 

SJIS CRIMINAL SUBSYSTEM OUTPUTS 

OUTPUT PROPOSED 
PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION 

OUTPUT 
NUMBER NAME FREQUENCY OUTPUT INDIV. OBTSI 

SLJA PJ. JUDGES CCH AGCY OTHER 

CR·1 Summary·Criminal Cases A. Montt.ly A. Printed 
B. Annual 

Summary 

x X 

X X 

X X CR·2 Criminal Filings·Offense Types A. Monthly A. Printed 
----j----------------I------l------~-f__I_--_l.-.--- .. --... -.--

CR·3 Active Pending Criminal Cases By A. Monthly A. Printed X X 

_-_-_-_-_~-_:~----O~f~fe~n~S-p.-.~a-n~d---C~o~u-r-t~~~~.~~~~~~~~~=_~~~:B~.~-~-U-e-~~I~~y-·A~ .. n--.~:~~ .. ~~-~. _-~~~~-x----:~~~:~~~~~~::~~~~-._--_.1.-_ ... _ ...... _.-CR·4 Active Pending Criminal Cases - A. Quarterly A. Printed X I 
Ag~ in Months (oy offense) 

CR·5 Active Pending CriminC'.1 CasEls - A. Quarterly A. Printed ;< X 
Age in Months (by court) 

---t-----~-~----f-----t---_+__4__1r----+_--Ir__-- .. 
CR·6 A. Quarterly A. Printed X X Age of Active Pending Criminal Cases 

at Partlcular Proceeding Stages 
--.---r-----------------------+------+-----~--~-+----+----~+----

CR·? Dispositlons·Criminal Cases: A. Quarterly A. Printed X X 
By Offense and Method of Disposition 

---i----------------+----+------l---l----.j----l-------.-f--.--. 
CR·S Dispositions·Criminal Cases: A. Monthly A. Printed x X I 

By Court and Method of Disposition 
-----jr----------------1-----l-----+-----l----l--.. -.-- ----.---. --.-

CR·9 Dispositions·Criminal Cases: A. Monthly A. Printed X X 
Stages at Which Matters are Disposed of B. ByOf· 

fense 
Type,As 
Requested 

-----+-----------------------.-----+--~~~4_--------f_--~-+---_4.-------.r --
CR·10 Criminal Processing Time: Number of A. Monthly A. Printed x X 

Days Between Initiation and Sentencing of 
Cases Disposed of After Trial (by cas,e type) 

-------r---------------------------------~--------~--------1---~--4_---_4-----.--f__.---
CR·11 

CR·12 

Criminal Processing Time: Number of 
Days Between Initiation and Sp.ntencing of 
Cases Disposed of After Trial (by court) 

Criminal Processing Time: Number of 
Days Between Initiation and Sentencing of 
Cases Disposed of By Plea. Dismissal. or 

A. Monthly A. Printed X X 

A. Monthly A Printed x X 

Deferred Prosecution (by case typfl) 
-----+----------------~;...------_l_-------+---------.j..--+-__I---~-.. --... . .. -.-

CR·13 Criminal Processing Time: Number of 
Days Between Initiation and SentElncing of 
Cases Disposed of By Plea. Dismissal. or 

A. Monthly A. Printed X X 

Deferred Prosecution (by court) 
---+---------~-------~----~-----~---+--~---+----- .. -~--. 

CR·14 Dispositions of Criminal Defendants A. Quarterly A. Printed X X 
on Original Most Serious or Other Charges 

-----~---------------------------+-------+---------+---~--~---~-----.-~.----
CR·15 Criminal Dispositions: Final Charge 

as a Function of Original Chargf3 
A. Quarterly A. Printed x X 
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TABLE 3·1 

SJIS CRIMINAL SUBSYSTEM OUTPUTS 

OUTPUT PROPOSED OUTPUT NAME 
NUMBER FREQUENCY OUTPUT 

CR·16 Sentence as a Function of Final Charge A. Quarterly A. Printed 

CR·17 Criminal Sentencing: Incarceration - A. Quarterly A. Printed 
Length of Maximum and Minimum Sentence 

CR·18 Post·Conviction Proceedings - A. Semi· A. Printed 
Table A: Summary Annually 

CR·19 Post·Conviction Proceedings - A. Semi· A. Printed 
Table B: Sentence Review Annually 

CR·20 Post·Conviction Proceedings - A. Semi· A. Printed 
Table C: Appeals from Trial Court Decisions Annually 

CR·21 Post·Conviction Activities- A. Semi· A. Printed 
Table D: Processing Time: Median Days />,nnually 
Between Date of Filing nd Disposition 

CR·22 Trial Information (Criminal) A. Monthly A. Printed 
, 

CR·23 Triallnformaton: Jury Report A. Monthly A. Printed 

CR·24 Pre·trial Release By Offense Type A. Monthly A. Printed 

CR·25 Criminal Case Filings, Dispositions and A. Quarterly A. Printed 
Pending: Average Per Authorized Judgeship 
and Per Actual Judgeship 

CR·26 State OBTS Transmitted Tape A. Semi· A. Tape 
Annually 

CR·27 State CCH Transmittal Tape A. Daily A. Tape 

CR·28 Criminal Transactions Tape (for updating) A. Daily A. Tape 

CR·29 Case Flow Analysis By Offense Type A. Semi· A. Printed 
Annually 
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PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION 
INDIV. OBTSI SLJA P.J. JUDGES CCH AGCY 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

OTHER 

is capable of generating -other types of reports 
and outputs not now defined as requirements for 
the SJIS. These would include court calendars, 
listings of cases, defendants, etc., attorney con
nict lists, statistical reports on data entry errors, 
etc. 

2. External Reports and Files 
The reports and other outputs to be provided by 

SJIS, to non-judicial agencies include OBTS and 
CCH transmittal tapes, listed as outputs number 
CR-26 and CR-27 in Table 3-1. 
The SJIS Criminal Subsystem is designed to 

periodically produce data for the judicial module 
of a state OBTS system. The data would be sub
mitted to the designated state agency that will 
fulfill the functions of the state-level Statistical 
Analysis Center (SAC) as described in the Com
rehensive Data Systems (CDS) Program Guide
lines. The SAC, in turn, will generate a subset of 
this OBTS data for transmittal to a designated 
national-level statistical analysis center. 
With respect to criminal history information, 

SJIS Criminal Subsystem will generate, on a re
gular basis, a CCH transmittal tape which will 
contain the judicial segments of the CCH file and 
which will be submitted to the appropriate state
level agency. This agency, will, in turn, be re
sponsible for transmitting the information re
quired for the NCIC/CCH system to the F.B.I. 
It might also be appropriate to feed disposition 
data back to the arresting agency but this capa
bility is not presently encompassed by the SJIS. 

Outputs of the Criminal Subsystem to correc
tional or probation information systems repre
sent another use for the outputs. The exact data 
elements to be included in this type of output 
not yet been defined. They would be based on 
some consideration of the inputs required by 
state-level correctional information systems. 

3. Intermediate Reports and Files 
The intermediate reports and files that can be 

produced by the SJ1S Criminal Subsystem in
clude: 

(1) Input, Edit Validation, and Conditional 
Error Listings and Tapes, for use in input 
error follow-up and correction, for pro
ducing statistical and quality control re
ports, and for field audit purposes. 

(2) SJIS Criminal Transaction File, for use in 
updating the SJIS Criminal Subsystem files 
and for field auditing purposes (designated 
as CR-28 in Table 3-1). 

(3) Criminal Appeals Cases, a listing of crim
inal cases in which an appeal has been filed. 
This would be produced together with a 
file of criminal and appellate case identifi
cation numbers. 
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(4) Criminal Post-Decision and Post -Convic
tion Proceedings Initiated, Pending, Dis
posed of, with Outcome. 

(5) SJlS Criminal Subsystem Transaction Vol
ume and Analysis. 

(6) Standard Output Report Files which are 
off-line files used to produce some or all 
of the management and administrative re
ports and displays for state-level judicial 
administration. 

SJIS Civil Subsystem Outputs 
The major outputs of the SJIS Civil Subsystem will 

include the following: 
1. Management and Administrative Reports on 

Civil Business for State-Level Judicial Adminis
trations .• 
The SJ1S Civil Subsystem will generate the thir
teen standard reports on civil business listed with 
their proposed frequency and distribution in 
Table 3-2 as CV -1 through CV -13 inclusive. 
These batch processed reports to be generated 
on a monthly, quarterly, Or semi-annual basis. 
It is also recommended, as with respect to crim
inal and appellate cases, that a civil case flow 
analysis be generated indicating how cases en
tered the judicial system, what routes they took, 
and how they were finally disposed of. This re
port, like it~ criminal subsystem counterpart, 
can be produced either in tabular form or as a 
mortality tree. 

Again, as with the criminal subsystem reports, 
to be produced will vary from state to state de
pending on the number of courts filing reports, 
etc. Some of these reports would, of course, be 
useful to presiding judges of trial courts and trial 
court administrators and, to some extent, this 
has been provided for by using the code "P.J." 
under the heading "Proposed Distribution." 
Both the criminal and civil subsystems are also 

capable of generating other types of outputs not 
now included as part of the requirements for 
the SJIS. States should consider, in particular, 
the capability to provide local trial courts with 
timely information on civil cases. 

2. Intermediate Report and Files. 
The reports and files which the SJIS Civil Su b

system can produce include: 
(1) Input Edit, Validation, and Conditional 

Error listings and tapes for use in data in
put error follow-up and correction, for 
producing statistical and quality control 
reports and for field audit purposes. 

(2) SJ1S Civil Transaction File, for use in 
creating and updating SJ1S Civil Sub
system files and for field audit purposes. 
(This output is designated as CV-I4 in 
Table 3-2). 



TABLE 3·2 
SJIS CIVIL SUBSYSTEM OUTPUTS 

OUTPUT PROPOSED OUTPUT NAME FREQUENCY OUTPUT NUMBER 

CV-1 Summary-Civil Case!oad A. Monthly A. Printed 
B. Annual 

Summary 

CV-2 Civil Filings-Case Types A. Monthly A. Printed 

CV-3 Civil Pending-By Case Type and Court A. Monthly A. Printed 

CV·4 Pending Civil-Case Age in Months A. Quarterly A. Printed 
(by case type) 

CV·5 Pending Civil-Case Age in Months A. Quarterly A. Printed 
(by court) 

CV·6 Age in Months of Pending Civil Cases A. Quarterly A. Printed 
at Particular Processing Points 

CV-7 Dispositions-Civil Cases: By Case A. Monthly A. Printed 
Type and Method of Disposition 

CV-8 Dispositions-Civil Cases: By Court A. Monthly A. Printed 
and Method of Disposition 

CV-9 Dispositions-Civil Cases: Stages of A. Monthly A. Printed 
Settlement 

CV-10 Civil Cases·Number of Days Between A. Quarterly A. Printed 
Initiation and Disposition (by case type) 

CV·11 Civil Business: Filings, Dispositions A. Quarterly A. Printed 
and Pending: Average Per Authorized 
Judgeship and Per Actual Judgeship 

_ .. 

CV·12 Civi I Trial I n format ion A. Monthly A. Printed 

CV-13 Civil Trial Information: Jury Report A. Monthly A. Printed 

CV-14 Civil Transaction Tape (for updating) A. Daily A. Tape 

CV-15 Case Flow Analysis By Type of Case A Semi- A. Printed 
Annually .. 

I 
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(3) Civil Appeals Cases, a listing of civil cases 
in which an appeal (or appeals) has been 
filed. This would be produced together 
with a civil/appellate case identification 
number index. 

(4) SJIS Civil Subsystem Case Transaction 
Volumes and Analysis. 

(5) Standard Output Report Files, used to pro
duce some or all of the management and 
administrative reports and displays on civil 
business for state-level courts ad
ministrative offices, as recommended by 
the SJIS requirements analysis. 

(6) Criminal/Civil Post-Decision Proceedings 
Outcomes, a listing of events and outcome 
of those criminal case post-decision 
proceedings that are handled or disposed of 
as "civil matters" together with a criminal 
lcivil case identification number cross in
dex. 

SJIS Appellate Subsystem Outputs 
The major outputs of the SJIS Appellate Subsystem 

will include the following: 
(1) Manat;ement and Administrative Reports on 

Appel/ate Business jar State-Level Judicial 
Administrations. 
Twelve standard reports and displays on appel

late court business and appellate case flow an
alysis will be generated by the SJIS Appellate 
Subsystem. These reports, together with their 
proposed frequency and distribution are listed in 
Table 3-3 as AR-l through AR-12 inclusive and 
AR-14. 

2. External Reports and Files. 
The SJIS Appellate Subsystem is designed to 

produce transmittal media containing those 
appellate subsystem data elements that are re
quired for the CCH and OBTS systems. These 
are listed as output numbers AR-15 and AR-16 
in Table 3-3. In general, this data will be handled 
in the same way as the CCH and OBTS outputs 
from the criminal subsystem. 

3 .Intermediate Reports and Files. 
The following is a listing of the intermediate 

reports and files that can be produced by the 
SJIS Appellate Subsystem: 

(1) Input Edit, Validation and Conditional 
Error listings and tapes for use in data in
put error follow-up and correction, for 
producing statistical and quality control 
reports, and for field audit purposes. 

(2) S11S Appellate Transaction File, for use in 
creating and updating SJIS Appellate, 
Criminal and Civil Subsystem files and for 
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field audit purposes. This output is 
designated as AR-13 in Table 3-3. 

(3) Criminal Appeals Cases, a list of criminal 
cases for which appellate transactions have 
been recorded and a report of the tran
sactions. 

(4) Civil Appeals Cases, a list of civil cases for 
which appellate transactions have been 
recorded and a report of these transactions. 

(5) SJIS Appellate Subsystem Transaction 
Volume and Analysis. 

(6) Standard Output Report Files, which are 
off-line files, will be used to produce some 
or all of recommended management and 
administrative reports on appellate busi
ness. 

Procedures in the Absence of a CCH or an OBTS 
Judicial Module 

The SJIS, as described here, is designed to provide 
inputs for the judicial modules of state-level CCH and 
OBTS systems. However, at the present time, only a 
few states have operational or planned judicial 
modules for their CCH and OBTS systems, In most 
states, CCH and OBTS development has been and will 
be primarily concentrated on the police or arrest 
module. There is the prospect that a state-level judicial 
information system wEI be developed, with the 
capability of provIding CCH and OBTS outputs, 
before the state's designnted CCH ancl OBTS agencies 
can make use of these IJroduds. 

I f a state doe" not !mve the judicial modules for the 
state level CCH or OBTS systems either planned or in 
operation by the time the SJIS is operational then the 
judiciary must (lecide what to do with the SJIS outputs 
for state level CCH and OBTS systems, and how to 
provide data for Judicial an.d Supplemental Segments 
to NCICICCH. These decisions may be further com
plicated by the existence of comprehensive local or 
regional information systems which have the 
capability of providing arrest, judicial and corrections 
data necessary for complete CCH and OBTS systems . 

Given the growing state and federal concern with the 
lack of court disposition information for arrests en
tered into CCH systems, arrangements should be macle 
to capture and store disposition information until such 
time as it can be entered into the state CCH system. 
Similarly the available OBTS data should be retained 
for future use. CCH and OBTS information could be 
stored either within the judiciary or within those agen
cies ultimately responsible for CCH and OBTS. This 
decision will depend, in large part, upon the expected 
lag time between development and operation of the 
state's judicial information system and the develop
ment and implementation of the corresponding judi
cial modules for the state CCH and OBTS systems. 



TABLE 3·3 

SJIS APPELLATE SUBSYSTEM OUTPUTS 

OUTPUT, PROPOSED OUTPUT NAME NUMBER FREQUENCY OUTPUT 

AR·1 Summary· Appellate Business; Monthly Printed 
Breakdown by Court 

AR·2 Summary· Appellate Business; Monthly Printed 
Breakdown by case type 

AR·3 Appellate Business: Monthly Printed 
Source of Filings Breakdown by Court 

AR·4 Appellate Business: Monthly Printed 
Source of Filings Breakdown by case type 

AR·5 Appellate Business: Semi· Printed 
Criminal Filings by prosecutor and defendant Annually 

AR·6 Appellate Filings: Semi· Printed 
Basis of Jurisdiction Annually 

AR·7 Disposition of Appellate Quarterly Printed 
Business Breakdown by case type 

'. 
AR·S Processing Time: Quarterly Printed 

Appellate Cases 

AR·9 Status of Pending Caseload Quarterly Printed 
in Appellate Courts 

AR·1Q Motions in Appellate Monthly Printed 
Courts: Summary Report 

AR·11 Petitions for Rehearing: Quarterly Printed 
Summary Report 

AR·12 Report on Individual Semi· Printed 
Judicial Activities Annually 

AR·13 Appellate Transaction Tape 
(for updating) 

Daily Tape 

AR-14 Case Flow Analysis Semi· Printed 
by Type of Case Annually 

AR-15 Appellate OBT8 Daily Tape 
Transmittal Tape 

AR-16 Appellate CCH Daily Tape 
Transmittal Tape 
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In the absence of a capability to capture judicial 
data for CCH or OBTS at the state level, the following 
reporting procedures are recommended. 

