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INTRODUCTION

In September 1977 the Governor's Justice Commission for the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania engaged the services of the Nationaivcénter for State
Courts for a final evaluation of the Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary
Court Project. This projectf(hereinaffer referred to simply as ECP)
begun in 1974, was ihtended as é comprehenéiye three—year_effort to achieve
for Philadelphia the status of a "Model Standards and Goals City" for the
Uhited States. The "standards and goals" under consideration were to be thdse
promuigated in 1973 by the Natioha] Aavisory Comm}ssion on Criminal Justice
‘Standards and ‘Goals (N‘AC).1 |

The NAC standards have served as the starting point for this evaluation.
The evaluation team sought to detegﬁine the extent to which relevant NAC stan-
dards were achieved in Philadelphia through ECP. Another source of evaluative
criteria were the grant application documents2 by which Philadelphia sought
federal funding assistance from the U.S. Department qf Justice, Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA). These doéhments set forth not only

the NAC standards considered significant to the varijous subprojects within

ECP, but aTso the objectives and anticipated results or benefits to be échieved‘

<1The~NAC standards and goals, as well as related materials, were organized
in several volumes. Those most relevant to ECP relate to courts and corrections,
which are cited in this report as NAC, Courts (or simply Courts) and NAC, Corrections
(or simply Corrections). .

: 2Phi1ade1phia»Court of Common Pleas, Philadelphia Standards and Goals Ex-
‘emplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Bpplication (June 3, 1974) (cited here-
after as ECP Phase I Grant-Application); Philadeliphia Standards and Goals Ex-

~emplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application (July 1, 1976) (rejected by
~ LEAA, cited hereafter as ECP Phase II Grant Application.(Draft)); and Philadel-
- phia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application
- {September 27, 1976) (approved by LEAA, cited hereafter as ECP Phase Il Gran.
. Application). R . o ‘ o '
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by the subprojects. A final source of eva]uat1ve measures was the body of

scholarly and professional 1iterature address1ng topic areas in which ECP

subprojects operated., The eva]uation,feported here thus sought to meaSUre

ECP wite reference to national standards, by tHe criteria set out for ECP,

by its own leadership, and by criteria set forth by knowledgeable eommentate?k.
The evaluation process itse]fﬁwasfcarried out between October 1977 and.

February 1978'.3 After preparatory review of 1iterature‘app1icab1e to ECP, the

evaluators conducted interviews in PhiTadeiphia with thosa involved in ECP and

collected reports and other documents about actiyities in the overall project

and its coﬁstituent elements. In November and December, preliminary evalu-

ation drafts were written for consideration in follow-up inferviews in early
1978. Final evaluation drafts were then completed and submitted for review
before the final report was comS]eted

In genera] the chapters of thws report are all organ1zed in the same

fashion: after a brief introduction to the subaect matter of the ECP subprOJect

being discussed, there follows a summary of its history and preser+ state Then o

evaluative comments are offered. Varying somewhat from this format are the
chapters on the Philadelphia Justice Informat1on System (PJIS) and the District .
Attorney's Management Information System (DAMIS), about'which the evaluators
were requested, in add1t1on to making eva]uat1ve comments, to suggest options

for the future

=

3A]*hough the ECP grant was extended into 1978 to accomodate this. evalu-
ation, all other ECP activities were comp]eted in September 1977 Lo :
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GENERAL SOURCE DOCUMENTS

During the course of this evaluation, a number of published and un-
published documents have been réviewed. Many of these relate to specific sub-
projects, and they are consequently listed in the body of tﬁis report after
the evaluations of each subproject. But some materials are of significance
- to all of the‘subprojects, and they are cited throughout the report. They
are: ‘ |
Howard, Lorraine M., et al., "Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary

Court Project (E.C.P.)(75-DF-03-0003): Refunding Evaluation Report"
(March 22, 1976). ;

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Correct1ons
(1973) (cited in text as NAC, Corrections, or as Corrections).

» Courts (1973) (cited in text as NAC, Courts, or as Courts).

Phitadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Exemplary Court Project, Management and
Evaluation Unit, "ExCePtions. Newsléetter of the Philadelphia Court of
Common Pleas Standards and Goals Exemplary Court PrOJect" (volumes I and
II, March 1976-June 1977).

, Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Dis-
3¥\ ~cretionary Grant Application (September 27, 1976) (cited in text as ECP
. Phase II Grant Application).

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, "National Standards and Goals Exemplary
Court Project" (undated; submitted October, 1977, after completion of
ECP-operations, in satisfaction of "Condition 8" imposed by LEAA in
grant negotiations; consequently, it is cited in the text as the "Con-
dition 8" Document).

. Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Dis-
cretionary Grant Application (Jdune 3, 1974) (cited in text as ECP Phase
I Grant App]1catvon)

o ,KPh11ade1ph1a Standards and Goals Exemp1ary Court Proaect Dis-
~ cretionalty Grant Application (July 1, 1976) (rejected by LEAA; cited in
 text as ECP Phase II Grant App]ication (Draft)).
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

Development and implementation of the Philadelphia Exemplary Court
Project (ECP)} was unguestionably a bold effort by a court system that has
gone much further than most toward facing and trying to solve the criminal
justice problems of Tate twentjeth—century America. Philadelphia's willing-
ness to become a "laboratory" for operational experimentation with new approaches
is sureiy a testament to the couﬁgge of the political and judicial ieadership
of Phi]ade]phia'and of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. That willingness has
resulted in what may be some very important "]essons learned," not on]y for |
Philadelphia and Pennsylvania, but for court ‘systems throughout the countrv
For ECP did not ach1eve the ends set out for 1t. |
Cons1derat1ons external to the actual operation of ECP had a severe im-

pact on the outcome of the proaect Perhaps the most cruc1a1 of these was a
| drast1c cutback in the federal funding aSsistance upon wnich ECP implementation
was predicated. Whgh thé first ECP grant application was submitted in 1974,
the project's thréé-year budget was projected at a total of over $8 million
(see below Exhibit 1);4 But with delays in‘completion of Phase 1 of ECP and

a changeover in LEAA 1eadership, continuation funding for ECP Phase II was
‘sharply reduced® and funding for Phase ITI eliminated altogether The result
was a total ECP budget less than half that or1gxna]]y contemp1ated as Exh1b1t
2 shows.  No ECP subproject esc;ped the effect of the budget reduction, and

some subprojects were“discontinued.

“See ECP Phase 1 Grant Application. |

5Compare the total budgets for ECP Phase II set out In ECP Phase IT Grant
App11catzon (Drnft) {rejected by LEAA) and ECP Phase II Grant Application (approved
by LEAA for much less money) : BT e '




Exhibit 1 Projected Allocation of ECP Three-Year Budget Among Subprojects,
~ According to Phase I Grant Application®
(Progected Total Budget: $8,878,161)**

Calendar1na Conflict~Free |
Scheduling (one year only):
$50,000

,DAMIS::
$319,586

PJIS:" $2,743,324

Pretrial Investiga-
tion and Warrant

Service Unit:
$953,687

Project Intercept:
$1,496,296

Management and Evaluation:
$1,126,620

Sentencing
Consistency,
Presentence
Study: :
$1,010,933

- Court A
Microfilming:
$289,28]1 ***

~Witness Utilization:

; $357,331 o

CVS: $209,661 ~ )
: Court Report1ng,

Voice Writing: $321 442

* Source ECP Phase I Grant Application, pP VI-XI. \~
** This total includes fringe benefits, indirect costs, and non- federa] match
© %% This subproject was dropped from the grant application before ECP began.

¢
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aCVS:q$113,369

upon Approval of Phase II Grant Application
(Total Budget: $3,526,828)**

Exhibit 2 Projected Allocation of ECP Three-Year Budget Among Subprojects

Ca]endaring; Conflict-Free
Scheduling (Phase I only):
) $50,000

. DAMIS:
$169,580

PJIS: $1,062,468

Pretrial Investigation
and Warran® Service
CUnit: $319,094

Project Intercept:

 Management and Evaluation:
, $616,127

$682,149

He

Witness
©Utilization:
$164,762

G Court Reporting,
Sentencing Consistency, Voice Writing:

Presentence Study: $93,973 ; o $117,633

———.

* SOurces:‘ECP,Phase I Grant Application and ECP Phase II Grant Application.
* This total includes fringe benefits, indirect costs, and non-federal match;
1t‘does%not'include a’budgetfa1TOCationifor expansion of court microfilming.

R
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© Further problems came about because ECP began to build staff by hiring
new people just as Philadelphia and ifs Jjustice elements were coming to terms
with the Tetter and spirit of equal employment opportunity (EEQ) 1egis1ation.'
A number of new staff members had been preliminarily approved for employment
under ECP, but they had to re-apply or delay assumption of ECP positions,
" when pressure for EEQ comp11ance led to a time- consum1ng reformulation of
emp1oyment screening procedures. While this change undoubtedly helped reduce
hiring inequities in the justice community, its effect on ECP was to delay
completion of Phase I from 1975 to 1976. Many ECP positions were sti11 un-
filled by 1976; and when LEAA Phase II funding was reduced a number of the
unfilled positions were s1mp1y dropped.

ECP included several subprojects, some of which were not addressed in the
evaluation reported here. The subprojects not eveluafed for this report were
(a) ca1endaring: conflict-free scheduling; (b) court,ﬁicrofilming; (c) sen-
tencing consistency; and (d) computer—aided tfanscription..

The centerpiece, of course, of the ECP was the Philadelphia Justice In-
formation System (PJIS). Envisioned as a means to provide a comprehensive data‘
base for processing criminal cases, incorporating input’from 1aw enforcement
agenc1es, prosecutors and the courts, PJIS was to be the heart of an 1ntegraued
criminal justice system. PJIS is now inoperative. Mits present state is in
part the consequence of considerab?e public disageeement and debate about the
confidentiality of public records\1n large data systems, a major social problem ‘
yet to be resolved in our count y Moreover, PJIS was to be the prwmaryyveh1c1e -
for including such separate apd semi—autonomoﬁe public entities as law enforce-
- ment agencies, the district attorney's office, and the'Epurts‘inra~thorough1y

~integrated operating system; but PJIS and the systems appkoach_fell vf%tjm,

3 o
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to the realities of different (dnd sometimes conflicting) organizational
processes wifhin each entity. Furthermore, it is questionable whether there
ever was adequate forecasting of the costs to be borne or the amount and
timing of benefits to be received when and if PJIS became fully operatioha1.
These matters raise’serious issues about the utility of 13?98; centralized
data systems even for high-volume metropolitan areas. Small computers or

lower-level information processing technology may be more reasonable for

| managing criminal justice data needs in the future.

While PJIS was clearly the most expensive and controversial element of =
ECP, efforts were also undertaken in several other ECP areas. Closely related
to PJIS was the District Attorney's Management Information System (DAMIS)."The
absence of any central authority to guide day-to-day operations and ]imited
personnel resources exacerbated problems for DAMIS arising from the failqre |
of PJIS. As a consequence, DAMIS is only marginally operationa] at |
present. U

Project Intercept represented an effort to improve diversion services,

- and it succeeded in bringing Philadeiphia into substantial accord with NAC

diversion standards. Research conducted under‘Project Intereept concluded
that diversion, with or without-social services, is more economica] than the full
traditional criminal justice process. '

) Tﬁe witness uti]ization'program had three components: a telephone a]ertv
system, a Qitness assembly room, and a bilingual coert information system.
These components helped make the justice process more responsive to the needs
of citizens, although no rigorous effort was'made to provide reliable data on

which to base a firm judgment of the program's impact.