1. When there are state CCH and OETS 'systems 
but no CCH and OBTS judicial modules, it is 
recorr._l~ended that the SJIS be designed to pro
duce st2.te CCH and OBTS information in accor
dance with the standards set forth in this report. 
If no state-established standards exist for the 
NCICICCI-I Judicial Supplemental Segments 
then the data should be prepared in accordance 
with the formats and standards established by 
NCIC. An index, for use by SJIS, of cases for 
which dispositions have been reported should 
also be created. 
It is further recommended that the OBTS and 

CCH data be transmitted to the state CCH and 
OBTS agencies for further processing and that 
the state CCH agency be responsible for trans
mitting the inform"'tion required for the Judicial 
and Supplemental Segments of the NCICICCH 
system to the F.B.I. 

2. When there is no CCH or OBTS system in the 
state and a state-level judicial information sys
tem has been implemented, it is recommended 
that the system produce state CCH and OBTS in
formation in accordance with the standards set 
forth in this report. If no state-established stand
ards exist, the NCICICCH Judicial and Supple
mental Segment information should be produced 
in accordance with the formats and standards es
tablished by the NCIC. NCICICCH information 
should then be made available directly to the po
lice or other agency originating the arrest for 
transmittal by that agency to the F. B.l. An index 
of arrests for which the system has provided 
a disposition report to the arresting agency 
should also be created. 

In the absence of a capability to capture judicial 
disposition and sentencing data for OBTS or CCH at 
the state level, the following reporting mechanisms are 
recommended. 

1. A disposition and sentencing report form can be 
designed so that one of the copies, bearing judic
ial disposition data as required for the NCICI 
CCH Judicial Segment, is automatically returned 
to the arresting agency which would have the re
sponsibility to send this on to the F.B.I. NCIC. 
The SJIS would retain a copy as well. 

2. The SJIS can be designed to generate CCH and 
OBTS transmittal tapes which would then be sent 
to either the state CCH and OBTS agency (if 
there is one) or the State Bureau of Identification 
for further processing and for transmittal of in
formation for the NCICICCH Judicial Segment. 

Whatever procedure is ultimately employed, the 
state's Judicial Information System should develop 
and maintain a cross-indexing capability. This cross-
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index would associate key numerical identifiers such as 
court case number, State Identification Number (SID), 
OBTS tracking number and F.B.I. number with such 
information as arresting agency, date of arrest, date 
of disposition and type of disposition. 

SECTION 4 

SJIS PROCESSING CONSIDERATIONS 

General Approach 
The following discussion of SJIS processing con

sideration is directed primarily at judges and judicial 
administrators. It attempts to discuss in un
complicated terms the major steps in processing of 
SJIS data and to identify potential problem areas. This 
section should also be of assi~tance to senior systems 
analysts in preparing a design for their own state-level 
judicial information systems. 

Each analyst will, however, have to adapt the ap
proach suggested here to the particular judicial system 
and data processing environment within which he is 
operating. Techniques appropriate to smaller, highly 
centralized judicial systems with their own computers 
are not going to fit other larger jurisdictions with 
decentralized court systems and shared computer 
facilities. The general considerations reviewed here are 
sufficiently broad to be applicable to all automated 
state-level judicial information systems. 

Because of the wide diversity between states, no 
specific recommendations are made with respect to 
hardware and data processing approaches. Sections 6 
and 7 discuss in more detail the factors governing 
selection of hardware and software options. 

General Design Concept 
The charts describe the overall SJIS design concept. 

The data for the SJIS system will be collected at the 
trial and appellate court levels beginning with the for
mal initiation of a civil case or criminal prosecution. 
Data on felony criminal cases would be collected from 
a lower criminal court if any initial felony proceedings 
took place there. Civil case-related data would be 
collected only from trial courts of general jurisdic lion. 
All significant events in a case would be reported as 
they occurred. 

After collection and review at the source, the data 
would be transmitted to the SJrS system. The trans
mission could be through use of paper forms, 
punched cards, tapes, disks or other computer media 
or it could be direct via computer terminal. Once re
ceived at the SJrS facility, the information would be 
reviewed, edited and corrected, and inquiries could be 
made of the source. 

Validated transactions would be sorted and entered 
into the system creating new files or updating ap
propriate master files for Civil, Criminal or Appellate 
subsystems. Errors discovered at this stage would be 
segregated for correction. After a new subsystem 
master file was created, required statistical reports and 
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listings to be used for judicial management purposes 
would be prepared. Data on criminal defendants 
would also be extracted at specified intervals for trans
mittal to the CCH and OBTS data files. 

In addition to the current master files for the Civil, 
Criminal and Appellate subsystems, each SJIS should 
maintain a history file of disposed cases within each 
subsystem. How long cases in the history files should 
be maintained will depend on several considerations. 
First, cases terminated at the trial court level can be 
appealed. If an appeal is filed, information on the case 
must be maintained until all appellate relief has been 
denied. If appeilate relief is granted, then it may be 
necessary to reactivate the master file to record ad
ditional trial court transactions. 

Second, certain types of cases never really terminate 
even after entry of a final judgment. In domestic 
relations cases, the trial court may reopen the matter at 
any time to reconsider issues of support, alimony, 
visitation or custody. Remarriage or emancipation of a 
minor child may require modi fiction of the court's 
earlier decree. 

Third, information must be available for statistical 
analyses. One would probably want to keep concluded 
cases in an history file for at least several years after 
disposition, so that comparative analyses can be run. 
Each state will have to determine precisely how long 
it wants to retain each type of concluded case in its 
history files in light of its information needs and the 
possibility of reactivation. 

The data elements listed in Appendix A will con
stitute the universe out of which the master files for 
each SJIS subsystem will be created. It is not possible 
without detailed information on a given state's needs 
and data processing capabilities to specify files struc
tures, formats, record layouts and the like. Each state 
will have to determine the appropriate file design. It 
should be kept in mind, however, that the SJIS as 
described here is likely to consist of a fairly large file 
with a comparatively small number of transactions. 
With only a small percentage of files being created, up
dated or modified during any cycle, the master file 
desig>l and data processing techniques should be selec
ted accordingly. 

The history file design should also be adapted to its 
expected use. If cases are concluded and there is little 
or no chance of them being reopened, then a state may 
want to retain only that portion of the data in a master 
file that is useful for statistical reporting purposes. On 
the other hand, it is difficult to predict just which data 
will be necessary for future research; and caution is 
suggested in the selection of data for' 'discard". 

Subsystem Processing 
While the processing for each SJIS subsystem is 

essentially the same, somewhat different problems 
may arise with respect to the edit, update, report 
generation and other program components of the 
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Criminal, Civil and Appellate subsystems. Each com
ponent of each subsystem is, therefore, discussed 
separately below. The discussion aims at highlighting 
major steps in the processing of SJIS data and possible 
problems which may arise in a judicial information 
:;ystem. It is anticipated that evaluation of the projects 
being undertaken by the states participating in the 
SJIS Project will uncover additional problems peculiar 
to a judicial information system. These matters will be 
discussed in subsequent reports of the SJIS Project 
Committee. 

SJIS CIVIL SUBSYSTEM 

Edit 
The data provided to the SJIS Civil Subsystem must 

undergo a comprehensive and detailed edit to insure 
the quality and accuracy Of the information contained 
in the SJIS files. The nature. of the information 
provided to the SJIS is similar to that of the normal 
data processing environment; however, there are cer
tain characteristics of this information which require 
special consideration during its processing. 

The information provided to the SJIS is a direct 
result of the activities at the trial court level. It is both 
proper and necessary that this information be checked 
by the trial court prior to submission to the state 
system. This need for quality control is part of the 
training which must be conducted by those persons 
charged with implementation and operation of the 
SJIS. 

It is reasonable to anticipate that errors will be 
detected as a result of the editing of the civil in
formation. To insure that the error correction process 
is completed both accurately and quickly, all errors 
should be sent to a quality control unit within the 
agency operating the SJIS. In addition, the edit 
program utilized in the SJ IS should maintain statistics 
with regard to the source, nature, and frequency of 
errors. These statistics will be useful for periodic 
retaining, to identify problem areas, and to insure that 
proper correction techniques are employed. 

The information to be edIted by the SJIS is con
ducive to the use of codes and look-up tables. Exam
ples of this type of information are case types, 
disposition codes, statute citations, etc. Whether this 
information is stored in what is known as an in-core 
table or on a random access storage device, such as a 
disk drive, is a decision to be made by the system 
designer. 

As part of the edits which must be conducted within 
the SJIS, particular attention must be paid to certain 
fields. For example, the court identification number 
will be a key element within the system. It is an
ticipated that each court within the state would have a 
unique identification number. The system design 
proposes that this number should coincide with the 
court identification number provided by the FBI for 
use on criminal cases within the NCIC system. If this is 



possible, the system will be able to avoid either main
taining two numbers or going through look-up or 
translation tables to associate one number to another. 
Another important data element to be edited is the 
Case Identification Number. The SJIS proposes that 
the Case Identification Number be a structured num
ber. For example, it may be that within a certain state 
the Case Identificiati0n Number would indicate the 
type of case, the jurisdiction where the case was filed, 
the date when the case was filed, and a sequential case 
number within the jurisdiction, plus perhaps a self
checking digit. This approach provides an audit trial 
for tracking the cases and also permits careful editing 
to insure that the data are accurate and reasonable. 

One of the most common elements to be processed 
by the S.lIS is the date field. Among the dates to be in
cluded in the civil system are the date of filing, date of 
trial readiness, date the trial commences, date the trial 
was completed, date of jUdgment, etc. As with any 
data processing operation, it will be possible for the 
SJJS to insure these dates are in fact reasonable with 
respect to their content. For example, it will be 
possible within the SJIS to insure that the month field 
is between zero and twelve; that for a particular month 
the days are within the boundaries of that month and 
that the year is appropriate for the information being 
processed. Validation of the relationshiil between the 
various date fields should occur during the update of 
the master file. 

As a result of the editing of the civil data, the SJIS 
should produce a transaction file of that information 
which appears reasonable for use in updating the civil 
master file. In addition, it is recommended that tr.e 
civil edit program be structured to retain the original 
transaction file for future reference. The avaiiability 
of these transaction files in the future is necessary to 
insure the maintenance and accuracy of a sound audit 
trail. This will permit follow-up investigations should 
records prove to be in error, missing, or in some way 
incorrect. 

The edit program should also produce control totals 
for use by those persons charged with administering 
the SJIS. These totals should not only indicate the 
types of errors but should also indicate the in
formation being processed. This approach will permit 
better control of the information and provide a basis 
for future management decisions with regard to SJIS 
operations. 

Update 
The updating of the civil master files is a critical 

nrocess of the civil subsystem. The civil subsystem 
should employ two types of master files. The first of 
these would be the active master file of all those cases 
currently within the judicial process; the second master 
file would be " historical file containing those cases 
previously processed, but no longer considered to be 
active. 
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The actual updating of the civil master file may be 
either a random or sequential process, the choice being 
dependent upon factors such as the volume and time 
constraints imposed upon the agency and systems 
designers. The nature of the judicial information 
system is such that on a daily basis, the system will be 
processing a large file with a relative low volume of ac
tivity. Thus, random processing may be the best ap
proach. However, equipment configuration may dic
tate maintaining the entire file and processing it in a 
sequential manner. 

It will be necessary to insure that the updating 
process maintains sound relationships between the 
data elements for a particular case. Information can 
pass the edit process and yet be found to be incorrect 
during updating, A common example of this would be 
two dates that indicate that trial completion occurred 
prior to filing. While this rather simple example 
represents an obvious error, it should be noted that 
this would not be readily identified until it came time 
to update the file. A further example is a valid case 
number passing the edit program while the update 
process indicates that such a case is already on file. 
This could result from one of two conditions. Either 
this is a resubmission of information already supplied 
to the SJIS or there has been a coding error in the case 
number or the activity reported. 

It is also imperative that the updating process main
tain accurate statistical control totals. These statistics 
will be important to those persons charged with ad
ministering the SJIS and are essential for auditing in
formation, the quality and accuracy of the files, and 
for future training programs for those persons ap
plying information from the local level. 

Errors detected during the update process should be 
identified, and the quality control section of the SJIS 
agency should be notified. This quality control section 
should be responsible for insuring that up-to-date files 
are maintained and that information which has been 
rejected during the update is corrected and re-entered 
as quickly as possible. 

Report Generation 
Periodically, the SJIS is required to generate certain 

specified reports. These reports have been identified 
by the Requirements Analysis Subcommittee report 
and are discussed further in Section 3 of this system 
design document. For the purpose of generating these 
reports, it is recommended that the SJIS files, if 
possible, be processed only once. This technique is not 
new to the data processing community and is recom
mended as appropriate for judicial purposes. 

It is anticipated that through the use of parameter 
input the report generation program can identify those 
cases which qualify for and will be utilized by the 
various report programs. By passing the files one time 
and extracting those cases which are of use in sub
sequent report programs, efficiency of computer 
operations will be assured. 

1 -

Special Programs 
In addition to the report generation programs, it 

will be necessary to provide programs for special one
time reports and programs for file maintenance. The 
file maintenance programs will be of particular con
cern to those persons charged with developing and 
maintaining the SJIS. 

Among the most important of these maintenance 
functions will be the removal from the active master 
file of those cases which are no longer required to be 
available on a day-to-day basis. Through parameter 
inputs, it will be possible to identify those cases which 
may be moved from the active file to the historical 
master file. Updating the active master file will im
prove the ability to process SJIS information on a 
timely basis and at a reduced cost. 

CRIMINAL SUBSYSTEMS 
The criminal subsystem is processed in a manner 

similar to that of the civil subsystem. The differences 
between the subsystems deal primarily with (1) the 
more complex nature of the information; (2) the 
necessity to distinguish defendants in the same case 
and all outstanding cases against the same defendant; 
(3) the additional reports required from the subsystem; 
and (4) the need for the subsystem to generate in
formation which is passed to other systems such as 
CCH and OBTS. 
Edit 

The primary difference between the crimina! and 
civil subsystem edits is in the data elements to be 
processed. As with the civil data, the use of look-up 
tables will be employed by most systems designers. 
However, the criminal subsystem will require ad
ditional tables due to the additional data elements 
which will be processed. Among the additional 
criminal data elements which must be considered are 
such items as the offense codes, general offense 
classifications, criminal disposition codes, and sen
tencing codes. 

It is important in the design of the criminal sub
system to note that the criminal data will be utilized 
not only by judicial administration but also by those 
persons or agencies charged with CCH and OBTS 
responsibilities. Thus, the criminal subsystem will be 
providing information to other agencies maintaining 
files on the same individuals and on the same criminal 
event. For this reason, the criminal subsystem must in
sure the accuracy of information to be maintained and 
transmitted. To insure this accuracy, the criminal sub
system will be provided with and will retain in
formation not 111 itself mandatory for judicial ad
ministration. This information includes primarily 
identification data with regard to the individual. 
Examples of this data are: defendant identification 
numbers, date of birth, defendants's name, etc. These 
data elements must be edited to the extent practical to 
insure their accuracy for transmission to other 
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. systems. Much of the data cannot be fully screened or 
edited via automated, logical checking. A certain 
amount of manual verification of automated data 
against source documents will be mandatory in order 
to achieve the level of accuracy required when one 
deals with information which has the abilitv of affec-
ting the life and liberty of an individual. . 

Update 
The update process within the criminal subsystem is 

similar to that in the civil subsystem. The primary dif
ference will occur with regard to the linking of tran
sactions within case records. Whereas the civil sub
system treats the case as the primary unit for 
associating subsequent case activity, the criminal sub
system keys upon the charge and the defendant as the 
primary units within a case. Some of the requirements 
for greater specificity can be attributed to the needs of 
OBTS and CCH, both of whicn match charges with 
persons. However, there is also a necessity for judicial 
administration at various levels to distinguish between 
defendants in the same case. 

To satisfy the CCH constraint of matching all 
charges with the defendant, the criminal subsystem 
must insure that such data elements as the 
arrest/charge sequence number (ACH) is within a 
proper hierarchy for CCH purposes. In addition, it 
must insure that the relationships between data 
elements are proper. Proper relationships include data 
of filing preceding date of trial, date of arrest 
preceding date of filing, etc. Additionally, the update 
process may wish to employ more sophisticated con
trol techniques with regard to resonability criteria. An 
example of this might include controls to exam; ,1e the 
relationship between final charges and original 
charges, the relationship of dispositions to charges, or 
the relationship of sentencing to offense 
classifications. Although these characteristics are more 
difficult to include within a computer processing 
system, they are a useful tool to insure the quality of 
the reports generated from such information. 

Report Generation 
The criminal subsystem must be able to generate 

reports identified by the Requirements Analysis Sub
committee Report. As with the civil subsystem, it is 
recommended that a report generation e:<tract 
program be utilized for this purpose. This program, 
utilizing parameter input, should be capable of 
processing against the master file and extracting those 
cases, individuals and charges relevant to the various 
reports to be provided to the court administrators. 

Special Programs 
As with the civil ~ubsystem, it will be advisable to 

offer an active criminal master file and a historical 
criminal master file. The distinction is dependent on 
the current activity level of the case and the economics 
of processing the information. 



In addition, however, there wiII be a need for OBTS 
and CCH information. For this reason, it is necessary 
that those persons designing the SJIS maintain close 
liaison with the agencies responsible for OBTS and 
CCH to insure that the information to be transmitted 
is both accurate and timely and in a form agreeable to 
both parties. The generation of OBTS and CCH in
formation should be done in a timely manner so that 
the need for CCH information can be satisfied within 
a very short time frame. The OBTS information, 
which is more statistical in nature, need not be 
generated on a daily or even necessarily on a weekly 
basis. However, since CCH information will be used 
by operational personnel in other agencies, there is a 
greater ne·::d for this information to be generated more 
frequently. 