The presentence study carried out under ECP was intended as a means
to improve the management of presentence report preparation. But, hampered
by the sharp cutback in federal funding (compare funding for this project as
shown 1n Exhibits 1 &nd 2 above) and by hiring delays, the study had pely
Timited results, of little replicability.

To expand involvement of citizen volunteers in the justice process, the
Court VoTunteer Services program was funded under ECP as a continuation of
the Philadelphia adult probation department's former community resource and
volunteer unit. The program did indeed engage a large number of volunteer
aides, although data were insufficient to demonstrate any conclusive impact
in areas of volunteer involvement. |

The voice writing implementation program, conceived as a means tb explore
the feasibility of voice writing as a technological alternative to stenotype
court reporting, was discontinued after Phase I of ECP. Yet twovoice Writers
trained in four months under the program have qualified as court reporters in
Philadelphia and joined the court system's reporting staff, indicating that
. voice writers can be trained in far less time than is required for étehotypists
(24 months) to become competent fer'courf‘reporting. | ‘

| Management and evaluation of ECP and the opera?ibn of a.management, eValu-r

atijon and planning unit is the last element of ECP evaluated here.' In the face
of the sharp cutback in federal funding, hiring difficulties associated with EEQ
, requirements, and the prob]emsffaced by PJIS, the ECP Coordihator was faced with
~ such problems external to the day-to-day operation of the project that he,waé‘ |
Qnab]e to give comp]ete attention to managing the‘re}aticns among subprojects
and to idehtifyfhg all the areas that might be improved through research by the
management, evaluation and planning unit. The unit never,achieved‘suffic{ent'in-
fTuence among the ECP subproject leaders to play an effective’ménagementgahd '

~ planning rqle, ' ; g » - L S




In conclusion, ECP achieved no better than mixéd results. The failure of
PJIS, its key subproject, to become operational should offer significant Tessons
about the utility of large, cenfra]izéd‘data systems for metropolitan criminal
justice. If for no othef reason, the resu]ts of ECP are a substantial contri-
bution in our country's efforts to improve its criminal justice administra-

tion, despite the project's disappointing outcore.
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PHILADELPHIA JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM (PJIS)

The Tife of a large project seldom follows a course suggested by
textbooks, as. unforeseen events almost always require changes in plans.
The Philadelphia Justice Information System (PJIS) project, an effort to
centralize and computerizé the‘récords of Philadelphia criminal justice
community, however, encountered more than the normal share of unforeseen
events. Federal funding was cut back substantially at midpoint, a thorny
privacy problem required resolution, and IBM's participation in the prdject
became controversial. As these events had a substantial impact on the pro-
ject, theykdictated a change ih our evaluation. Expectiné to find an on-
going computer 1mpiementation, the National Center planned to assess such
- areas as the efficiency of various subsystems, the success in meeting
schedules, the quality of the documentation, etc. Faced with the'fact
that the implementation effoft had been largely abandoned, the National
Center changed the focus of its assessment to attempt to determine why the
project had reached its present state. ' '
Before this subject is dealt with, a number of additional considera-

tions are worth pointing‘out. Philadelphia has long been considered a
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leader in the application of computer concepts to court problems. The
Court of Common Pleas has been a pioneer in the introduction and use of
ﬁany computer techniques, which are now being emulated by other courts,
Building on this base, tﬁe court and other members of Philadelphia's criminal
.jﬁstice community préceeded on an even more ambitious course of action: the
design and implementation of the most modern criminal justice computer system
in‘fhe nation--PJIS. This type of effort is seldom easy, fqr the pionéef al-
most always confronts the difficult and sometimes intractable problems first.
A fipal consideration should be borne in mind. During the planning
stages of the project in the early 1970's, Law Enforcement AdminiStration
Assistance (LEAA) funds seemed inexhaustib]e. Crime was on the mind of a
great many-Americans and LEAA, given enoggh resources, was going to reduce
its incidence. Of course, the financial pict&re at LEAA has changéd con-
siderably since then, with the agency now facing cuts every year and
passing the cuts along to the recipients of its funds. But few

were prescient enough to foresee these developments in the early 1970's.

1. History and Present-State of PJIS

‘that is PJIS?

As conceived by its architects, PJIS was to be a large computer—ﬁased in~

Tormat1on system, outfitted with upwards of 100 CRT and typewr1ter terminals,

1ocated strategically throughout the off1ces of the po11ce, courts, correctvnhs

and other members of the criminal Just1ce commun1ty The. 1ntent was to nouse

't1t1es ofrgovernment, The ratwona]e 1s str1P1ngsy s1mp1e S1nce these govern-'

i - PPN RSO
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'funder'one centralized computer roof‘much of the 1nformat1on used. by these en-u"i

7



bt e g, e -

i s i

B NSNS
¥

A e b Rt e oAl AR B o Sort ST o e € e e Ak P kot ity o B

A

ment units maintain many records which contain similar information (eg., name-
and other information about criminal defendants), recordkeeping is rendersd more

afficient by consolidating and centralizing the information in the computer. The

" real prize though, is more timely informatidn which can be used to control

criminal matters as they move through the justice process. System

users would be able, among other things, to determine instantly, through the

use of one of the terminals, whether an individual were on trial, in jail,

etc. , and to be informed through printouts of number and frequency of court

cases, police arrests and other administrative and statistical informaticn.

History
Among the first courts to automate, the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas

and Municipal Court developed in the 1960's- an elaborate computer-based information

system. Its features include some 50 terminals and the ability to produce

attorney and case schedules, dockets and all sorts of appearance notices. It

‘was quite successful, so much so that many court officials. from throughout

the country have traveled to Ph11ade1ph1a to view its operation.

Building on th1s success, court officials and off1c1a]s from other cr1n1na1

Justlce units formulated a more amb1t1ous plan and ‘entered 1nto an agreement

i

in 1971 with 1BM to help consummate it. IBM was asked to 1uent1fy major

sgoi]s*of the criminal justice community, to study and evaluate the current

~ system with an eye to integrating it into a more comprehensive justice in=

fOrmation system, and to design detailed specifications for the compre-

hensive system 6 This work was ‘completed ‘“g0974 Parai]é]ing this work

N

fwas a related but more pract1ca1 effort by COJINT (Combined Justice Infdrmation

5 .
The value of the work has been piit at 500,00 I
fee for this service. P $ 05 IgM CharQEd no-.

.10,
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_Nétwork Over Terminals), which concentrated oe.the development and implementa-
tion of an automated prison inventory system and a termfna]—oriented police
booking system {On- L1ne Booking).

With the comp]et1on of the I1BM study and the tmpetus of COJINT work the
Fourt of Common Pleas soughtLEAA funding for an all-embracing automated
rr1m1na1 justice information system, PJIS, as well as for other projects.

The entire package was called the Exemplary Court Proaeet.(ECP).. In 1974,

LEAA approved the request, allocating $608,000 of the fifst—yeer funds to PJIS.
Hiring staff turned out to be the PJIS's first problem. The court's per-

sonnel department had to recruit and test abp]icants in compliance with &€qual
employment opportunity (EEQ) guidelines. While the department had done this
previoUs]y for individual applicants, it was the first time the department had
to apply the guidelines to the hiring of 20-30 professional personnel (e.g.,
planners, computer programmers, etc.) The process was quite Tengthy. A change
in court leadership also delayed the appointment of a number of individuals.

The last appointments were not made until 1976.

During the first phase of PJIS, confidenttality became an important
issue. At the outset of the project, PJIS officials published a set
of guidelines on confidentiality. The Regional Planning Council of the
Governor's Justice'Cemmission took an active interest in this issue:as we]L
aPDointtng in 1974 a committee of Phi]adé]phians to.developiéhother'set,oftcoh;
fidentiality guide]ines specifica1]y for the PJIS preject. At the same~time;;'
the Commonwealth of Pennsy!van1a was deve]op1ng its own set of conf1dent1a11tv

qu1de1|nes PJIS was at the center of this uct1v1ty

In deve10p1n§ its auidelines, the Reg1ona1 PTann1ng Council's Comm1ttee
faced the difficult task'of>br1ng1ng together d1verse‘and.1n many ways cpnfl1ctf
ing sets of interests;w'SOme‘pressed for an efficient criminal jﬂstice |

11
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'process; others argued against the trend toward centralized government

pbwer'through the establishment of centralized data banks; the concern of
others was privacy for all citizens; the press wanted virtually unlimited

access to information on criminal cases. Public hearings were the

~focal point for this debate. From all reports, emotions ran high at the

hearings, with most Voicing their beliefs vigorously and some leveling
serious accusations at particieants in the project.

‘Another issue surfaced at the hearings: IBM participatioh in the project.
Some argued that because IBM drew up the specifications for the system, the
company shou1d not be allowed to bid for the computer system. Some members
of the black community maintained that IBM's operation of plants in South
Africa shoh]d disqualify the firm from participation in the project.

In April, 1976, almost two years after PJIS startup,>the Regional
Planning Counci]'s Committee issued jts guidelines; called the Philadelphia

Plan. In essence, the guidelines say that all PJIS records are open to

public inspection.

) though the guide1ines were to have no effect on the design of PJIS, their

cons1derat1on delayed the progress of the project because the design

could not be considered final until the gu14e]1nes were jssued. Hence, suner-

imposed on the delay caused by the’ lengthy hiring process was another delayv

' "esu1t1ng 1arge1y from the deve1oument of confidentiality guwde11nes The net -
effect of this was tha+ the work of the first nhase of the project, schedu1ed

to be comp]eted in one year was stretched over a two-year period.

Notwithstanding these d1ff1cu1t1es,fprogress was made dur1ng this phase

ponent of PJIS was: mod1f1ed tested and became operat1ona1 1n 1975. PJIS

staff preparedya’Request for Informat1on (RFI) on’ computer hardware which was
12
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released to vendors. On the basis of the responses, a Request for Proposal
-(RFP) was drafted and prepared for distribution, buf other events intervened.

As the first phase of the Exemplary Court Project drew to a close in the
summer of 1976, staff submitted an app]ieation for continuation funding to
LEAA. Then, 1ightning struck in the forn of word from LEAA that the project
would not be funded at all or, if the project were funded, it would be at a sharply
reduced level. The exemplary pnoject’s eroposed budget of eome $3,000,000 was cut
to roughly $1,000,000, with the PJIS budget moving from $800,000 to $410,000. The
reductions demanded drastic changes in plans. Five of the twenty members of |
PJIS staff were laid off; the acquisition of the envisioned Targe computer
system Was no Tonger possibfe.

Many members of’staff interpreted the cut as a precursor‘of the terminatfon of
the project and began to seek new empToyment. During the past year, all hut six
of the PJIS staff have reswgned the ba]ance haVe been transferred to the court's
data process1ng department.