APPELLATE SUBSYSTEM 
The appellate subsystem must provide the capability 

to process the data from both the criminal and civil 
portions of the judicial process. For this reason, many 
of the characteristics described in the civil or criminal 
subsystems apply to the appellate subsystems and 
hence will not be described in this sGction. 
Edit 

The appellate subsystem must offer the same edit 
capabilities described in the civil and criminal sub
systems. It should be noted that the appellate sub
system will be dealing with the case number in a case 
oriented system. The case number to be applied in the 
appellate subsystem may either be different from that 
case number given to the same parties by the trial court 
or the trial court number may be used with some an
notation such as a suffix "A" to distinguish it from 
the trial court matter. It should also be noted that the 
appellate subsystem must have the capability to 
process and thus to edit the detailed data necessary in 
the criminal process. Indicative of this detailed editing 
is the fact that the appellate subsystem must be able to 
process significant amounts of identification data on 
criminal cases. This includes such fields as state iden
tification number, FBI identification number, and the 
defendant identification number for tracking the par
ticular charge. The appellate subsystem also will 
receive the case number assigned to the case by the 
trial court in order to provide a linkage between the 
appellate and trial court subsystems. 

The appellate subsystem, as with the other sub
system, keys upon judicial event dates and thus 
significant editing can and should be undertaken with 
regard to the dates. Dates to be included in this sub
~ystem are the date of arrest for criminal cases, the 
date of decision or judgment, the date of the filing of 
the appeal, etc. 
Update 

The appellate subsystem is case oriented, yet it also 
retains the characteristics of the criminal subsystem 
with regard to the defendant/charge processing 
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techniques. The appellate subsystem must have the 
capability to link both charges and people to cases in 
order to provide the ability to transfer information to 
CCH and OBTS systems. By picking up both appellate 
case number and the trial court case number, the ap
pellate system will also have the ability to link the ap
pellate and civil subsystems as well as the appellare and 
the criminal subsystems. 
Report Generation 

As with the criminal and civil subsystems, the ap
pellate subsystem should utilize a parameter
controlled report extract program. This single 
program provides the ability to generate the necessary 
report files without excessive processing of the ap
pellate master file. 
Special Programs 

As with the criminal subsystem, the appellate sub
system must have the capability to generate in
formation for OBTS and CCH. 

SECTION 5. 

SECURITY AND PRIV ACY CONSIDERATIONS 

Information Confidentiality and Control 
Information confidentiality and control requires a 

level of systems security that will afford an acceptable 
level of protection for a reasonable expenditure of 
funds. Security procedures must cover data acqui
sition, data storage and retention, and data access and 
dissemination as well as systems administration. 
Security requirements establish a floor upon which 
privacy and confidentiality safeguards rest. These 
safeguards go beyond technical security requirements, 
however, and require conscious judgment as to what 
information should be collected, retained, and 
disseminated to specific individuals or agencies. 

The security problems and requirements may differ 
depending on whether the SJIS is a dedicated or shared 
system. The recommendations made here assume 
either a dedicated system or one in which there is sub
stantial judicial management control. If this is not the 
case, it may be difficult for the SJIS to obtain desired 
levels of security. Appropriate contractual 
arrangements should be entered into between the SJIS 
management and that of any shared information 
facilities used by the SJIS to ensure an adequate level 
of systems security and confidentiality. 

Drawing upon the recommendations of the National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals the following safeguards are recommended 
for implementation in an SJIS. 

Data Acquisition 
1. The SJIS should be limited to data which is ob

jective and verifiable. The information should be 
limited to descriptive data about judicial pro
cessing of civil and criminal business. 

2. The data should be entered into the system by 
judicially·.controlled personnel and be subject 

-

to audit and verification for completeness, accu
racy, and currency. 

3. The data should be entered into the system as 
soon as practical after occurence of an event 
which triggers data entry. 

4. If computer terminals or other methods of re
mote data entry are used, precautions should be 
taken to insure site and communications se
curity. 

5. Data elements should be clearly defined so that 
errors in data entry are minimized. All data ele
ments should be reviewed and approved by the 
SJIS governing body. 

6. Data entry should be made only by specifically 
designated personnel. Appropriate logs of entries 
should be maintained. 

7. Modifications or cancellations or previously en
tered data should be done only by the entering 
agency with concurrence of the SJIS manage
ment. 

Data Storage and Retention 
Procedures should be instituted to protect the SJIS 

from accidental or intentional injury or unauthorized 
access. The procedures recommended below are de
signed to provide physical, data and personnel secur
ity. Each system should choose a level of security con
sis~:!nt with its budget and nature of the system. 

1. Information system operators should institute 
procedures for protection from environmental 
hazards including fire, flood, and power failure. 
Appropriate elements could include: 
a. Adequate fire detection and control systems; 
b. Watertight facilities; 
C. Protection against water and smoke damage; 
d. Liaison with local fire and public safety 

officials; 
e. Fire-resistant materials on walls and floors; 
f. Air-conditioning systems; and, 
g. Back-up files and alternative data processing 

facilities. 
2. Agencies administering state-level judicial in

formation systems should adopt security pro
cedures which limit access to information files. 
These procedures could include use of guards, 
keys, badges, passwords, access restrictions, 
sign-in logs, or like controls. 

All facilities which house SJIS files should be so 
designed and constructed as to reduce the possibility of 
physical damage to the information. Appropriate steps 
in this regard might include: physical limitations on 
access; security storage for information media; heavy 
duty, non-exposed walls; adequate lighting, detection 
and warning devices, and closed circuit television. 

3. State-level judicial information systems should 
maintain controls over access to information by 
requiring identification, authorization, and au
thentication of system users and their need and 
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right to know. Processing restrictions and integ
rity management should be employed to ensure 
system security. 

4. Applicants for employment in state-level judicial 
information systems should be expected to con
sent to an investigation of their character, habits, 
previous employment, and other matters neces
sary to establish their good moral character, rep
utation, and honesty. Giving false information 
of a substantial nature should disqualify an ap
plicant from employment. Investigation should 
be designed to develop sufficient information to 
enable the appropriate officials to determine em
ployability and fitness of persons entering criti
cal/sensitive positions. Whenever practicable, 
investigations should be conducted on a pre-em
ployment basis and th,e resulting reports used as 
a personnel selection device .. 

5. System personnel including terminal operators, 
programmers, computer operators, and others 
working at or near the central processor, should 
be assigned appropriate security clearances and 
should have their clearances renewed annually 
after investigation and review. 

6. Each state-level judicial information system 
should prepare a security manual listing the rules 
and regulations applicable to maintenance of sys
tem security. Each person working with or hav
ing access to judicial information files should 
know the contents of the manual. To this end, 
each employee should receive not less than ten 
hours of training each year concerning system 
security. 

7. Sanctions should be institu ted for accidental or 
intentional violation of system security stand
ards. Supervisory personnel should be delegated 
adequate authority and responsibility to enforce 
the system's security standards. 

8. Any violations of the provisions of these stand
ards by any employee or officer of any public 
agency, in addition to any applicable criminal or 
civil penalties, should be punished by suspen
sion, discharge, reduction in grade, transfer, or 
such other administrative penalties as are deemed 
appropriate. 

9. If the SJIS uses data processing facilities which 
are not under judicial control, an agreement 
specifying: (a) service levels; (b) systems security 
consistent with the above recommendations; 
(c) data access and dissemination policies and 
procedures; and (d) management responsibilities 
should be entered into between the judicial de
partment and the data processing agency. Per
sonnel working regularly on the SJIS and all 
software should be under judicial control. The 
agreement should contain guarantees that no 
data, especially that relating to individual judges, 
will be released without prior judicial approval. 
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10. All information stored or retained in the SJIS 
should be periodically audited for currency, ac
curacy and completeness. Appropriate correc
tions should be made where required. 

II. Information which is confidential such as that re
lating to identifiable juveniles and youthful of
fenders should not be accessed by name on their 
personal identifiers. 

12. J n formation required to be scaled or removed by 
operation of law or court or administrative or
der should be so sealed or removed according to 
the tenor of such law or order. 

Acce~~ uncI Dissemination 
The SJIS is designed primarily to be a management 

information svstem. It also has the canabilitv of 
generating information on named individuals - and 
transferring the same to OBTS and CCH files. The 
SJIS is not intended to be a substitute for a state's 
criminal history system. The following recom
mendations are made with thi5 thought in mind. 

I. The SJ1S should not be used for routine dis
semination or criminal history-type information 
except for transfer of such, information to the 
OBTS and CCH data files. 

2. Access to the dissemination of information 
identifiable to named individuals should be on 
a "need-to-know" and "right-to-know" basis. 
Manual procedures as well as systems software 
and hardware should be designed to limit users 
to information they are authorized to have. 

3. Logs should be maintained listing all inquiries 
about and dissemination of information identi
fiable to named individuals. The date, time, 
origin, and destination of all inquiries about and 
dissemination of such information. 

4. Research or evaluation programs which require 
access to information identifiable to named in
dividuals should be subject to prior review and 
approval of the body administering the SJIS. 
Each researcher or evaluator should submit for 
approval a work plan which includes appropriate 
techniques for separating an individual's iden
tity from the information required. Each re
searcher or evaluator should execute a non
disclosure agreement. Major violations of the 
approved work plan or non-disclosure agreement 
should result in termination of the research pro
gram. 

S. After appropriate identification, individuals, 
their parents, guardians, or legal counsel should 
be permitted to review and copy SJ1S informa
tion relating to such person. Objections to the 
information and recommended modifications, 
additions, or deletions should be acted upon by 
the body administering the SJ1S. 

6. The SJIS should transfer limited factual infor
mation (See Appendix A) to the OBTS and CCH 
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data files. No reports compiled from judicial 
data should be made or released without prior 
judicial approval. An appropriate agreement 
should be executed between the body adminis
tering the SJIS and the OBTS and CCH 
systems(s) managers. 

7. Preferably, all data transfer from the judicial 
system to the OBTS and CCH files should be 
through the SJIS. If the SJIS is not operational 
or if it is thought to be more appropriate to have 
direct data transfer from constituent courts to 
the OBTS and CCH files, then such transfer 
should be done under a plan approval by the 
state-level judicial administration. The plan 
should assign responsibilities for audit, system 
disciplinc and supervision of data transfer and 
use. 

Systems Ma-, 1gement 
The security, privacy, and confidentiality guidelines 

and the SJIS itself are not self administering. Some 
responsible body must manage the state-level judicial 
information system, adopt rules and regulations and 
audit and evaluate operations. This body should also 
be charged with the responsibility for administering 
security, privacy and confidentiality standards and 
sanctioning violations of them. 

The precise composition of the body will vary from 
state to state but it should be broadly representative of 
the courts which contribute information to the SJIS as 
well as the state-level judicial administration. A well
balanced group will help to insure that the system 
meets users' needs without unduly burdening any par
ticipant in it. 

The following recommendations address the area of 
systems managment. 

I. Responsibility for administration of the SJIS 
should be assigned at the state level. Appropriate 
advisory bodies of judges, clerks, court adminis
trators, and other system users may be created as 
required. 

2. Explicit prl ;ision should be made for rules and 
regulations covering system organization and op
eration as well as security, privacy and confiden
tiality standards. The authority to audit and 
evaluate systems performance and sanction vio
lations of security, privacy, and confidentiality 
rules and regulations should also be specifically 
assigned. 

3. Procedures should be established to act upon in
dividual challenges to the currency, accuracy, 
and completeness of information relating to 
them which is retained in the SJIS. 

SECTION 6 
SOFTWARE REQUIREMENTS 

Introduction 
The SJIS model described in this document is a 
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batch processing system. The software sur-porting the 
system therefore does not relate to Lie level of 
sophistication that may be found in an on-line type of 
environment. The recommended language for 
programming the applications is ANSI COBOL. The 
use of this language provides flexibility in selection of 
equipment, as all vendors who are major manufac
turers of computing equipment provide this compiler. 
Thus, once the applications are programmed, a change 
in either manufacturer or size of equipment will 
require minimum changes to the programs which are 
currently in operation as part of the SJ1S. Also, by 
selecting a language which is generally accepted in the 
daia processing environment, the transferability of the 
programs from one location to another could reduce 
lhe innovation cost that might be sustained by a state 
court system wishing to use the programs developed by 
other states. The interchangeability of the application 
programs could be further enhanced by the acceptance 
of standard labels for use in the data division of the 
programs. Basic changes which would be required to 
be made to accommodate different equipment or 
operating systems would be minor modifications in the 
use of certain reserved words and job control 
statements which provide for compilation, link editing 
and execution of the programs. 

Besides the language compiler, certain other ele
ments would be necessary in the software package to 
provide the support necessary to operate the SJIS. An 
operating system would be necessary for the com
pilation of the programs and the placing of the ubject 
programs in a systems library. Other software which 
should be available would include sort routines, file 
handling, and special de-bugging and documentation 
aids. The function of the operating system is to 
provide for the execution of the application pH.'grams 
and to coordinate the running of other elements of the 
system. The utility routines (sort, merges, and oth(,r 
data manipulation type routine~, are necessary for the 
arrangement and rearrangement of data that is 
processed through the application programs. This is 
software that is provided by the vendor and only 
requires on the part of the systems user the preparation 
of control statements which describe the type of file 
and the method in which it is to be organizeJ. Another 
category of software which is necessary relates to the 
creation and maintenance of the data on a file such as 
magnetic tape or disks. These utility routines direct the 
arrangement and the accessing of the information 
stored with the necessary provisions for protecting 
against the destruction of the data as it is processed. 
Throngh the use of this software, a degree of security 
can be exercised over the data that is included in those 
files. 

The selection of the software required to support the 
SJIS model is going to be dependent upon the total 
system requirements that the equipment is supporting. 
For instance, if the judicial information system is a 
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Rart of a comprehensive governmental data processing 
system, then expanded capabilities may be at the 
disposal of the SJIS. As an example, SJIS may be 
processing in a background partition of an on-line 
computer environment. Thus, data entry could be 
facilitated through the use of CRT type input devices. 
If, on the other hand, the system is the sole resident of 
a small sized computer system, data entry may be 
through the use of a key driven card punch type of en
try. The essential consideration in the review of soft
ware requirements is the development of the SJ1S 
needs in the context of the hardware environment in 
which the system will be executed. 

SECTION 7 
HARDW ARE REQUIREMENTS 

Introduction . 
One of the most important tasks in developing a suc

cessful SJIS installation is the proper configuration of 
hardware to support the operating conditions of the 
system. It is not uncommon for this aspect of the 
problem of implementing an information system to be 
either totally ignored or treated in a cursory manner. 
The history of automation is replete with instances 
where hardware has been ordered even prior to com
pletion of detailed specifications. In other instances, a 
thorough and impartial analysis of vendor's proposals 
is either not conducted or is disregarded. The primary 
cause for this type of mbguided management decision
making is that over··re!iance is based on data 
processing personnel who have not been properly 
trained in the a.::ceptac/lc practices 0; systems 
specifkations and t:quipment selection. Thf'''efore, this 
phase of the implementation uf SJ1S should receive the 
full attention of court administration to avoid the 
improper approaches to equipment selection that can 
have both shoft-term and long-term adverse effects on 
the total project and its credibility. 

The following represent the minimum specifications 
necessary to properly address the scaling of the system 
requirements and the preparation of requests for 
proposals from appropriate equipment vendors. 
a. Determine the following minil11wiI specifications 

concerning the system: 
1. Input-a description of all plu'1ncd inputs. 

(a) Method for originating data and the media 
used. 

(b) Format, message length, and use of 
numeric or alphanumeric. 

(c) Daily volume, including weekly, monthly 
and annual peaks for data origination. 

(el) Hourly rate of data input to equipment. 
2. Maintenance of files-description of records to 

l;e maintained. 
ta) Record types, length and volume. 
(b) Methods of file organization and 

processing. 
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(c) Rate of file activity. 
(d) Numeric and alphanumeric requirements. 
(e) Interrogation and reporting requirements. 

3. Data Handling. 
(a) Types of transactions to be handled and 

quantity of each. 
(b) Quality of transactions data, checking 

required and correction problems. 
(c) Kinds of processing required. 

4. Output-a description of output needs. 
(a) Kind of output and its distribution; printed 

copy, punched card, magnetic tape, or 9. 
paper tape. 

(d) Daily volume by type of output. 
(c) Format requirements planned in advance or 

ad hoc. 
(d) Time after cut-off for producing each kind 

of output report. 
5. Special requirements-timing and 

compatibility. 
(a) Time cycle to handle each transaction, 

process a requisition or answer an inquiry. 10. 
(b) Required date for delivery and installation 

of equipment. 
(c) Equipment maintenance arrangements. 
(d) Compatibility with other equipment. 11. 
(e) Expandability to accommodate an 

additional workload. 
6. Additional Information 

(a) Equipment cost, including make, model 
model number and quantity. 

(b) Cost of site preparation and equipment 
installation. 

(c) Cost of maintenance and parts. 
(d) Space requirements. 1. 
(e) Cost of operation. 
(f) Cost of training personnel. 
(g) Manufacturer's assistance in programming 

through software and manpower. 
(h) Cost of converting existing operations to 

proposed system. 
7. Manu facturer' s assistance.' 

(a) Availability of engineers or technicians for 
analysis, programming, and installation. 2. 

(b) Training courses for customer's 
programmers and oper.ltors. 

(c) Availability of manufacturer's or 
customer's equipment for use in program 
de-bugging. 