Sights were set lower. Because of the unavailability of new computer

hardware, it was decided to purchase additional memory for the existing court

computer toaccommodate PJIS programming work. Even this minOr_step~was'a problém,
The addition had to come from the original computerfsupp1ier, which happened
to be IBM. But since IBM was at the center of the conflici of 1nteres; debates,
the sole source -contract was ques;1oned. Eventually, however, the‘extra mEmoTy

was acquired. In May 1977, a PJIS application called Automated Municipel cnﬁrt .
(MC) Transcr1pts, whwrh among other things makes information eéptured by ihe oﬁ-
Line Book1ng system ava11ab]e to the next step 1n the criminal JUStTue process. tﬁf
assignment proceed1ngs was compTeted In the autumn of 1977 howevex. thc pnllCQ
decided to d1scont1nue the operat1ons of the On= Line Book1ng system, an. actlo“

: id
-wh1ch places the workab1]1ty of Automated‘MC Transcrwpgs in questxon

1
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State of PJIS 3

Few hard accomplishments were realized. The original PJIS design re-
mains, but it is unlikely that the design will be put to use because funds
are unavailable for the computer. A scaled-down design wi th the District
Attorney's Management Information System (DAMIS) at its core is avail-
able, but DAMIS itself is in trouble (See evaluation of DAMIS below).

A soiid accompl’ hment of the pkoject, On-Line Booking, has been discontinued.

Almost all of the original PJIS staff have resigned. Most court officials

with-whom the evaluators spoke thought PJIS was dead. The evaluators ag%ee.

I1. Commentary

PJIS was affected by many factors, many of which were interrelated. For

instance, the delays resuTtihg from the confidentialiﬁy hearings may have

affected LEAA's decision to cut back funding. For purposes of this section,

factors judged significant are considered individually. With this approach

there is afrisk that inadequate attention will be given to the interplay of

" various factors. thhwithstanding this Timitation, the evaluators believe

it is more profitable to isolate and discuss individual issues.

Financial Aspecﬁ of PJIS

IBM made tne econcnxc case For PJIS-in 1ts ]974 report on the system 7
The benefit or revenue side of the analysis keyed on.two important points.
The system would (1"effect a 15% redUction in continuances, yie]ding a

$1 100, OOO per year savings to the Ph11ade1ph1a criminal Just1ce communrty

“and (2) make poss1b]e product1thy increases, y1e1d1ng another $1, 500 OOO

in year]y savings. A1l together, the system would prodUre saV1ngs of

u$2,6003000 year1y;

IBM Gorporation, “Philadelphia Informat1on System. IBM/CJAC Phase Ir

"uOTﬁt Study Yol. I - Execut1ve Overview" (1974).
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Ex%ibit 3a shows expected costs for the system. The two estimates shown,
IBM's and the National Center's, are ‘different but cons:stent IBM estlmates
were for a 1arger overall system than was called for in the aborted RFP for
PJIS. In any case, they both reflect the magnitude of the expected costs, about
2 million dollars per year.

Exhibit 4 compares the National Center's estimates of system costs and

_monetary benefits. It is quite evident that even if all the PJIS's projected

benefits were realized, PJIS would have required a sighificant amount of fund-
ing other than from LEAA, probably from}the City of Phi]adelphié, before it
reached a breakeven point. That amount is estimated to be about $3,000,000.
This is probably a conservative estimate, as the Tlikelihood of full reaTizatfoh of
the benefits can be questioned as well. Most of the saVings would have come
from thé transfer of clerical functidns to the computer. This almost never
happens in the courts, especially in large metropolitan courts, because of thé
intense pressure to maintain and increase staff. |

PJIS was crippled by. the LEAA cutback in funds. In light of the cufback
and the confidentiality and conf]fét of interests debates, judicial leaders

decided not to seek additional funds either from LEAA or from the City'of

‘Philadeliphia. While the LEAA cutback influenced this decision, a similar

decisioh would have had to be made tWo years hence, even héd LEAA fully funded

the Exemplary Court Project While city officials voiced support for the

‘project; it is not clear that they were informed of the magnitude of the

support required. 8

‘8See“Exhibits 1 and 2 and discussion in Appendix.

: 15
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Exhibit 3a  Expected Costs of PJIS (in 000s of dollars)

14 |
IBM Natijonal
Center
Estimate _ -
i 7
i 7 /
7 %
7Y
7 |7
7 /]
-
i Z
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
1974
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
1BM High 309 941 1,775 1,943 2,530
Low 270 679 1,358 1,859 2,236
National
Center : :
Estimate * 516 810 946 1,571 - 1,571

* See Exhibit 3b for the derivation of these costs. The National Center

and IBM estimates, while different, are consistent: IBM estimates were

for a larger overall system. The difference in the costs shown here is
explained by the fact that the IBM cost was formulated in 1974 in the
IBM/CJAC Phase III Joint Study, The National Center estimate, on the
other hand, is based on the RFP constructed by PJIS staff in 1976 fol-
towing further refinement of system needs.

16




Exhibit 3b Natfonal Center Detailed Estimate of PJIS Expected Costs

1977 - 1978 1979

CPU (1) ‘ 300,000 + 300,000 300,000
CPU (2) » ‘ 300,000 300,000
Disc
Storage-
1,600,000,000

characters - 30,000 80,000 80,000
Teleprocessing

equipment

Interim Step
: CRT 100 120,000
Terminal Printers 29 30,000
Remote Printers 7 15,000

Full Capacity

CRT 184 220,000 220,600

Terminal Printers 102 120,000 - 120,000
Remote Printers . 7 15,000 15,000
Controller | 15,000 25,000 25,000
Tape Drives 50,000 100,000 100,000
Line Printers 1,000 1,000 1,000
Software - 30,000 50,000 50,000
Personnel , 350,000 ' 350,000 - 350,000
Miscellaneous 5,000 10,000 10,000

946,000 1,571,000 1,671,000
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Exhibit 4 A Comparison of PJIS Costs and Expected EConomic Benefits