(d) The manufacturer's softward package for 
programming and assistance available by 3. 
participating in the equipment users' 
associations. 

8. Rental or purchase or combined agreements. 
(a) Rental rate, term of contract, renewal and 

cancellation clauses. 
(b) Number of hours for operating in one, two, 4. 

or three shifts or on a monthly basis and 
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rate adjustment for excessive down time. 
(c) Terms of payment, discount, and financing 

arrangement. 
(d) Guarantees on equipment operation, 

availability of magnetic tape, disks, and 
special supplies, cost of maintenance parts 
and supplies. 

(e) Terms of any purchase option: initial 
deposit required, fraction of rental 
credited toward purchase, and option 
expiration date. 

Maintenance contracts. 
(a) Maintenance contract cost, service 

personnel, scheduled maintenance period, 
availability of a similar machine during 
extended down time, and renewal 
conditions. 

(b) Term and rate of initial contract and 
renewal period. 

(c) Provision for replacing parts, testing 
equipment, and maintenance. 

Design changes. 
(a) Replacement of unsatisfactory units. 
(b) Arangements for securing improvements or 

new models, including trade-in value. 
Expansion and integration. 
(a) Additional units that can be added: input, 

output, storage, processing, and 
interrogation. 

(b) Other equipment that will accept media 
directly from this equipment. 

(c) Equipment available for media conversion. 
Include full analysis for the following factors 
in calculating bids. 

Compliance with terms of bid request. 
(a) Equipment composition. 
(b) Operating requirements. 
(c) Delivery of equipment. 
(d) Installation of requirements. 
(e) Manufacturer's assistance. 
(f) Rental-purchase agreement. 
(g) Maintenance service and contracts. 
(h) Expansion and integration. 
Capabilities of machine to meet requirements. 
(a) Acceptance of input documents and data. 
(b) Su fficiency of storage and processing 

capacity. 
(c) Production of output in required form. 
(d) Adequacy of controls and accuracy. 
(f) Adaptability to long-range plans. 
Time taken to do thejob. 
(a) Hours of use in relation to potential hours. 
(b) Capability to achieve desired processing 

and interrogation cycles. 
(c) Potential for expansion and emergency 

needs. 
Advantages of use. 
(a) Timeliness of information production. 

? 

.. 

(b) Production of information desired but not 
available. 

(c) Other tangible or intangible benefits to be 
gained. 

(d) Economic evaluation. 

B. Solicit bids or proposals fro m equipment manu-
facturers by a comprehensive invitation to bid stat
ing the requirements to be met by the manufac
turer. Points to be covered a, 'e asfo//ows: 
1. Degree and extent of automation in the system. 
2. Equipment composition. 

(a) Description: make, model, number and 
quantity of each unit. 

(b) Form of data handled: numeric or alpha
numeric and fixed work or variable or 
selected field. 

(c) Storage capacity and method: Direct or 
serial access. 

(d) Adequacy of controls, method of checking, 
and average length of time between 
malfunctions. 

(e) Operating instructions for each major unit. 
(f) Operating supplies needed. 

3. Operating requirements. 
(a) Acceptance of input documents and data. 
(d) Time required for each type of equipment 

to handle each major job and the total time 
available. 

(c) Delay after cut-off before reports are 
available. 

(d) Flow charts of jobs showing recommended 
technique. 

(e) Examples of detailed coding for 
applications. 

4. Delivery of Equipment. 
(a) Delivery date 
(b) Length of time to check equipment and get 

it into operating condition. 
(c) Penalities for late delivery or complete 

failure to deliver equipment that is 
contracted for. 

5. Installation requirements, including both re
commended and extreme conditions, for manu
facturer's guarantee. 
(a) Size, weight, Door space, and height for 

each unit, including auxiliary equipment. 
(b) Electric power-public utility or special 

equipment-and wiring requirements. 
(c) Air conditioning: humidity, temperature, 

dust and special protection. 
(d) Space for files, supplies, maintenance parts, 

test operations, personnel and visitors. 

C. The applications project will be summarized and 
the systems and equipment proposals submitted to 
the judiciary and admInistrators. The proposal 
will contain as a minimum, the following informa
tion: 
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1. Identification of the organizational element 
sponsoring the proposal and the location where 
the equipment will be installed. 

2. Description of the application scope and 
objectives to be achieved. 

3. A sufficiently detailed description of present 
methods to identify deficiencies. 

4. Description of the proposed system in enough 
detail to indicate how it will overcome 
deficiencies of the presen t system. 

5. Reference to investigation of other methods of 
processing data and the reasons for rejecting 
them. 

6. Pertinent workloads, costs, and other facts 
relating to both the present and the proposed 
systems essential for evaluating the proposal. 

7. Summary of the makes of equipment evaluated 
and the method used to select the proposed 
equipment; r:ame of manufa-cturer, specific 
components, and cost of equipment selected; 
justification for selection in terms of equipment 
capabilities in relation to processing time 
requirements; and justification for purchase or 
rental of proposed equipment. 

8. Personnel requirements: number, capabilities, 
and sources. 

9. Funding implications with a statement 
concerning the availability of funds. 

10. Estimated cost of site preparation and 
proposed installation schedule. 

Responsible levels of administration should review 
proposals to make sure that the justification for action 
is adequately documented and to make recom
mendations and comments on the action. 

D. Upon deciding to introduce the new system, the 
project manager wi/! complete al/ plans and 
arrangements for installing and using the equip
ment when ready. Factors to consider in planning 
equipment installation are: 
1. Space, power, air conditioning, furnishings, 

and buildings construction. 
2. Organizational changes for the systems 

operating group. 
3. Recruiting, orienting, training, and re-training 

personnel. 
4. Procedures for flow-charting, prograr,lming, 

and testing. 
5. Conversion procedures, parallel operations, 

discontinuing the old system. 
6. Rental, and maintenance arrangements. 
7. Obtaining supplies. 
8. Communications arrangements. 

All state and federal guidelines should be complied 
with. 

An important management consideration relating to 
the acquisition of computer hardware by the court is 
that of purchase vs. leases or a combination thereof. 
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The computer industry is probably one of the most 
dynamic and innovative in modern times. This rapid 
change in technology brings about a rather short "in
novation curve" and thus rapid obsolescence in the 
equipment at any point in time. Therefore, it is ex
tremely important to accurately determine the system 
needs over the period of time which would represent 
the depreciation period of the equipment. This then 
serves as a point of departure for establishing the 
feasillility of purchasing the equipment or leasing. 

The benefits of purchase are basically those of least 
cost over the period of usage and lower monthly 
outlays of budget cost (only includes maintenance 
agreement expense). The lease arrangement provides 
the benefit of shorter commitment to any particular 
configuration of equipment, thus giving the flexibility 
to react to sharp change in work load and in
corporation of new technology as it becomes available. 

The benefits of both approaches are incorporated to 
some degree in the lease-purchase option. This affords 
the opportunity of leasing equipment with the option 
of applying a portion of the lease payments to the pur
chase after a period of time. These types of contracts 
vary in terms depending on time periods, vendor, and 
age of equipment. 

SECTION 8. 
PERSONNEL AND TRAINING 

CONSIDERATIONS 

The training program for personnel involved with 
the SJIS must begin early in the development process 
and must continue well into the operation of the 
system. The training program must be designed not 
only to impart technical information about the 
operation and organization of the SJIS, but also to 
overcome the most common people-related problems 
associated with introduction of automated in
formation systems. The concerns of a large number of 
people must be addressed if the SJIS is to be suc
cessfully developed, implemented, and operated. Per
sons to be reached by the training program include 
court administrative and financial officials, legislative 
personnel, presiding judges and various judicial com
mittees, municipal and county governing bodies, in
cluding boards of supervisors and city councils, state 
law enforcement planning agency staff as well as the 
staff of the state-level judic:al administrative office. In 
addition to reaching these higher-level policy making 
officials, the program must focus on various court per
sonnel including clerks of various kinds, members of 
the prosecutors and public defenders' offices and 
private attorneys. These persons require technical in
formation with respect to the SJ1S. On the other hand, 
there are technical personnel who require instruction 
with respect to operation of the SJ1S in a court con
text. Therefore, the training program must also ac
commodate computer operators and supervisors as 

102 

well as systems analysts and programmers who will be 
involved with the operations of the SJ1S. 

The trainmg program must address the following 
types of problems which will accompany the develop
ment and implementation of the system. 

Common Personnel-Related Problems Eneountered 
in Computer System Development I 

To form the basis for recommendations on curricula 
content, the most common people-related problems 
which might be susceptible to solution through the ap
propriate education or training program were 
catalogued. This problem list follows. Some problems 
on the list overlap others, and some are the cause of 
others. But the list was left in this form to be as com
prehensive as possible. 

.. Lack of understanding by the court administra
tor, judges or funding authorities of the necessity 
for the computer system and the benefits to be 
realized through automation. 

.. Funding authorities' skepticism that the cost of 
automation is a sound long-tam investment. 

" Fear that introduction of computer use may threat· 
en job security. 

.. Belief by employees that introduction of compu
ter use will result in expanded duties without suit
able expansion of recognition and p ... y. 

" Employees' fear that lack of knowledge of com
puters, etc., will cause a loss of status in the eyes 
of judges and others. 

.. Concern that the system development process 
will interfere with employees completing daily 
duties. 

• Fear of dehumanization of court processes by in
troduction of automation. 

.. Fear of losing a political power base by giving 
over information to centralized computer storage, 
accessible directly by t,hose in the court who need 
the data. 

Other important concerns incfude: 

I 

.. Reluctance to exchange traditional methods of 
doing the job for new procedures required for in
terfacing with computer use; lack of interest in, or 
motivation toward, introduction of new tech
niques. 

.. Employees' propensity to maintain parallel man
ual operations even after the automated tech
niques have been validated. 

• Fear that centralIzed information may be mis
used. 

• Failure to unden,tand the impact of inaccurate 
data input on syst1em operation. 

• Failure of top ma.nagement to disseminate infor
mation about the planned project to all court 
personnel. 

B,l'lcd on "Guideline .. for Dc\clopment of Computer Training Curnl.:ula for Court Per~ 
.. onnel". Maureen Soloman. Nilti~ltlal Center for State Court .. , 1974. 
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• Failure of those in management positions to ex
plain thoroughly proposed operational changes to 
the court staff because they themselves do not 
understand the full implication of these changes. 

• Failure of court personnel to recognize that cer
tain court operations will change with the use of a 
computer and failure to understand the extent of 
that change. 

• Management structure and lines of authority 
which cause some employees to believe they are 
not obligated to cooperate with introduction of 
computer processing (e.g., employees hired di
rectly by, or principally responsible to, the judges 
they work with, rather than the administrative 
officer). 

• Job classifications which do not foster employees' 
feelings of responsibility for participation in the 
computerization project. 

• Individual employee's lack of appreciation of 
how his job meshes with the jobs of others in 
overall court operation and, thus, how his co
operation with computerization affects ultimate 
system success. 

• Unrealistic expectations as to the speed with 
which computerization can be accomplished; this 
may be caused by management's or systems ana
lysts' failure to establish and convey realistic 
schedules. 

There are also other potential difficulties which can 
be overcome by a good planning program. They in
clude: 

• Propagation of inaccurate information about 
project plans, timing schedules, etc., due to fail
ure of those personnel having project responsi
bility to brief court personnel periodically. 

• Lack of knowledge about how computers work 
and about the methods of, and reasons for, sys
tems analysis and design activities (the mystique 
surrounding computers). 

• Unrealistic expectations about the degree of im
provement that can be expected merely through 
computer use. 

• Belief that once a system is programmed, it will 
never needrepr9gramming; that is, lack of appre
ciation that as the court's systems change and in
formational needs change, programming and sys
tems design must be periodically changed. 

• Systems analyists' lack of familiarity with court 
operation and terminology. 

• Absence of rapport between technical personnel 
and court operational personnel. 

• Impatience by court personnel with questions 
asked by the analyst; that is, court personnel do 
not understand the reason why systems analysts 
must ask and re-ask some of the questions they 
do. 

The SJIS training program will have three basic 
components. The first will deal with orientation about 
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t,he justification for the planned SJ1S and its specific 
applications. The second component will deal with 
generalized computer and systems concepts for the 
benefit of personnel who are not already familiar with 
computer and systems analysis. This component will 
provide background material for the more specific 
portion of the training program which will deal with 
the application of the SJ1S. The final element of the 
training program will be a skills development module 
designed to provide persons who will be using the 
system with specific information about data capture, 
data input, computer operations, and ways of ob
taining and using computer generated outputs. 

The first training component is designed to orient 
and promote acceptance of the computer system. The 
program should begin with an explanation of the need 
for the SJIS, including a description of existing con
ditions or problems requiring aut})mation, a descrip
tion of the alternative problem solutions and why the 
present solution was accepted and others rejected; and 
a description of the expected benefits from an 
automated SJIS. This training component should also 
cover practical considerations of computer use, in
cluding the cost of operation, the cost of present alter
native systems, the problems and timetable for systems 
development. 

It would be well in this initial phase to focus directly 
upon people's fear and expectations about com
puterization. Changes in job assignments, job 
security, court staff organization and career paths 
should be frankly discussed with judicial personnel so 
that they will have a full expectation of what the SJ1S 
will mean to them directly. There should be emphasis 
placed upon training programs that will accompany 
the introduction of the automated system. The im
important role that courts' personnel will play in the 
planning, design, and implementation of the system 
should also be spelled out. The instructional material 
should also cover description of the project 
organization and management development stages and 
the process of converting over from existing systems to 
the SJ1S. 

The second major phase of the training program 
should focus on the general techniques of systems 
analysis and the important aspects of computer-based 
information systems. After a general description of the 
system's approach and background materials on 
systems theory and concepts, specific attention should 
be paid to the systems analysis methodology that will 
be used in designing and implementing the SJIS. There 
should be attention paid to the various phases of 
development such as requirements analysis, systems 
design, implementation and post-implementation ac
tivities. The section of the program on computer 
systems should include some discussion of the 
historical development of a.utomated data processing, 
a discussion of the major aspects of computer hard
ware, including input devices, main frame and cen-
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tral processing units and output devices. The program 
should also address software programming aspects of 
computers, including the difference between batch and 
on-line or real time processing systems as well as a 
discussion of the system's software, including file 
handling operations systems to information handlers 
and canned packages as well as various types of com
puter programs. 

The third major phase of the training program 
should deal with specific applications of the SJIS. It 
should describe the detailed concept for the com
puterized information system and describe any par
ticular applications that the particular audience will be 
using. There should be specific discussion of the 
organizational structure of the SJIS, including lines of 
authority, job descriptions and inter-faces and inter
departmental and agency relationships. The technical 
aspects of the system should be described in detail, in
cluding equipment to be used, hardware and software, 
back-up procedures and quality control and other im
portant aspects of systems operation. An important 
aspect of this phase of the training program will be 
free and open discussion concer'1ing security, privacy 
and con fidentiality of the data system and information 
contained in it. The obligations of personnel to main
tain systems security and information confidentiality 
should be strongly emphasized. 

The final component of the training program should 
address skill development. It should be designed to 
provide court personnel with specific skills they will 
require to operate the new computer-based in
formation system and it should provide technical per
sonnel with information about court operations and 
the role of judicial personnel in the operation of the 
SJIS. For court personnel, the important part of the 
training program will be physical demonstration by 
trained operators of specific system tasks and 
execution of those tasks by user personnel. To the ex
tent possible, all aspects of systems operation should 
be physically demonstrated and personnel should have 
an opportunity to operate the systems themselves un
der structural guidance. This phase of the educational 
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program should also be used to build team-work be
tween supervisors, court personnel, computer 
operations personnel and others involved in the 
operation of the SJIS. Technical personnel should be 
given the opportunity to assume the role of the judicial 
personnel and in this way familiarize themselves first
hand with the problems of court operation and 
management. After the judicial personnel are trained, 
other potential users of the system, such as attorneys 
and representatives of criminal justice agencies, should 
be given a demonstration of the systems' operations 
and capabilities. Particular attention should be paid to 
demonstrating the system's operation and its expected 
benefits to funding sources. 

Organization of the SJIS project required the 
development of a policy level group and a task
oriented group to accomplish the objectives of ana
lyzing needs, conceptual design, detailed design and 
installation. The first group should be composed of 
individuals responsible for overall direction and policy 
establishment of the court. Judges, key adminis
trators, and appropriate elected officials would be the 
members. They would be charged with the respon
sibility of setting goals for the project, evaluation, 
monitoring, and direction of the task group leader. 
The second group would be composed of the 
technicians and user group representatives that would 
play key roles in implementation. The technicians 
would be systems analysts and programmers. The 
systems analyst has the task of reviewing the current 
operation methods, developing a statement of the 
system requirements, ad design of the proposed system 
and documentation for the programmers to use in 
their tasks. The programmers use the documentation 
to write and test computer programs to accomplish the 
stated objectives. All of this activity is under the direc
tion of the project leader who develops schedules, 
supervises the tasks and acts as a link to the policy and 
user groups. As the project progresses to the im
plementation stage, the systems analysts have the fur
ther responsibility of training and working with the 
user groups through installation. 

+ 

APPENOIXA 
SJIS DATA ELEMENTS WITH 

THEIR DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATIONS 

Introduction 
The following is an explanation of definition of each 

data element of the SJIS. Where the data element is 
self-explanatory, no comment has been made. A num
ber of data elements are CCH data elements. For 
these, the FBI NCIC/CCH definitions have been ac
cepted. A copy of the judicial and supplemental 
definitions and record formats is included as Appendix 
B.I When reference is made to CCH definitions, 
reference should be made to the appended lists. 

The data elements are broken down into three broad 
sets. The first set deals with the criminal subsystem of 
the SJIS. It consists of the total data elements required 
to satisfy judicial management information needs at 
the state level and the original OBTS data elements for 
lower criminal and felony level criminal courts, as they 
appear in SEARCH Technical Report No.4, as well as 
the CCH Judicial Segment elements. The table of data 
elements indicates, with appropriate checkmarks, 
which information need a particular data element 
satisfies. If more than one need is satisfied, multiple 
checks are made. 

1 r'rom Ihe "Judicial ':icgment" .mu the "Supplement .. 1 Segment" of the National Crime 
Information Center', C(,I-I Pad-age; 1972. PI'. 401 lhrou~h 4·15 and PI'. 5-1 lhwul!h 0:;- "'! 
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Criminal Subsystem Elements Definitions and Ex-
planation 

C-l Agency rdentijier See CCH definition in Ap
pendix B. 

C-2 Court rdentijication Number It is anticipated that 
each court participating in the State-level Judicial In
formation System, as well as each situs of a particular 
court, will receive an appropriate identification num
ber. The I· B I requires that reporting agencies adopt an 
originati~g agency identifier (O.R.I.). This is the 
judicial agency number which the reporting agency 
will use for NCIC purposes. If possible the court LD. 
number should coincide with the NCIC originating 
agency identifier so that one number can be used. 

C-3 through C-5 Court Count Number, State r.D. 
Number, FBI I.D. Number Court count number and 
FBI LD. number are CCH data elements. See ex
planations on the CCH definition list in Appendix B. 
It is recommended that the State LD. Number be part 
of the SJIS. This can be a number which links arrests 
and prosecutions against an individual, no matter how 
many false names he has used. This state LD. Dumber 
is to be supplied to the SJ IS by the appropriate law en
forcement source and there should be no burden on 
the SJIS to collect it. 

C-6 Case IdentificaNon Number The case iden
tification number permits the local trial court and SJIS 
to track the case as it proceeds through the trial court 
system. The case LD. number should indicate if there 
are mulitple defendants. 

C-7 Judge Ident([ication Number To produce the 
desired reports, it is important that the judge iden
tification number be assigned and recorded each time 
an activity or event occurs triggering an entry into the 
SJIS. It should be noted that it is recommended that 
the judge 1. D. number not be passed on to any data 
files outside the judicial system. The judge LD. num
ber can be part of a more general numbering system 
for all attorneys in the state, or can be a unique num
ber applying to the judiciary only. 

C-B Auxiliary Personnel Identijication Number A 
number of persons other than the judge may be in
volved in processing and deciding a case. For example, 
there are judicial surrogates, such as referees, masters, 
and commissioners, who may be involved in some part 
of the processing of a case through the judicial system. 
It is recommended that these personnel be assigned ap
propriate identification numbers. It is also recom
mended that other key personnel involved in the 
processing of a case be assigned identification num
bers. These personnel include prosecutors, public 
defenders and private attorneys, as well as bail bonds
men and probation officers. Having identified the 
total participants in a case, it would be possible later to 
draw more meaningful judgments about responsibility 
for movement of a case. This number should be recor-
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ded each time an activity or event triggering an entry 
into the SJIS occurs. 
C-9 Defendant rdentification Number It is important 
to identify not only each criminal case, but also each 
defendant. Each defendant should thus be assigned an 
appropriate identification number. The number is 
required because not every defendant has a state LD. 
number, because in many instances the case is disposed 
of before proper identification can be made, and 
because-even if the defendant has a retrievable state 
l.D. number-he might have more than one criminal 
matter pending and therefore the state l.D. nllmb~r 
would not uniquely identify this proceeding. The 
defendant 1. D. number can be used to link the defen
dant backward to the police and forward to the correc
tional and appellate court systems. This is not a court 
assigned number. It should be provided by th~ ap
propriate source. 
C-JO Defendant's Name For individual defendant 
tracing, it is important to have the defendant's name. 
Sufficient characters should be allowed to permit 
recording of first name, middle initial, and last name. 
The names would usually be provided to the courts by 
a law enforcement agency. 
C-ll Defendant's Date of Birth The SJIS is largely 
dependent on accepting from other sources the defen
dant's name. It will have no independent capability of 
verifying the defendant's identity. To avoid errors 
which result from similarity of name, it is important to 
have at least one other identifier associated with a 
named defendant. Experience has shown that date of 
birth is usually the best single data element to use in 
conjunction with nam('s to prevent accidental mis
matching. 

C-J2 Date of Arrest or Print Taken See CCH 
Definitions in Appendix B. 

C-J3 Arrest Sequence Number See CCH definitions in 
Appendix B. 

C-/4 Date of Filing To avoid confusion, the easiest 
time to record date of filing is when the papers 
initiating a proceeding are filed with the clerk of the 
court and assigned a number. The date the clerk 
receives and accepts the papers should be recorded. 

C-J5 Manner if Initiation It is useful to know how 
cases are entered into the lower or upper criminal 
courts. The list here is felt to be reasonably exhaustive, 
based on the analysis of information presently recom
mended for OBTS data systems in several states. 

C-J6 Type of Filing This c1ata element is designed to 
indicate whether the matter before the court is an 
original criminal action or something else, such as a 
reinstated or reopened matter or a post-conviction 
proceeding. The OBTS data elements are presented as 
they appear in SEARCH Technical Report NO.4. 

C-J7 Case Status Periodic examination should be 
made of pending matters to determine if they are ac-



tive or inactive. Inactive cases are those that have been 
marked inactive by appropriate judicial action. When 
a ca~e moves from active to inactive status, this fact 
should be indicated. 

('-18 and C-19 Initial Appearance Data and Date of 
Arraignm(,llt The OBTS upper court data element is 
titled "date of arraignment." Because there seems to 
be no consensus a~ to what precisely constitutes an 
arraignment, it is recommended for the 5JIS that the 
more neutral data element "initial appearance date" 
he used. From the capture of the initial appearance 
date and subsequent appearance dates, it will be 
possihle to make the necessary time lapse calculations 
without getting into difficult definitional problems 
ahout what constitl'll'~ an arraignment. 

C-20 and C-21 R('I('ase Status These and data elements 

('-22 to C-25 are aimed at capturing a release decision 
whenever it occurs in the case, including before the 
case i~ filed, if such were the time of occurence. The 
release statuses listed in C-21 are drawn from an 
analysis of bail programs around the country. The 
general category "release without, bond" is designed to 
capture situations in which the defendant is released 
on a simple promise to appear. The other release 
categories include "cash Bail," which is bail where the 
defendant deposits the amount of any premium with 
the court rather than paying the same to a bail bonds
man; "professional surety honds", which include 
any situation involving bail bonds and an insurance 
company; "non-professional surety bonds", which in
clude any situation in which a person other than a bail 
bondsman or a surety company signs on behalf of the 
accused person; "third party parole" , which involves 
situations in which the defendant is put under 
probationary or other supervision during the pre-trial 
or other release period. It is recommended that the 
category "committed without bail" be used in cases 
for which there is no statutory or constitutional right 
to bail. 

C-22 Amount of Bond The dollar amount set for the 
bond, if any, should be recorded. 

C-23 Supplell1C'ntal Release Information Additional 
information about release can be reported, in par
ticular, whether or not the defendant was interviewed, 
failed to appear or was required to be rea'rrested. This 
information will permit the drawing of more refined 
judgments about the adequacy of the release system in" 
a particular jurisdiction. 

C-24 and C-25 Date of Release Action/Decision and 
Release Decision Sequence Number Since a release 
decision can occur at the beginning, the end, or at any 
point in between the processing of a case, it is recom
mended, in order to determine when it took place, that 
both the date of release decision and a release decision 
sequence number be recorded. That is, each time the 
hail issue is presented to the court, a sequence number 
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should be assigned to that action. If release 
decision takes place prior to appearance of the defen
dant in court, it is recommended that provision be 
made to capture the bail status or release status of the 
defendant on his initial appearance in court, even if 
the court takes no action other than to continue the 
matter on the pre-existing bond or release status. 

C-26 through C-28 Charged 0ffense(s) at Filing All of
fenses should be recorded at the various stages, by 
state statute number and literal description. The OBTS 
data element "charged offense at filing - most 
serious" should be elimin8.ted, because that in
formation can be captured by the OBTS system when 
the complete offense information is transferred to the 
OBTS data files from the SJIS. 

C-29 and C-30 Date of Additional Appearance and 
Appearance Sequence Number This information 
would appear to be useful for internal judicial man
agement purposes. The appearance sequence number 
is designed to record the number of appearances the 
defendant has made. It should be noted that it is 
recommended that these particular data elements not 
be transferred to the OBTS and CCH data files, since 
they represent internal management data for judicial 
use only. 

C-3J through C-35 Pleas Information It is recom
mended that both the initial plea and the tinal plea be 
captured as well as the dates of each. The major types 
of pleas in criminal cases are the only ones recom
mended, so that some check on plea negotiation can be 
made. 

C-36 Date of Trial Readiness This is the date at which 
all pretrial activities have been completed and the case 
is on an assignment list or set for trial. 

C-37 and C-38 Charged Offense(s) at Time of Trial 
Charged offense information should also be recorded 
at the time of trial, since the defendant may not go to 
trial on the same offenses with which he or she was 
originally charged. 

C-39 Date Voir Dire Commences This is the date that 
the first juror is questioned. 

C-40 Date trial Commences In case of a jury trial this 
is the date the panel is sworn for the case. With respect 
to a non-jury trial, it is the date on which the first wit
ness is sworn. 

C-4J Date Trial Completed This is the date a verdict 
'\'r' . reached or a judge sitting without a jury makes a 
decision of guilt or innocence, including direction of 
verdict for defendant. This date should not be repor
ted if there was no decision on the merits, e.g., if the 
defendant pleads guilty during trial. 

C-42 Date Trial Ends/Disposition It is recommended 
that this OBTS data element be eliminated, since it is 
ambiguous and the desired information is captured by 
other data elements. 
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C-43 Type of Trial It is recommended that the 
category "jury trial" be broken down into "six-person 
jury" and "twelve-person jury." The category "other 
jury trial" is designed to take into account the recent 
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court permitting states 
to have less than twelve-person juries. 

C-44 through C-46 Charged 0ffense(s) on Which Case 
is Disposed Of The OBTS element "final charge - most 
serious" should be eliminated since it is encompassed 
by data elements C-45 and C-46. These refer to report
ing of the final charges on which an individual defen
dant's case was disposed of; both the literal descrip
tion and statute citation should be used. 

C-47 through C-49 General Offense Character and 
Court Offense Classification See CCH definitions. 
This information will have to be recorded at each stage 
offenses are recorded. The FBI's Uniform Offense 
Codes should be used at the two-digit level if no more 
detail is possible. 

C-50 Type of Charge It is recommended that it be in
dicated whether a charge is a felony or misdemeanor, 
according to a particular state's laws. 

C-51 Court Disposition (Numeric) See CCH defini
tions. 

C-52 Disposition No attempt has been made to con
form the OBTS and CCH data elements with recom
mendations for the judicial data system. Additional 
review of the OBTS and CCH data elements must be 
undertaken so that the lists can be made more 
uniform. 

C-53 Date of Disposition This should be the date one 
of the dispositional actions listed in C-52 occurs. 

C-54 Stage of Disposition This data element is recom
mended for judicial management information pur
poses only. The previous definition of "trial" should 
be used. 

C-55 Date Pre-sentence Investigation Ordered It is 
recommended that this internal management data 
element be added to the SJIS list of data elements, 
since the presentence investigation is a significant stage 
in the processing of criminal cases. 

C-56 Offender Sentence Status This is a recommended 
addition that refers to the status of the offender at 
final sentencing. In many states there is an option to 
sentence persons, even those treated as adults, in the 
courts of general jurisdiction either as adults, youthful 
offenders, juveniles, or perhaps some other category. 
It is recommended that this status be recorded because 
of the rather different kinds of treatment and sen
tencing options available. This will assist in analysis of 
sentencing patterns. 

C-57 Da te of Sen tence This is the date the sentence was 
imposed. 

C-58 Type of Sentence These data elements are of 
some concern, since there are so many and since there 
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appears to be different needs to be satisfied. The State 
Level Judicial Management set appears to be adequate 
for statistical purposes. 

C-59 and C-60 Term of Incarceration and Place of In
carceration The data element "sentence" was broken 
into three parts, "type of sentence," "term of in
carceration," and "place of incarceration," even 
though the OBTS module treats them all as one data 
element. It is easicr to separate the three clements, 
since to mix them all would result in an enormous 
number of categories. It should be noted that for a flat 
sentence, maximum and minimum would be the same. 

C-61 and C-62 Probation Term This element has also 
been separated from the data element "sentence" to 
avoid an unnecessarily large number of data elements. 
The OBTS data element "probation term (months)" 
could be replaced by the broader phrase "probation 
term (years, months, dates)." 

C-63 Conditions Imposed on Probation No general list 
is available to itemize this data element; therefore, 
each state will have to define its own subcodes. 

C-64 Type of Counsel It is recommended that this in
formation be captured since it will be useful in deter
mining responsibility for movement of cases, per
mitting judgements to be made about the caseloads of 
public defenders and court-appointed counsel, and 
permitting comparisons of outcomes based on type of 
representation. Combined with the identification num
ber of auxiliary personnel, one could draw judgments 
with respect to which particular attorneys are respon
sible for delays in dispositions of criminal business. 

C-65 Appeals It is important to capture some in
formation with respect to appeals in the trial court 
component of the state judicial information system, as 
well as in the appellate court component. Not only 
may there be time differences in implementing various 
components of the SJIS, hut the final structure itself 
may be facilitated if some limited appellate in
formation, particularly whether or not the case is ap
pealed and to which higher court it is appealtd, is ad
ded to the original data base. The OBTS module has 
no appellate data elements, so there can be no tracking 
of defendants through the entire court system. 

C-66 Other Post-Decision Proceedinf!..s In addition to 
appeals, there are a number of other post-decision 
proceedings. These types of proceedings also are not 
included in the OBTS files although they are an essen
tial element of offender tracking. In particular, they 
show some aspects of recycling of defendants through 
the courts without appeal to a higher level appellate 
body. 

C-67 and C-68 Date of Initiation of Post-Decision 
Proceeding and Date Case Appealed The date of each 
of these proceedings should be the date on which the 
paper initiating the post-decision proceeding is filed 



with the court and assigned a number, or the date on 
which a notke of appeal or other definitive action 
towards instituting an appeal is taken. 

C-69 Date Transcript Ordered This date is particularly 
important since the delay in producing transcripts has 
been identified as an important source of appeilate 
delay. An effort must be made at the trial court level to 
get the required reporting from the attorneys, court 
reporters, or other responsible parties concerning the 
date on which the transcript is ordered. 

C-70 Release Action Pendinf!, Disposition of Appeal or 
Post-Decision Proceedinf!,s It is not recommended that 
the same detailed information as recommended for 
cases at trial stages, be captured for post-decision 
stages. It is sufficient to know whether or not the 
defendant is released. 
('-71 Date (d Post-Decision Proceedinf!, Hearinf!, Only 
actual hearings in which there is argument or Evidence 
presented in open court should be recorded. If the 
court deals with prisoner petitions in chambers or by 
any other means than hearing, these should not be 
recorded. 
C-72 Post-Decision Proceedil1f!, Outcome This data 
element lists the options available to the court for 
disposing of such proceedings. 
(,-73 Date (~f" Disposition of Post-Decision Proceedinf!, 
This should be the date of outcome of one of the 
decisions listed in C-72. 
('-74 Date of" Final Mandate or Judf!,ment on Decision 
(Appeal) Th'is is the final element in the decision on ap
peal which has to be reported back from the Appellate 
Subsystem of SJIS to the Criminal Subsystem. 

DATA ELEMENTS - CIVIL SUBSYSTEM 
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Civil Data Element Explanations and Definitions 
A number of the data elements are identical to those 

recommended for the criminal subsystem and 
discussed above. In these cases, reference will be made 
to the discussion in the Criminal Processing section of 
the SJIS. 

+ 

V-I Court Identification Number See C-2. 

V-2 Case Identification Number See C-6 . 

V-3 Judf!,e Identification Number See C-7. 

V-4 Auxiliary Personnel Identification Number See 
C-S. 

V-5 Date of Filinf!, The date of filing is the date on 
which the papers initiating a civil action are originally 
filed with the clerk of court and assigned a number. In 
some states, a number is not assigned until the 
pleadings are closed and the case is marked ready for 
trial. It is recommended in these instances that the 
number be assigned aj the earliest date on which mat
ters are received by the clerk of court. 
V-6 Type oj Filinf!, See C-I6. 

V-7 Case Title The name of the first listed plaintiff 
and defendant should be used for case title. 
V-S Case Type This category is going to require more 
definitional effort in the individual states. The major 
types of civil cases are broken down into more refined 
categories. The major categories should be reported. 
The more detailed categories may be used for internal 
purposes if desired. 

V-9 Case Status Cases should be marked "inactive" 
only after a judicial determination to that effect. 
V-J 0 Date of Trial Readiness This is the date on which 
all pre-trial activities in a case have been completed 
and the case is ready to proceed to trial, That is to say, 
the pleadings must be closed, all motions acted upon, 
and all discovery and pretrial conferences completed. 
In some courts, trial readiness is signified by filing 
with the court an appropriate certificate. In other 
courts, no formal document is filed. In such instance a 
date, such as that on which a claim for trial is filed, 
should be used. 