Cost
$4,000,000 F_-

Expected - ”
System ,
= Benefits* -
$2,000,006 }.q \ SRS 1
Alternate source Breakeven" pointix ~
of funding required Rad
. i . i A ) L4
. . / L AT
. "‘
| 5 6 7 8
- PJIS: Ygars of Existence }7  R: B
* Benefits as shown are calculated as such: 5% the first year of operation; 15% the secand year;
'35% the third year; 65% the fourth year; and 100% the fifth year. S ” '
\ *k

‘A later significant point is that at which savin
‘installation and operation costs., ,
point because it would be calculated largely on

g effected by the system wo
It is probably unwise to attempt a portr

uld exceed the development,
ayal of this "

' ’ 'cost recovery"
personnel cost savings which may not be

realized.
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In view of this experience, it is recommended that a more detailed cost-

benefit projection be made before any future federally funded project of such

magnitude is undertaken.? Ideally, both the cost and benefits should be inte-

. grated ‘into budget projections. Failing that, a more informal but detailed

analysis should be executed.

Confidentiality and Privacy

. The debate over the confidentiality guidg]ines was hard on some of the
pa;ticipants. Some thought that giving testimopy was akin to facing a police
interrogation. Opinions were voiced with fervot, whjch were interpretéd as
insults by some. Because of this dabate, PJIS was delayed.

The Regional Planning Council Committee's guidelines state that any

-~ nformation captured by the computer is available to the pub]ic.lo The

guidelines are intended to mitigate the possibility of extensive dossiers

being compiled on the accused, for the capture of such information (even thét
which is accurate and relevant) is likely to stir public indignation in some
quarters. This may in turn stimulate further pub]ic débate. Also, because

the guidelines do not stipulate any computer hardware or software modifications,
they virtualiy eliminate the possibility of a continuing battle over the ade-

quacy of the protection and access to information captured by computers.' The

- issues of confidentiality in public information systems -is now the sdbject of

nationwide discussion and efforts to deal with it are in their early stages.
By the formd]ation of its policy in public debate, the committee has chosen

one path, whichiS\Northy of trial and further‘examinati§nl

For those interested in a recent source on this subject, see Anthony{R..
and Herzlinger R. Management Control of NonProfit Organizations (Richard irwin,
Homewood, I1linois, 1975). ‘

10ni1e the Council has issued guidelines, other government efforts are
expected to continue work in this avea; at present, the;Pennsy]van1a Leg1s1ature
is considering the.establishment of $imilar guidelines :in thg same area. ~
- >, . : - c 19 " ) : T
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AS the public is increasfng1y aware and concerned with the effect of
scientific research and technology on the environment and the quality of
1ife, confrontations 1iké the one over confidentia]ity guidelines may
occur more frequently in the future. Citing massive problems as to
proper use of our work force:; our waterways; our air; our energy; our tech-

nology, Willis Harman in the Incomplete Guide to the Future states that the

ultimate challenge facing man tbday can be summed up as follows:1l

Now that man has developed consummate skill in

- technology~--the art of how to do things--can he
develop equal ability to choose wisely which
things are worth doing? This question places us
face-to-face with another diiemma. How can we
exercise needed societal control over technology ..
without sacrificing individual liberty?

Harmon goes on to recommend that large scale technological projects which will
have significant impact on the American public -- among which would be a com-
puter-based criminal justice information system -~ should be‘reviewedfformally.

to determine the implications for society (such analysis is referred to as

| technology assessment).l2 These reviews will be long, trying and costly, but

 the stakes are sufficiently high to warrant the effort.

IBM's Role in PJIS

By accepting IBM's offer to conduct the gtudy preceding PJIS, the

crimina] Justice community by and large guaranteed itself two things. ’
. A {

First, the job would be first rate. IBM's staff is among‘the most tom-' “

petent in industry. Second, the results would reflect IBM's philosophy toward

information systems: the use of large scale computers. This is so, not because

~Willis Harman,  An Incomplete Guide to the Future (The Portable Stanford,
Stanford, California, 1976). N R o ) .
12 , . ,
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of any nefarious design, but simply because "IBMers". are trained in the use and

implementation of Tlarge scale systems. While IBM does market some small com-

puters, its corporate focus is on the large computer area. One expert be-
Tieves IBM's presence in the computer industry (it sells about 80% of the large
computer systems) makes possible a corporate strategy of trying to control the
shape of computer technology so as to make the market hospitable to large
computers.13 ' 4

" During the confidentia}ity hearings, members of the black community ques-
tioned IBM's participation in PJIS because of its ownership of production
facilities in South Africa. That an international matter became a local isSue
is not new to American poTitics.14 The charge against IBM delayed the progress
of PJIS, but is one of the iésues which may have to be faced in the implementa-
tion of any large controversfa] public project. ‘

The Discontinuation of the On-Line Booking System

Inherited from another project, the On-Line Booking’System was modi-
fied and brought on 1ine by the PJIS staff. As such it represents one of the
project's solid accomplishments. In autumn 1977 the po]ice'discontipued“
support of the system, and its operation was terminated. While the police de-
cision was no doubt based in part bn the tehfativeness of PJIS, their defection
is a reminder that the criminal justice community is comprised of a
number of different government units -- police, courtg, prosecutor's office,
probation, etc. -- and that the withdrawal of any one of these units from a

comprehensive system severely 1imits its effectiveness.

13P1anning Seminar, John F. Lockhart, Senior Lecturer of Management, Sloan

'School, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, attended by William Popp, Senior

Staff Associate of National Center, June, 1976.

i 145t the time of Irish dominance of Tammany Hall in the late 1800's poli-
ticians often ran against the King or Queen of England. In the 1977 campaign

~for the mayoralty of New York City, a city which faces serious internal prob]ems;

a good deal of the campaign rhetoric concerned itself in Middle East issues.