V-IJ Date Trial Commences See C-40. 
V-I2 Date Trial Completed This data element presents 
some problems on the civil side, because a case tried by 
a judge sitting without a jury may not be decided until 
many weeks after the close of the evidence. Therefore, 
the date trial is completed should be the date on which 
the final evidence or oral summation is heard, and not 
the date on which the judge enters his decision (unless, 
of course, these dates are one and the same). 
V-J3 Date of Judgment This data element should be 
used in all cases to indicate the date on which the final 
judgment is made and entered. 

V-14 TypeojTriaISeeC-43. 

V-J5 through V-I7 Dates of Pre-Trial Activity It is 
recommended that the major pre-trial stages and the 
date of their conclusion be reported. The stages which 
are considered most important are close of pleadings, 
completion of pre-trial discovery, and the date of pre
trial conference, if any. 
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'V-IS Method of Disposition The categories describing 
the major methods of disposing of civil business hav~ 
been listed. 

V-J9 Dale oj Disposition This is the date that one of 
the dispositional actions listed in V-IS takes place. 
V-20 Appeals and Post-Decision Proceedinf!,s It is 
recommended that, to complete the trial court com
ponent of the Civil Subsystem of the SJIS, indication 
should be made as to whether any appellate or other 
post-decision activities take place in a given civil case. 
The major types of appeals and post-conviction 
proceedings are listed. 
V-2J Date Appeal or Post-Decision Proceeding Ap
plication Filed This should be the date on which one of 
the above listed post-decision activities is initiated. 

V-22 Date Transcript Ordered See C-69 

V-23 Date of Hearinf!, If the matter is decided without 
hearing, this data element should not be reported. 
V-24 Date of Disposition of Post-Decision 
Proceedinf!,s This date should record the date on which 
a formal judicial decision is made on the appeal or 
other post-decision proceedings. 
V-25 Outcome oj NOll-Appel/ate Post-Decisiol/ 
Proceedinf!, To give a complete picture of the 
processing of civil cases in the trial court the (lU tcome 
of post-decision proceeding should be recorded. Out
come of habeas corpus petitions involving a prior 
criminal case should be reported to the Criminal Sub
system if they affect the disposition of that case. 

APPELLATE SUBSYSTEM 
DATA ELEMENTS 
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Appellate Subsystem Data Element Explanations and 
Definitions 
The appellate system of the SJIS must perform a 

multiple duty, since it must record appeals of criminal 
and civil cases, link appellate information with the in
formation in both the civil and criminal trial court, 
and supply needed information to the OBTS and CCH 
files. Some of the data elements apply only to criminal 
business. For some data elements, reference will be 
made back to the definitions in the section on the 
criminal subsystem. Where the data element is self
explanatory, the element is listed, with no definition. 
The CCH appellate data elements are defined in the 
Supplemental Segment of Appendix B. 

A-i ARency Identifier See CCH definitions, Sup
plemental Segment, Appendix B. 

A-2 Court Identification Number See C-l. 

A-3 State Identijication Number See CCH 
Definitions, Supplemental Segment and C-4. 

A-4 FBI Ident((ication Number See CCH Definitions, 
Supplemental Segment, Appendix B. 

A -5 Case Identification Number The appellate court 
should assign a new identification number which could 
be used to indicate the court location, type of case, and 
date of filing. 

A -6 Judge Identification Number See C-7. This in
formation should be restricted for judich·1 use only. 

A-7 AuxilialY Personnel Identification Number See 
C-S. This information is for judicial use only. 

A-8 Dejendant Identification Number This piece of 
information is only available for criminal matters and 
should be carried over from the defendant iden
tification number assigned at the trial court level. This 
number will link this appellate proceeding with a par
ticular named defendant. See C-9. 

A-9 Trial Court Case Identification Number In order 
to link the appeal back with the trial court matter, the 
case identification number assigned in the trial court 
should be recorded for civil and criminal matters. 

A-IO Date oj Arrest or Print Taken See CCH 
Definitions, Suplemental Segment, Appendix B. This 
information must be supplied to the SJIS by a law en
forcement agency. 

A-II Date oj Trial Court Judgment or Agency 
Decision This should be the date the decision from 
which the appeal was taken as made. 

A-i2 Date oj Filing This should be the date on which 
the notice of appeal was filed in the trial court or other 
definitive action initiating the appeal was taken. 

A-i3 Type oj Filing This data element has been in
cluded, since the appellate subsystem generates in
formation not only on appeals and original 
proceedings, but also on motions or petitions and 
petitions for rehearing. Appeals and original 
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proceedings which have their 'own case identification 
numbers should be distinguished from motions and 
petitions which are supplementary proceedings in 
previously filed cases. 

A-J4 Action Sequence Number This element is 
required to indicate which of the various types of fil
ings is covered by a particular input form, since any 
case may involve three types of filing (the filing of the 
appeal, the filing of a motion, the filing of a petition 
for rehearing). 

A-I5 Source oj Filing This data element should in
dicate from whence the matter came to the appellate 
court. If an appeal from an administrative agency is 
first channeled through a trial court, then the source of 
filing should be "trial court" and not "administrative 
agency." The category "administrative agency" 
should be used only in instances in which a direct ap
peal is made from the administrative body to the ap
pellate court. 

A-I6 FilinR Source Identijication Number The num
ber to be used here is the identifier of the particular 
court or administrative agency from which the appeal 
came. If the case is an origillal proceeding, then this 
data element should not be filled in. A special code 
should be provided to indicate an original proceeding. 

A-I7 Basis oj Jurisdiction This data element describes 
the various ways in which a case can be initiated in the 
appellate court. Discretionary appeals should be 
segregated jrom appeals as a matter oj riRht. 
A-I8 Date Applicationjor DiscretionalY Review Filed 
Appeals from intermediate appellate courts or trial 
courts to the highest appellate court of the state are not 
always of right. Therefore, if the appeal is one of 
discretion, then the date the application for 
discretionary review is filed should be indicated here. 

A-I9 Date Discretionary Review Application Granted 
or Denied This should be the date on which final ac
tion is taken on the application for discretionary 
review. 

A-20 Filing Party This data element pertains only to 
criminal cases. It should be reported whether the 
to procedural motions and substantive motions. 
More definitional work needs to be done on the de
tailed breakdown of motion types. 

A -2 I Type oj Appeal Criminal cases should be broken 
down by appropriate offense categories, using state 
statute numbers anrl literal descriptions. For this data 
element, the literal description should be reported. A 
somewhat shortened list of major civil case categories 
is recommended, since the detail used in the trial court 
is not necessary in the appellate subsystem. Additional 
definitional work will have to be done to define each 
type of original proceeding, to improve the general un
derstanding of what is included in each category. 

A-22 Type oj Original Action This category lists the 
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.major type of original actions that can be initiated in 
appellate court. 

A-23 CJwrf!'cd Ojjense(s) - State Statute Number This 
data element pertains only to criminal cases. 

A -24 Charged Q[(ense('i) - Literal Description This 
data element pertains only to criminal cases. 

A-25 Motirms Motions are broken down generally in
to procedural motions and substantive motions. 
More definitional wlJrk needs to be done on the de
tailed breakdown of motio'i types. 

A-26 and A-27 Dates Transcript Ordered and Com
pleted Information with respect to the ordering and 
completion of transcripts will generally have to be ob
tained by the appellate court from the trial court or 
counsel in the case, since the completion of the tran
script is often a trial court responsibility. 

A -28 Date Complete Record FileU Date to be recorded 
is the date on which all papers required from the trial 
court are filed in the appellate court, including the 
transcript. Where the record on appeal is retained in 
the trial court for the use of counsel, it is the date on 
which the record is complete and available. 

A-29 Date Appellant Briej Filed 

A-30 Date Appellee/Respondent Brief Filed 
A -31 Date Briejing Completed This date will 
sometimes be identical to the date the ap
pellee/respondent's brief is filed; or, it may be the date 
on which a reply brid is filed; or, it may be the date on 
which amendments to briefs, etc. are com
pleted-whichever is latest. 

A-32 Date oj Argument This data element should be 
filled out only if there is in fact an oral argument held 
in the case. If argument is held on more than one clay, 
the last day should be recorded. 

A-33 Date oj Submission This date should be re
corded if the case is decicled upon submission of the 
briefs, with no oral argument. 

A-34 Date oj lvlandate or JudWl1ent on Appeal The 
date to be recorded here is the clate 'hat the final man
date issues, that is after all petitions for rehearing or 
reconsideration are disposed of. 

A-35 Type oj Disposition These subcategories 
describe the major ways in which appeals can be 
disposed of. An attempt has been made to indicate not 
only the outcome of the disposition but also who the 
moving party was and what the reason was for the par
ticular disposition. 

A-36 Date oj Disposition This is the date one of the 
actions listed in A-35 occurs. 

A-37 Court Count Number See CCH Definitions, 
Supplemental Segment. 

A-38 Court Disposition Date See CCI-I Definitions, 
Supplemental Segment. 
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A-39 Court Disposition - Numeric See CCH Def
initions, Supplemental Segment. 

A -40 Opinion 7)pe This data element indicates 
whether or not an opinion is a full opinion or a 
memorandum opinion. The generally accepted 5tan
dard is that a "full opinion" is one which is over 2 
pages long. This data element also indicates whether 
there are consenting or concurring opinions filed with 
respect to a given proceeding. 
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A-4l Manner oj Disposition oj Original Action This 
data element is designed to capture the method of 
disposition of original actions or special matters. 
These categories are needed because of the di fferences 
in the ways appeals and special matters are handled. 

A-42 OL:tcOll1e oj Original Proceeding The granting 
or denY1l1g of requested relief in original actions 
should be recorded. 

APPENDIX B 

NCIC CRIMINAL HISTORY FILE 
JUDICIAL SEGMENT (Segment 3) 

RECORD FORMAT ENTRY OF JUDICIAL 
SEGMENT FIELDS IN JUDICIAL SEGMENT 

Entry of Judicial Segment 

Entry of the Judicial Segment of a cycle in a record 
requires the following data be included, except that 
when converting historic records data, if not available, 
is not required to be entered in fields preceded below 
by an asterisk: 

Message Key 
*State Identification Number 
FBI Identification Number 
Date of Arrest or Print 

#Court - Count Number 
#*Court Disposition Date 
#Court-Offense Classification-Numeric 
#Court-Offense Classification-

Literal (if free text offense 

MKE 
SID 
FBI 

DOA 
CCT 
CDD 
CON 

information included) COL 
#Court Disposition-Numeric CDN 

Fields prefaced by a '#" are part of a set of data 
relating to a count number. 

Data also is to be entered to complete the record 
with respect to the agency identifier (ORI), the statute 
citation (CIT), the general offenses charged (i.e. 
General Offense Classification (GOC»), disposition by 
the court of the offenses, sentences as suspended and 
imposed (i.e. Sentence Suspended (CSS), Confinement 
(CMT), Probation (CPR), Fine (CFN), Other Sen
tence Provisions-Literal (CPL), and Other Court Sen
tence Provision-Numeric (CPN», date case appealed 
(DCA) and subject on bail pending results of appeal 
(CBL). 

Because of their importance in the criminal history 
record, the Agency Identifier (ORl) and Statute 
Citation (CIT) fields are only temporarily being 
designated as optional fields. At an early date edits 
will be placed on these fields requiring such data be 
included except for converted non-current cycles. 
States must develop and implement [J'focedures to ob
tain the necessary data to complete the record as soon 
as possible. 

The code in the CDN field is translated as indicated 
in the ALPHA CODE column. 

JUDICIAL SEGMENT FIELDS 

Message Key (MKE) 
The Message Key (MKE) for the entry of the 

Judicial Segment of an NCIC Computerized Criminal 
History Record is ER3. 
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No caution indicator can be used in the MKE field 
of the Judicial Segment. 

Agency Identifier (ORl) 
The NCIC agency identifier of the judicial agency is 

to be included in the ORI field of the Judicial 
Segment. 

When judicial data has not been received from a 
judicial agency for entry in the judicial Segment but 
information has been received from another criminal 
justice system agency concerning action taken by a 
court and relating to later custody and/or supervision, 
no ORI is to be entered in the Judicial Segment. 

Ordinarily a 9-character agency identifier will be 
available for entry in this field. In the absence of a 
specific identifier, indicate state in which agency 
located using present NCIC standards in positions 1 
and 2, enter a blank character (space) in rosition 3, 
and in remaining 26 positions identify agency by 
name, type, city or town, etc., using readily un
derstandable abbreviations. 

State Identification Number (SID) 
State Identification Number (SID) field is to provide 

for the entry of a unique State Identification Number 
(SID) for the subject which shall not exceed 10 charac
ters in length. The first two characters of the SID are 
two alpha characters representing the identity of state 
which has assigned the State Identification Number. 
Enter the State Identification Number for the subject 
issued by the state in which arrested and prosecuted. 

FBi will use the alpha character "F" followed by 
date of birth for the subject expressed as six numeric 
characters, e.g., FI01452, in lieu of a unique "state" 
identification number. 

FBI Identification Number (FBI) 
See comments concerning FBI Identification Num

ber relating to the Identification Segment, above. 
FBI Identification Number and the State Iden

tification Number of the entering agency, stored in the 
Arrest Segment, are used to insure that data entered in 
the Judicial, Custody-Supervision, and Supplemental 
Segments of a record properly relate to the record in 
which entered. When the data attempted to be entered 
in the Judicial Segment (or in the Custody-Supervision 
or Supplemental Segments) does not include SID and 
FBI matching that in the Arrest Segment, the entry 
will be rejected as not matching. 
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Date of Arrest (DOA) 
The date subject was arrested or in lieu thereof the 

date subject was fingerprinted, is to be entered in the 
DOA field. The date is expressed in six numeric char
acters representing month, day and year as [ollows: 

Date 

June 12,1971 
February 6, 1972 
January 1, 1972 

Date As 
Coded 

061271 
020672 
010172 

Because the possibility exists that an individual may 
be arrested two or more times on the same date and 
fingerprinted on the same date, it is necessary to 
distinguish between the different arrests. The first 
arrest on a given date is to be indicated by using the six 
numeric characters repre5enting the date. The second 
arrest, on the same date, is to be indicated by using the 
six numeric characters representing the date, prefaced 
by the alpha character "A". A third arrest on the same 
date would be indicated by prefacing the date of arrest 
by "B", etc. 

The date of subjects's arrest (plus the prefix alpha 
character, when required) is used in the Judicial, Sup
plemental, and Custody-Supervision Segments to tie 
the arrest data to the subsequent prosecutive and 
custody-supervision information. 

Court Count Number (CCT) 
Count numbers begin with the number 01 for the 

first offense charged at time of trial. Each count num
ber used in the cycle serves to identify a set of data re
lating to one offense charged at time of arrest. A set of 
count data, when all is available, is comprised of the 
following: 

Court Count Number 
Court Disposition Date 
Statute Citation 
General Offense Character 
Court Offense Classification-

Numeric 
Court Offense Classification-

Literal 
Court Disposition-Numberic 
Sentence Suspended 
Confinement 
Probation 
Fine 
Other Court Sentence Pro

visions-Literal 
Other Court Sentence Pro-

CCT 
CDD 
crT 

GOC 

CON 

COL 
CDN 
CSS 

CMT 
CPR 
CFN 

CPL 

visions-Numeric CPN 
Court count numbers for additional counts charged 

at time of trial are entered in ascending sequence, i.e. 
02, 03, 04, 05, etc. This assignment of count numbers 
is not done automatically by the NCrC computer. 
Highest count number which will be accepted is 50, 
representing 50 sets of court count data for a given 
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, prosecutive action. 
The court count numbers are not to be interpreted as 

being related directly to the arrest charge numbers in 
the Arrest Segment. (Offenses as charged at time of 
arrest may vary substantially in number and degree of 
seriousness from the offenses tried.) 

Court Disposition Date (COD) 
The date the count was finally di~posed of by the 

court (sentence date), expressed in six numeric charac
ters representing month, day, and year, is to be entered 
in the CDD field. For example, January 2, 1972, 
would be represented as 010272. 

Statute Citation (CIT) 
See Statute Citation (elT), above, as it relates to 

the Arrest Segment. The field is used in the same man
ner in the Judicial Segment. 

General Offense Character (GOC) 
See General Offense Character (OOC), above, as it 

relates to the Arrest Segment. The field is used in the 
same manner in the Judicial Segment. 

Court Offense Classification-Numeric (CO;\l) 
For each count, the appropriate uniform offense 

classification-literal will be selected which describes 
the offense as defined in the Uniform Offense 
Classification-Definitions. The numeric code 
associated With the uniform offense c1assification
literal is entered in the CON field for each count. 

Translation of the numeric code as entered (e.g. 
2306 would be translated LARC-FROM SHIP
MENT), plus the free text data entered in the Court 
Offense Classification-Literal field (e.g. 75 COLOR 
TV SETS), would result in a printout of the complete 
offense text for the count as LARC-FROM shipment-
75 COLOR TV SETS. 

Court Offense Classification-Literal (free text) (COl) 
To adequately describe an offense, data is entered in 

one, two or three fields depending on the cir
cumstances. If the offense is of one of the general of
fense categories as described above (GOC), entry is 
made of appropriate codes in that field and in t-he_ 
CON field, as described above. To further describe the 
offense (to supplement data entered in the GOC and 
CON fields), free text information may be entered in 
the COL field. When all information in these fields is 
assembled in the sequence of (1) translation of GOC, 
(2) translation of CON (those words printed opposite 
each numeric code in Uniform Offense Classifications) 
and (3) free text data in the COL field, the offense is 
fully stated. In certain cases, the offense is described 
only by the CON and COL data and is assembled in 
that sequence. When the offense is adequately 
described by CON only, no entry is iequired in the 
GOC and/or COL field. When an offense is assembled 
for printout the GOC is translated to four alpha 
characters followed by a space. The CON is translated 



exa':llv as indicated in Univorm Offense 
Cla."ir"ications and the COL is printed out as entered 
in free text. The CON (translated) and COL together 
cannot exceed 46 characters when printed out. 

The COL field is used to enter only the free text of
feme informatIon which supplements the uniform of
fense literally specified in Uniform Offense 
Cla<;sifications opposite the numeric code in the 
document or which completely describes the offense 
when the latter is permitted by Uniform Offense 
Classifications. The number in the "NO. FREE TEXT 
CHARACTERS" column following the specified 
uniform offense in Uniform Offense Classifications 
indicates the number of characters available for entry 
of the free text. 

The specified translation of the numeric codes is not 
intended to provide all information needed to
adequately describe an offense. It is expected that en~ 
tering agencies will have available (except when con
verting historical records) significant information to 
be entered as free text in the COL field so that the of
fense, as totally described, will be more meaningful to 
the user. For example, the numeric code 1205 is trans
lated as (not entered as) ROBBERY -STREET -. It is in
tended that the type weapon (other than GUN or 
STRONGARM) will be specified following 
"STREET-" so that most robbery offenses will not 
only state that a robbery occurred at one of the 
locations indicated (business, street, residence or iII a 
banking-type institution) but will also show the type 
weapon used. Other significant information can be in
c!tlded following identification of the weapon, e.g. 
KNIFE-$50000 BANK DEPOSIT TAKEN. 

Court Disposition-Numeric (CDN) 
Approved as the only court (or chief executive dis

position codes for use in the Judicial and Supple
mental Segments of records in NCIC Computerized 
Criminal History File are the following: 

Court (or Chief Executive) Dispositions 

ALPHA Numeric 
Disposition Code Code 
Acquitted ACQUITTED 301 
Acquitted by reason 

of insanity ACQTDINSANE 302 
Acquitted by reason of 

mental 
incompetence 

Case continued 
without finding 
Charge dismissed 
Charge dismissed 

due to insanity 
Charge dismissed 

due to mental 
incompetence 

ACQTDMENTAL 

CONTNOFINDG 
DISMISSED 

DISMDINSANE 

DISMDMENTAL 

303 

304 
305 

306 

307 

118 

Charge still 
pending due to 
insanity 

Charge still 
pending due to 
mental 
incompetence 

Convicted 
Deceased 
Deferred 

disposition 
Dismissed-civil 

action 
Extradited 
Found insane 
Found mentally 

incompetent 
Pardoned 
Probation before 

conviction 
Sentence 

commuted 
Adjudication 

withheld 

Mistrial-defendent 

PENDGINSANE 

PENDGMENT AL 
CONVICTED 
DIED 

DEFERRED 

DISMDCIVIL 
EXTRADITED 
FOUNDINSANE 

MENTLINCOMP 
PARDONED 

PRECONVPROB 

SENTCOMUTED 

ADJUDWTHELD 

discharged DSCHGMISTRL 
Executive 

clemency 
granted EXECCLEMNCY 

308 

309 
310 
311 

312 

313 
314 
322 

323 
315 

316 

317 

318 

320 

321 

The alpha code will not be stored in the record, but, 
rather the alpha code will be obtained for printout pur
poses by translating the stored numeric code. 

Sentencing-General Comments 
The above court dispositions provide for the entry 

of the basic adjudication or disposition (convicted, 
acquitted, etc.) which the court makes with respect to 
each count of the Indictment or Information but does 
not include information concerning the sentence by the 
court or judge after his conviction. To provide for this 
information for each c('unt, separate fields have been 
included in the Judicial Segment for entry of the time 
provisions of sentences suspended, confinement sen
tences, and probation sentences and the monetary 
provisions of a fine. Other provisions of a sentence are 
to be entered in the CPL and CPN fields as discussed 
below. 

The following codes have been approved as the only 
codes for use in the Sentence Suspended (CSS), con
finement (CMT) , Probation (CPR), Fine (CFN), 
Other Court Sentence Provisions - Literal (CPL), and 
Other Court Sentence Provisions - Numeric (CPN) 
fields of the Judicial and Suplemental Segments of re
cords in the NCIC Computerized Criminal History 
File. (Other words necessary to define the provisions 
of a sentence in the CPL field may be used as 
necessary. ) 

" 

Sentence Provisions 
Alpha Numeric 

Sentence Provisions Code Code 
Bad Conduct Discharge 

(military) BADDIS 330 
Bail forfeited BLFORF 331 
Balance suspended BALSUSP 
Confinement CONFINE 
Confienement in 

hospital CONFHOSP 333 
Confinement or Fine CONF-F 
Count (or Counts) CT (or CTS) 
Court Costs CTCOST 334 
Credited With CR 
Day (or Days) D 
Death Sentence DEATH 335 
Dishonorable 

Discharge (military) DISDISCH 336 
Fine and Court Costs FINECTCOST 338 
Forfeiture of Pay 

(military) FORFPY 339 
Indeterminate INDETERM 340 
Indeterminate to 

Majority INDETERMTO 
MAJORITY 

Life LIFE 342 
Maximum MAX 
Minimum MIN 
Month (or Months) 

(It is recommended 
all sentences be 
stated in terms of 
M and D.) M 

Nights and Weekends NIGHTWKND 
Nights only NIGHTONLY 
Probation PROB 
Probation and Court 

Costs PROBCTCOST 345 
Reduction in Rank REDRNK 
Removal from Office RMVLOFF 
Restitution RESTN 346 
Restitution and Court 

Costs RESTNCTCOST 347 
Sentence SENT 
Sentence Being Served SENTBEINGSR V 
Serve(d) SRV 
Split Sentence 

(confinement 
followed by 
probation) SPLIT 

Time TIME 
Time Served Pending 

Trial TIMEPNDTRL 
To 
To Run Concurrently CC 
Until Discharged (by) UNTIL DISCH 
Weekend Only 

Confinement WKNDCONFINE 
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'Year (or Years) Y 

Sentence Suspended (CSS) 

Confinement (CMT) 

Probation (CPR) 

Fine (CFN) 
Periods of sentences, which relate specifically to the 

CCS, CMT and CPR fields, are to be expressed in 
terms of years (Y), months (M), and days (D). A sen
tence of five years and six months would be expressed: 
5Y6M (or 66M). A sentence of 2 years to 5 years would 
be expressed: 2Y-5Y. 

The amo'Jnt of a fine assessed should be expressed 
to the nearest dollar without use of commas, decimals 
or dollar signs. 

A sentence in which one sentence is suspended and 
another sentence is imposed wiB be reflected in all 
fields affected, e.g. the sLlspended sentence will be en
tered in the CSS field, the period of any confinement 
actually imposed wIll be entered in the CMT field, the 
period of any probation will be entered in the CPR 
field, and the amount of any fine will be entered in the 
CFN field. Any additional provisions will be entered in 
the CPL and CPN fidds, as appropriate. 
Other Court Sentence Provisions - Literal (CPU 

Other Court Sentence Provisions - Numeric (ePN) 
Sentence provisions which do not pertain to or can

not be entered in the CSS, CMT, CPR and CFN fields 
will be entered in the CPL field. Easily readable ab
breviations should be used to use the field to best ad
vantage. 

Other court sentence provisions for which a numeric 
code is specifically provided are to be entered in the 
CPN field. These numeric codes provide the ability to 
retrieve, by special program, data included in the CPL 
field which otherwise could be obtained only by visual 
inspection of record printouts. 

Date Case Appealed (DCA) 
If case is appealed, the date case was appealed (i,e. 

six numeric character representation) is entered in the 
DCA field. 

On Bail Pending Results Of Appeal (CBL) 
If subject is released on bail pending results of ap

peal, the alpha character "B" is to be entered in this 
field. 

NCIC CRIMINAL HISTORY FILE 
SUPPLEMENTAL SEGMENT 

(Segment 3A) 
RECORD FORMAT ENTRY OF SUPPLEMENTAL 

SEGMENT l"IELDS IN SUPPLEMENTAL 
SEGMENT. 

Entry Of Supplemental Segment 
Entry of the Supplemental Segment of a cycle in a 
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record requires the following data be included, except 
that when converting historic records data, if not 
available, is not required to be entered in the field 
preceded below by an asterisk (*). 

Message Key 
*State Identification Number 
FBI Identification Number 
Date of Arrest or Print 

#Court Count Number(s) 
#*Court (Chief Executive) 

Disposition Date 
#Court (Chief Executive) Dis-

MKE 
SID 
FBI 

DOA 
CCT 

CDD 

Disposition-Numberic CDN 

Fields prefaced by a "#" are part of a set of data 
relating to a count number (or count numbers, if 
disposition so grouped). 

Data also is to be entered to complete the record 
with respect to agency identifier (ORI), sentences as 
suspended and imposed (i.e. Sentence Suspended 
(CSS), Confinement (CMT), Probation (CPR), Fine 
(CFN), Other Court Sentence Provisions-Literal 
(CPL), and Other Court Sentence Provisions
Numberic (CPN)). The Agnecy Identifier (ORl) field 
is being designated as an optional field only tem
porarily. Because of it, importance to the record, an 
edit wiII be placed on this field at an early date 
requiring such data be included except for converted 
non-current cycles. 

The code in the CDN field is translated as indicated 
in the ALPHA CODE column. 

SUPPLEMENTAL SEGMENT FIELDS 

Message Key (MKE) 
The Message Key (MKE) for the entry of the Sup

plemental Segment of an NCIC Computerized 
Criminal History Record is ER3A. 

No caution indicator can be used in the MKE field 
of the Supplemental Segment. 

Agency Identifier (ORI) 
The NCrC agency identifier of the judicial agency 

(or chief executive) is to be included in the ORr field of 
the Supplemental Segment. 

Ordinarily a 9-character agency identifier wiII be 
available for entry in this field. In the absence of a 
specific identifier, indicate state in which agency 
located using present NCIC standards in positions 1 
and 2, enter a blank character (space) in position 3, 
and in remaining 26 positions identify agency by 
name, type, city or town, etc., using readily un
derstandable abbreviations. 

State Identification Number (SID) 
See comments concerning SID relating to the 

Judicial Segment, above. 

FBI Identification Number (FBI) 
See comments concerning FBI Identification Num

ber relating to the Identification Segment, above. 
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FBI Identification Number and the State Iden
tification Number of the entering agency, stored in the 
Arrest Segment, are used to insure that data entered in 
the Judicial, CustodY-Supervision, and Supplemental 
Segments of a record properly relate to the record in 
which entered. When the data attempted to be entered 
in the Judicial Segment (or in the Custody-Supervision 
or Supplemental Segments) does not include SID and 
FBI matching that in the Arrest Segment, the entry 
will be rejected as not matching. 

Date Of Arrest Or Print (DOA) 
The date subject was arrested or in lieu thereof the 

date subject was fingerprinted, is to be entered in the 
DOA field. The date is expressed in six numeric 
characters representing month, day and year as 
follows: 

Date 

June 12,1971 
February 6, 1972 
January 1, 1972 

Date As 
Coded 

061271 
020672 
010172 

Because the possibility exists that an individual may 
be arrested two or more times on the same date and 
fingerprinted on the same date, it is necessary to 
distinguish between the different arrests. The first 
arrest on a given date is to be indicated by using the six 
numeric characters representing the date. The second 
arrest, on the same date, is to be indicated by using the 
six numeric characters representing the date, prefaced 
by the alpha character "A". A third arrest on the same 
date would be indicated by prefacing the date of arrest 
by "B", etc. 

The date of subject's arrest (plus the prefix alpha 
character, when required) is used in the Judicial, Sup
plemental and Custody-Supervision Segments to tie 
the arrest data to the subsequent prosecutive and 
custody-supervision information. 

Court Count Number(s) (CCT) 
The count numbers used in the Supplememal 

Segment are directly related to those in the Judicial 
Segment as the appeal, executive clemency, and par
don decisions relate to the same counts previously ad
judicated and as recorded in the Judicial Segment. 

Because the decisions of the appellate court or the 
chief executive may relate to all counts or individually 
to consecutive groups of counts of which convicted, 
provision has been made to refer to all counts or the 
consecutive groups of counts with one entry in the 
CCT field, e.g. counts 3 through 7 may be identified as 
03-07. A singular count must be reported by use of two 
numeric characters, e.g., 01 (left justified). 

It is not necessary to repeat offense information in 
the Suplemental Segment as the count numbers in the 
Supplemental Segment are the same as those in the 
Judicial Segment where the offense information is 
recorded. 



Court (Chief Executive) Disposition Date (COD) 
The date the case was finally disposed of by the 

court (sentence date), expressed in six numeric charac
ters representing month, day, and year, is to be entered 
in the COO field. For example, January 2, 1972, 
would be represented as 010272. 

Court (Chief Executive) Disposition-Numeric (CD~) 
See comments concerning CON relating to the 

Judicial Segment, above. 
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Sentence Suspended (CSS) 

Confinement (CMT) 

Probation (CPR) 

Fine (CFN) 

Other Court Sentence Provisions-Literal (CPL) 

Other Court Sentence Provisions-Numeric (CPN) 
See comments concerning the six fields identified 

immediately above as set out under the Judicial 
Segment. 

I 
i 
i 
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APPENDIX C 

GLOSSARY - A LIST OF USEFUL 
TERMS AND ELEMENTS AS 

USED IN THE REPORTS 

1. Active Defendant - A defendant who is available 
to be processed by the court; does not include 
those sought on warrants, in institutions, clin
ics, etc. 

2. Actual Judgeships - The specific number of judges 
engaged in direct court business during the re
port cycle. 

3. Amount of Bond - The dollar amount set for the 
bond, ifany. 

4. Appeals - It is important to capture some informa
tion with respect to appeals in the trial court 
component of the state judicial information 
system, as well as in the appellate court com
ponent. Not only may there be time differ
ences in implementing various components of 
the SJIS, but the final structure itself may be 
facilitated if some limited appellate informa
tion, particularly whether or not the case is 
appealed and to which higher court it is ap
pealed, is added to the original data base. The 
OBTS module has no appellate data elements, 
so there can be no tracking of defendants 
through the entire court system. 

5. Authorized Judgeships - The actual number of 
assigned, available judicial positions in a par
ticular jurisdiction; as compared to item 
No.2. 

6. Auxiliary Personnel - Persons other than the judge 
who may be involved in processing and de
ciding a case. 

7. Case Age - Measured from date the case is filed 
officially in court to the date of disposition. 

8. Case Title - The names of the first listed plaintiff 
and defendant. 

9. Case Trial Units ("CTU") - An alternative 
method of counting cases. It is an amalgam of 
arrests, indictTPnnts, counts and people dis
posed of as a single unit. 

10. Case Type - This category is going to require more 
definitional effort in the individual states. The 
major types of civil cases are broken down into 
more refined categories. The major categories 
should be reported. The more detailed cate
gories may be used for internal purposes if de
sired. 
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11. CCH - (Computerized Criminal History) - An 
automated inFormation system containing 
identification, arrest, disposition and correc
tional inFormation on persons arrested and 
finger-prin ted. 

12. CDS - (Comllrehensive Data System) - A multi
part funding program developed by LEAA to 
promote the state-level development of infor
mation systems dealing \vith offender identifi
cation, criminal history data and statistical 
analysis of the criminal justice process. 

13. Consolidated - The grouping of charges or cases 
together. 

14. Court Count Number - Court numbers begin with 
the number 01 for the first offense charged at 
the time of trial. Each count number serves to 
identify a set of data relating to one offense 
charged at the time Df arrest. See CCH defini
tions. 

IS. Court of General Jurisdiction - Those courts 
whose jurisdiction includes all civil and crim
inal business. Such courts may utilize dollar 
minimums in civil cases and penalty classifi
cation minimums in criminal cases. 

16. Court of Limited Jurisdiction - Those courts 
whose jurisdiction is restricted either by consti
tution, statute or procedure to specific types of 
judicial activity. Examples include juvenile 
courts, justice of the peace courts, civil courts 
with dollar limits, etc. 

17. Disposition - A term used to indicate that a de
cision has been reached about a civil case or 
criminal charge. Examples are: guilty plea, 
jury verdict and judgement. 

18. General Offense Character and Court Offense 
Classification - See CCH definitions. This inFor

mation will have to be recorded at each stage 
offenses are recorded. The FBI's Uniform Of
fense Codes should be used at the two-digit 
level if no detail is possible. 

19. Inactive Defendant - A defendant who is unavail
able to the court for processing, usually ou t on 
a warrant, in an institution, etc. 

20. Judge Days - The number of actual judgeships 



(item #2) times the number of days on which 
the judges sal. 

21. Lead Case - The surviving or major case resulting 
from consolidation. 

22. Motions - Motions are broken down generally into 
procedural motions and substantive motions. 
More definitional work needs to be done on 
the detailed breakdown of motion types. 

23. OBTS - (Offender Based Transaction Statistics) -
Part of the CDS program, OBTS is a method
ology to analyze the criminal justice process 
using the movement of individuals through 
the criminal justice system as the unit of 
measure. 