21
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The Use of the Phrase "Criminal Justice System"

Journalists, court and pclice officials.as well as federal planners,

all use the term criminal justice system to denote the activities of the govern—'

ment units concerned with the processing of those accused of crime. The im-
plications of the use of that term are enormous. It has spurred a multitude

of efforts to bring this work together. LEAA's entire comprehensive system

policy is based on this term. Many observers of this activity see something quite

different and paradoxical: a loose confederacy of government units, often-
times with conflicting goaTs, go{ng‘about their work in pretty much the manner
they see fit. , |

One problem with the "system” approach is posed by the separation-of-
powers concépt central to our philosophy of government. Furthermore, the interac-
tion of police, prosecutors and courts through an LEAA-funded information system
invoTves.relations across federal, stateand local levels of QOQernment. The
differences jn roles and responsibilities thus arising do not promote treatmentw
of the criminal justice system as a unity.

These obsérvations bring to mind a number of questions,” In the face of
conflicting goals within the criminal justi;e communi ty, how 1ohg can the
various components be expected to work in harmony toward implementation of
an integrated computer-based criminal justice system? 3 years? 5 years?

10 years? Once the system becomes operational, Whaf on]d be the effect of
the defection of one of these units? Is there rea11y a criminai Just1ce system7
I'f not, is it des1rab1e that the assemb1age be called a system?

Conclusions

PJIS implementation was delayed by a number of factors -~ a lengthy ner-
sonneﬁ recfuiting period, caused by difficulty in app]yﬂpg EEO guide-
lines; the drafting of’confidentiaiity guide]fnes; a debafe‘over the appro—

priateness of the‘barticipation of a‘computer,manufaCturgr. Thesekprob1ems
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could have been overcome. A more serious problem was the withdrawal of police

,suppobtvfor the On-Line Booking component of PJIS; this, however, occurred in

the fall of 1977, when all signs pointed toward the termination of the project.

The LEAA funding cutback after the first of three expecfed grants was a ‘
serious problem and in fact contributed significantly toward the death of
PJIS. Even if PJIS had been fu11y funded by LEAA, however, it is by no
means certain that the project would have succeeded. After LEAA funding was
exhausted, the City of Philadelphia would have had to assume the system's
costs -- some two million dollars a year. Although the city expressed a

willingness to support the system, it is not clear that the city would have

| shouldered this financial burden until the system became self-supporting.

II11. Options for the Future

PJIS is dead. What now? A number of officials in the Philéde]phia crim-

inal justice community asked us for ideas for the future. While a lively

“and unresolved débate continues on the merits of different types of computer

networks, three options are discussed, as follows:
- The use of a large centralized computer system.
« The use of small computers, normally called mini or micro computers.
~» The employment of small-scale information processing technology.

The Use of a Large Centralized Computer System

This option is essentially a repeat of the PJIS effort;15 As was

indicated earlier, financing is a key aspect of such an effort. Much more de-

~tailed financial analysis should precede a similar effort. If a federal agency

s to SUpport the work, a guaranteé of multi-year funding should be sought.

4

1Bfor'a review of,the'cdrrent state of court computer systems, see
B. Krewnqa1; et al., National Evaluation Program, Phase 1 Report, Court
Information Systems, MITRE, August 1976; for a shorter report of much the

~same material see M. Kuykendall and W. Popp, "Computers and the Courts",

State Court Journal, Summer 1977,

23 .
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If such an arrangement is not possible, detailed fall-back procedures to cover
the possibility of reduced (or the complete termination of) funding should be
drafted. At minimum, this document should be dissemfnated to all concerned
policymakers; if at all possible, assurances in WFiting should be secured

for discrete émounts of alternate funding. In genera]l provisions for adequate
funding should be the cornerstone on which the prOJect is built.

S1nce such an effort shou1d take from four to seven years to consummate,
continuity of leadership is an important factor. The defection of a single
organizational component could ki1l the project. As shown above many
unforeseen events may occur and must be dea]t withs 1dea11y then, the leaders
who propose the idea shou]d be prepared to see it through to its conclusion.

Sometimes, however, this is not possible; but to the extent 1eadersh1p changes
occur, they may weaken the project's chances for success. At the very least
then, recognition of this factor must be taken into nccount ;t the outset of
the project. ‘

The potential technical problems should not be given shont shrift either.

‘Staff must be hired, motivated and at times fired. Schedules must be met.

Adjustments to the original design may have to be made. These problems re-

quire constant and thoughtful consideration, but they can be dealt with.

What is critical to their resolution over a long peripd of time is strong

management and adequate financing.

~ The Use of Minicomputers

Fifteen years ago, perhaps ten corporations sold computers. Today, at

least 100 firms manufacture or assemble this equipment with.the cheapest models
being wide1y offered for:saTe. In five to ten years,'smdll Computeré may becdme
a household necessity. Tnis~has come about due,to the sharp reductiOn‘in'the
cost of electronic-components. Hand~¢a1Culators which cosi $150 ten years ago
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cost $15 today, and since the components for computers and hand calcu-
lators are aimosﬁ identita], computer costs have fallen by a proportionate
amount. ’

Over the last two to three'years, many small businesses ($1-2 million in
sales, 30-50 employees) have taken advaniage of this trend by acquiring a
"starter" model computer which typically costs‘$20,000—$30,000 to purchase or
$1,000-$1,500 per month to rent. Most analysts expect this market to ex-
pand very rapidly. Some courts, police and other members of the criminal
justice community. have acquired this type of computihg capabi]ity as well,
z1though not in as great a number as have‘businesses.