24. SAC - (Statistical Analysis Center) - A component 
of the CDS program, the SAC is intended to 
serve as a state-level focal poin t for statistical 
analysis of the criminal justice process. 
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25. Trial Commencement - Jury trials are defined as 
commenced when the panel is sworn for the 
case. Non-jury trials commence with the 
swearing of the first witness. 

26. Trial COml)letion - Trials are defined as completed 
when a verdict is reached, or a judge sitting 
without a jury makes a decision of guilt or 
innocence, including direction of verdict for 
defendant. If there is no decision on the 
merits, e.g., if the defendant pleads guilty 
during trial, then trial completion should not 
be reported although a disposition will be re
ported. 

27. Voir Dire Commencement - Voir Dire commences 
when the first juror is questioned. 

28. Uniform Offense Classification Categories - FBI 
system which categorized all significant crim
inal activities into a standard set of offense 
types. 
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PARTC 

GRANT AWARDS, 
EVALUATION AND MONITORING 

SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT 

Introduction 
In February 1974, at the third meeting of the State 

Judicial Information Systems Project Committee in 
San Francisco, California, the committee member~hir 
wa~ divided into threc ubcommittees. The Grant 
Awards, Evaluation and Monitoring Subcommittee 
was composed of five member~, none of whom 
represented states participating in the project, but all 
of whom had a background in judicial information 
system development. The broad chrtrge of the sub
committee was to review grant applications of the 
eleven states and to set up procedures for monitoring 
and evaluating the project~ in the states. This report 
narrates the approach taken by the subcommittee in its 
work from March 1974 to the present time. It also 
states some of the administrative difficulties en
countered by the subcommittee during attempt'; tel 
assist the states to procure LEAA funds and some 
general observations about the grant application 
process during Phase I of the SJIS Project. 

1. Preparation for Grant Application Review 
Early in the project, the subcommittee requested a 

one-pap/' summary from each of the states explaining 
their level of development in court management in
formation systems. The purpose of this request was to 
give the subcommittee members a general idea of the 
status of each of the states in terms of statewide in
formation systems development. 

The subcommittee next attempted to develop 
requirements for the grant application. These 
guidelines were broad enough to apply to all states, 
even though the subcommittee knew there v.;ould be 
great diversity among the various applications. The 
following is a list of requirements developed by the 
subcommittee and accepted by the Project Committee. 

1. Two of the stated goals of the project should be 
(a) to design and implement a statewide judi
cial information system to serve state courts ad
ministration, and (b) to design and implement 
the court segment of OBTS/CCH. Plans for im
plementation were to be detailed as to estimated 
dates, pilot sites and expected result, of initial 
testing. Testing in both an automated and a man
ual ellvironment was encouraged. 

2. An intention to utilize the work products of the 
Systems Design and Requirements Analysis Sub
committees should be indicated. This require-
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mep: was set to satbfy concerns that each partici. 
pating state benefit from the expertise of the 
members or the other SJ1S Project subcommit
tees and that no unnecessary duplication of 
effort 0CCurS. 

3 An intenti(1i1 to form an Advisorv Committee 
to ,upervise and review the proj~ct. The sub
committee members fclt th.Ht such a committee 
was e~'ential to guide the project, particularly in 
policy matters. The members also felt that each 
organization involved in the gathering of in
formation should be represented on the Advisory 
Committee. 

4. An indication of whether the courts would uti
lize a shared or dedicated computer. Since most 
of the states were utilizing a shared computer, 
the subcommittee, after reviewing the early grant 
applications, also requested that the grant indi
cate an awareness of potential problems of judi
cial involvement in a shared computer environ
ment. Guarantees of reasonable court priority in 
the processing of data and the preparation of re
ports was a major concern. The subcommittee 
recommended that a written commitment for 
such priority be obtained. The subcommittee 
also requested assurance that court personnel 
would have control over judicial information. 
While most information collected by courts is a 
matter of public record, the subcommittee mem
bers were concerned with safeguards employed 
to avoid automated manipulation of this infor
mation by perwns outside the court systl!m to 
the possible detriment of the courts. 

5. A detailed description of existing court facili
ties and staff to be used in the project. The sub
committee consistently urged the use of project 
funds to develop and/or expand in-house capa
bilitiy in systems development. 

6. A detailed budget to present a clear picture of 
exactly how money was to be spent. The sub
committee was particularly interested in detail re
garding consultants-that is, exactly what func
tions they would perform and what "deliver
abies" their services would provide. 

7. An intention to submit a GOf,:,;ied work plan '.vjth
in ninety days of the grant award. The sub
committee was sympathetic to the fact .that be
cause the goals of the project represented inno-



vution, they were difficult to detail at the begin
ning of the project. 

II. The Actual Review 
Tile grant application revie\\ procedure was as 

follow,: 
1. Each ,tate \\'a~ reljuested to mail a copy of the 

grant application to each subcommittee member 
at least one week in advance of the project meet
ing. Thb enabled the subcommittee to review the 
grant in detail prior to the meeting. 

2. At the subcommittee meeting the grant applica
tion was reviewed in the presence of the project 
qate representative. Some states also invited rep
resentatives of their state planning agencies and/ 
or LEA A regional repre~entati\'es to attend the 
review meeting. 

3. In some instances, the subcommittee imposed 
"conditiom" which it felt were necessary for 
acilievement of project goals. In some instances, 
it made "recommendations" which were not 
mandatory, but rather were intended to assist 
till' <;tates. In addition, two standard conditions 
\\ere impm,ed on all states: (a) necessity :or 
quarterly reporting and (b} requirement to sub
mit a detailed work plan within ninety day, of 
the grant award. 

4. If the 'llbcommittee generally approved the grant 
application and felt its conditions and recom
mendations were fairly simple, it would recom
mend that the full Project Committee approve 
the grant. Following that appro,:d, a letter was 
sent to the project state formali/ing the SJIS 
approval and presenting any recommendation' 
and conditions. 

5. If thc 'iubcol111l1ittee did not approve a grant 
application, the state was asked to modify por
tion, of it or to add any additional information 
the ,t!l1l'ommittee wanted. In this imtance, the 
,u bcorllmi t tee conducted a'l'cond review of the 
application at the ne.\t project meeting. 

III. ')osl-apprO\ al Aeti, it) 
\Iuch more time than wa., anticipated was spent 

dealing with problem, that arose in the states sub
sequent to ,u\1cotllminee approval of their ap
plications. Very often these problems arose because 
the applicant qates \\ere not informed of the grant ap
proval prnces\ and because the approving agencies hac! 
a different ,et or priorities than the applicant states 
(diseus,ed in more detail below). 

Between project meetings, qaff to the subcommittee 
was ill constant contact with state representati\'es and 
subcommittee members to coordinate resolution of the 
problems that had arisen. States that were having par
ticular problems with their SPA's, LEAA regions, or 
U:AA Washington were encouraged to contact the 
subcommit tee through staff for help in eliminating 
bottlenecks in the approval process. 
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The subcommittee worked often and effectively 
with Bill Herndon, LEAA Project Monitor. His con
stant availability by phone and his continued presence 
at the subcommittee meeting were of a valuable 
assistance in expediting the grant approval process. 

IV. The Grant Approval Process Arter SJIS Apprnval 
Initially, there was confusion about the path a grant 

application should follow to final approval after it had 
been approved by the Grant Awards, Evaluation and 
Monitoring Subcommittee. The procedure that was 
finally established in the summer of 1974 was: 

1. Submi<;sion of the application to the State Plan
ning Agency (SPA). 

2. Submission by the SPA to the appropriate LEAA 
Regional Office. 

3. Forwarding of the application by LEAA Region 
to LEAA Washington (Statistics Division) for 
final approval. 

It was originally anticipated that the applications of 
the states would be sumitted to the subcommittee from 
January to April 1974, that final approval of the 
grants would com.: ,hortly thereafter and that by mid-
1974 all of the states would be starting their projects. 
The delay in establishing the grant approval procedure 
seriously distorted this timetable. 

Further, the grant approval process itself turned out 
to be extremely time consuming. The waiting periods 
both in the state planning agency and in the federal ap
proval process resulted in additional delay'i both in the 
states' projects and in the national project. The on-site 
visit dates are now projected to commence in the fall 
of 1975 and continue through the summer of 197() 

SJIS GRANTS 

". Problems of the Multi-tiered Grant Approval 
Process 

At this point, it is appropriate to comment on the 
di fficulties involved in the step-by-step approval of 
these grants. These comments are intended to serve 
two purposes (a) to pinpoint causes of administrative 
delay and confusion, and (b) more importantly, to 
avoid these same problems during Phase" of the SJIS 
Project. 

The procedures dictated for final grant approval 
failed to consider several potential areas of 
disagreement among agencies: 

I. Many of the states had Comprehensive Data Sys
tems (CDS) Committees that were interested in 
having a voice in the approval of the SJIS grants, 
which represented to them the court component 
of such systems. 

2. These CDS organizations had, to date, received a 
majority of funds allocated within the state for 
systems development. Since mllch money had 
been invested in CDS, the administrators had a 
further interest in assuring that SJIS grants were 
consistent with their goals. 

I 

t -

STATE 

California 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Louisiana 

Massach usetts 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

New Jersey 

Oregon 

SJIS GRANTS 

SJIS 
APPROVAL 

3/74 

6/74 

5/74 

4/74 

5/74 

4/74 

7/74** 

4/74 

6/74 

10/74 

3/74 

*LEAA 
APPROVAL 

11/74 

None 

10/74 

11/74 

11/74 

1/75 

12/74 

10/74 

11/74 

5175 

8/74 

I 

FUNDS RECEIV'=D 
BY COURT 

None 

None 

3175 

1175 

1175 

2/1/75 

(pre-award 

costs to 7/74) 

2175 

None 

11/74 

None 

9/1/74 

WORK PLAN 
APPROVED 

BY SJIS 

2175 

None 

2/75 

6/75 

2/75 

2/75 

6/75 

4175 

11/74 

4/75 

11174 

* Approval by the State Planning Agency in each project State came within two months after SJ IS. 
Exceptions are: Florida (awaiting SPA approval since June 1974); Georgia (6 months); Missouri (3 
months). New Jersey had received SPA approval prior to its admission to the Project. 

* * Grant approval in two parts. 
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~. The '>tate rlannini! agencies within the project 
,tate, had a ,imilar interest in the rroject both 
became of their mual aprroval and becau,e of 
their ,upport of CDS development. 

4. The IEAA RegioJ1<; had an arproval function 
that involved cio'>e scrutiny of all CDS granh. 

The,e procedure'> arc normal and necessary for 
'>ystemutic di,tribution of federal funds within the 
,tate,. However, the SJIS rioject had two goal,>, only 
one of which (the OBTS/CCH Module) impacted CDS 
development. The other goal-a goal more important 
to the ,tate iudiciarie, involved in the project-was the 
develorment or 'ilatewide judicial information 
'>y,tem,. 

Di,agreement between the rarticipating states and 
these agencie'> a, to whether the courts could me CDS 
fund, mlely for their own informational needs was 
almmt inevitable. 

The subcommittee was, by its very con~titution, 
sympathetic to the goals of the courts. However, 
throui!hout the entire i!rant approval period the sub
committee wa,> uncertain as to what weight their ap
proval would carry in the event of a dbagreemenl. 

At ih .luly 1974 meeting, the' Project Committee 
adopted the follmving motion: 

Jj '/1ell ally other ?I,(?en(1' 111(lces conditions Oil 

{II II' of' Ihe grallts \l'llich //(/I'e gone throll(?h 
Ihe Grulll A Imrr/I, 1:'l'IIllIalion alld .\lollitoring 
SII/JCollllllill('e Ihal {Ire dialllelrim/(l' ofJIJ()sed 
10 the goals and condilions il'lfJOSer/ by the 
SII/Jcoll1l11illee, lI1embers Ivill meet with the 
limper persons {lnd agencies 10 discllss and 
negotiate the dz{rerences. 

ff no compromise can he reached, the P!'(~iecl 
COll1l11iltee, upon recommendation (~r the Suh
cOl71millee, will withdraw irs approval (~r the 
(/Ilplimtion and so notzf.v LEAk 

This motion was communicated to the Law En
f:orcement Assistance Administration by the SJIS 
l')rojecl Committee Chairman, Hon. Thomas .I. 
Stovall, .II'. No direct re~ponse to this motion was 
received until February 1975 when LEAA informed 
the Subcommittee that this was the proper role for the 
SJIS Committee. 

Even though some of the LEAA regional represen
tativ~s were present at one or more project committee 
meeting, the tendency of the regions to confuse these 
grants with other CDS grants continued. 

Phase II of the S.lIS Project will involve assessment 
of all eleven projects as well as review and approval of 
t he eleven stales' Phase II grant applications and work 
plans. I f anything was learned by this subcommittee in 
Phase I, it was that there II1I1S/ be mutual and complete 
understanding about the nature and purpose of this 
project among the following principals: 

(I) The S.ll S Project Committee 
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(2) LEAA Washington 
(3) The LEAA Regions 
(4) The State Planning Agencies 
(5) The CDS Committees Within Each State 
The subcommittee recognizes its obligation to work 

closely with the state planning agencies and LEAA 
regions to develop an assess men t plan for each project 
state. However, the legitimacy of the subcommittee 
for taking this initiative II1llst be established by LEAA. 

VI. Review of Workplans 
One of the conditions of grant approval was that the 

state submit a detailed work plan within ninety days of 
final grDnt approval. The subcommittee formulated 
and forwarded the following guidelines for a work plan 
to each participating state: 

Work Plan Guidelines 
Detail 

Identifv all of the activities needed to achieve ob
jectives and goals, describe them in detail, identify 
tasks necessary to attain a given objective, attach time 
schedules to each task, indicate person or persons 
responsible for each activity, and integrate all tasks in
to the total project plan. 

Use six headings to cover all anticipated project ac
tivity. 

I. Project Organization IV. Implementation 
II. Requirements Analysis V. Project Evaluation 

II l. Design Phase VI. Reporting Mechanisms 
Format 

The frequent use of charts is recommended in thf' 
work plan. Simple critical path charts allow the sub
committee to easily identiry the prerequisite activities 
for completion of a task or objective. Such charts are 
essential to assist the subcommittee in carrying out its 
monitoring functions. 
Flexibililv 

While time frames should'be specific, they should be 
flexible enough to permit revision during the course of 
the project. All deviations from the work plan should 
be clearly documented to facilitate evaluation. 
Grant Conditions and Recommendations 

All conditions and recommendations of the sub
committee imposed in individual grants should be 
specifically addressed in the work plan. The grant ap
plication itself and consideration of recommendations 
and conditions, together with the work plan should 
provide a good basis for evaluation. 
Reporting Mechanisms 

As a condition to obtaining approval of its grant, 
each state should report quarterly to the subcommittee 
on its progress. A final report will also be requested. 
This section of the work plan should delineate how 
and in what form these reports will be submitted. Suc
cesses and failures of the project should be documen
ted. This section may also be used to present suggested 
methods of evaluation. 
Planning jor Evaluation 

Each state should conspicuously indicate the best 
estimate possible of when it will be ready to receive 

subcommittee evaluators. Prior to onsite visits there 
will be some coordination to avoid duplication of 
evaluations by LEAA regional offices, state planning 
agencies and our subcommittee. 

The subcommittee used the same procedures to ap
prove workplans as it did to approve grant ap
plications. 

To date, ten work plans have been reviewed and ap
proved. The workplan for the Florida SJIS rroject has 
not yet been submitted. 

VII. Other Suhcommittee Activities 
1. Monitoring 

Recognizing the immense amount of reading re
quired of the members, the subcommittee 
assigned each member primary monitoring re
sponsibility for specific states. The primary mon
itor of each stall' is responsible ror reviewing the 
quarterly progress reports of his states. He is also 
the initial contact for any problems or questions 
relating to his state. 

The monitors are: California 
Idaho 

Florida 
Georgia 

New Jersey 
Oregon 

Gary Goff 

,~ Charles McCarty 

l Hon. T. John 
( Lesinski 

Missouri l I '11' W' b 
Massachusetts (p 11 Ip 111 erry 

Louisiana 
Minnesota 
Hawaii 

I 
\' Larry Polansky 
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2. Assessment 
The revised on-site asses~ment schedule will take 
place approximately one year later than origin
ally planned. A detailed assessment design is 
being prepared. During Phase 1, the subcom
mittee determined the following areas for assess
men l. 
.. Information Needs and Data Utilization 
.. Policy 
.. Data Processing 
• OBTS/CCH Module 
• Data Collection 

3. Observer States 
Early in the projed, LEAA expressed a willing
ne~s to finance the travel expense~ of one repre
sentative of selected states interested in attending 
SJlS Project Committee meetings as an ob~erver. 
The subcommittee developed selection criteria 
and then contacted the judiciaries of the thirty
nine non-participating states and extended invi
tations to observe Project Committee meeting~. 
It received requests from interested states and 
forwarded, through the Project Committee, its 
information to LEAA for action. 
The subcommittee put a very high premium on 

keeping its members as objective as possible in 
the work of the project to enable them to deal 
fairly with participating states. For this reason, 
the subcommittee members developed criteria 
for selecting observer states but did not recom
mend which states should be selected. 

Likewise, the subcommittee members rejected 
the suggestion that they might somehow become 
involved in recommending to the Project com
mittee the name of the state to replace Illinois 
when it withdrew from the project. 
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