While some aspects of these computers {mainly the software——pfogramming
languages, etc.) used to be suspect, the re]iability now by and large approaches
‘that of the ]argé, established manufacturers; this statement is unquestionably
true of the more eétab]ished “mini" manufacturers. | _

In Philadelphia, these machines might be employed by allocating one to
each of the major components of the criminal justice community--police, courts,
etc. The computer would process the entity's own information, making it
available on Tv-like displays and in printouts for internal usé, and would
~cull out information needed by other members of the community. While the
job of transferring ihformation‘from,Qovernment unit to government unit‘can be done -
in,awxechnicaliyie}egantymannerqthrpugh the .use owaha; areutgpmedgdisﬁributed net-~,v;
works, it would probably be best done at‘the outset by a rudimentary pro- | |
"cedﬁre,.such as placing the information 1h a magnetic tape orvdisc for subse-
quent use by another unit. | |

In most cases, economics speaké for the use of small..computers. There
is another issue‘to‘consider as wei]: -control of the computer reécurce. By

havihg their own'computer, for example, the courts would be éb]e,comp1ete1y~to
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control the deve]ophent and use of this resource, subject of course to
compijance with the confidentiality guidelines. As a practical matter,
control of a project makes its implementation easier (i.e., if it fails,
fault can be Tocalized). More importantly, contro? 6f information eventu-
ally relates to the independence of the unit. The more control, the greater

1ikelihood of continued independence.

The Employment of Small-Scale Information Processing Technology

In Tooking toward the future, the criminal justice community must face
a number of hard but inescapable facts. There will a1Ways be intense pressure

to create or, at minimum, maintain jobs. In Economic Policy Beyond the Head-

lines (Portable Stanford, 1977), Gebrge Schultz, the former Secretary of Labor;
refers to the‘"eéuity vs. efficiency" issue -- that is, government is at the
same time expected to remedy ills of society and be efficient. It usually
cannot do both. People need jobs. Others want to streamline government.
Oftentimes the jobs stay.

Also, many criminal -justice j@bs generally do not pay well. Often, the

police, courts and others must make do with Tess trained staff than is desirable.

‘One way to deal with these factors is to take a 1owjtechnology approach,which,

as espoused by Schumacher in Small is Beautiful (Harper & Row, 1973), might

be applied to case-scheduling work in thé following way. Defer the attempt
to develop on the computer a routiﬁéfto prdVide conflict-free scheduling. |
Assign a number of case schedulers to track cases and reso1ve conf1i¢ts.
Each’might have access to a computer terminal which would inform him or
her of the status of the case. EqUippéd;with a phone, éccess to reTevant

26
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casé information by computer terminal, and their own instincts, case
schedulers would go about the task of keeping the business of the courts --
cases -~ moving. ' '

This may not be the best example, but fs given with the intent of
describing this approach: use the coﬁputer, but do not ask it to do every-

thing; build simple computer routines; use human talents more extensively.
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PHILADELPHIA JUSTICE INFORMATION
SYSTEM (PJIS)

Evaluation Source Documents

IBM Corporation, "Philadelphia Information" IBM/CJAC Phase III Joint
Study, Vol 1 - Executive Overview (1974).

AnthonysR. and Herzlinger, R., Management Control in NonProfit Organi-
zations (Richard Irwin, Homewood I1Tinois, 1975).

Harman, Willis, An Incomp1ete'Guide to the Future, (The Portable Stanford,

Stanford, California, 1976}.

The Confidentiality Committee of the Philadelphia Regional Planning
Council of the Governor's Justice Commission, Report Accompanying the
Final Recommended Rules on Standards and Safeguards for the Privacy,
Confidentiality and Security of Information in the Ph1]ade]ph1a Justice
Information System (April 15, 1976).

_ Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Request for Information: Phi]a-
delphia Justice Information System (January 1, 1976).

Schu]tz, C. and Dam L., Economic Po]icy Behind the Headlines, (Portable
Stanford, Stanford, California, 1977).

Schumacher, E.F., Small is Beautiful (Perennial Library, Harper & Row, 1973).

Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews
and from the general source documents 1isted above, at the beginning of
this report.
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DfSTRIC},ATTORNEY'S MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM (DAMIS)

The fortunes of the District Attorney s Management Information System
(DAMIS) and Philadelphia's Justice Informat1on System (PJIS) are by necess1ty
clcsely Tinked for the idea for each was conceived at much the same time in
the early 1970's and took form in the following years. The two became in-
extrfcablybéundfn 1974 when the decision was made that DAMIS would become
a component of PJIS. Even after PJIS was largely abandoned, the linkage
remained, for speculation centered on DAMIS becoming the core of a scaled
down PJIS-1ike criminal justice information system. Because of this rela-
tionship, it is helpful to become familiar with the background of PJIS before

considering the following assessment of DAMIS (see PJIS evaluation above).

1. History and Present State of DAMIS

What is DAMIS?

In operation, DAMIS is a collection of 14 computer terminals tied by
telephone lines to a central computer data base. It collects and stores in-
formation on active and disposed cases handled by Philadelphia's District
Attorney's Office. Clerks in the District Attorney's Office enter information
by means of video typewriter terminals, which also can be used to inquire about
the status of cases; the system produces a number of printed reports as well.
The information is currently processed by the court computer. If PJIS had been
fully developed, DAMIS would have been housed in the PJIS computer.

History of DAMIS =~ '

Cognizant of the need for improved process1ng of "case paperwork the
District Attorney' s Office in autumn 1972 secured the serv1ces of a MITRE

Corporat1on analyst to des1gn an>automated 1nformat1on system. Funded by

 LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimina]edUstiee,'the
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analyst studied the existing gystem and completed the system design in
August 1974. Based on the PROMIS system in the District of Columbia and

'the Philadelphia courts' existing computer system, the system dééign was more
ambitious in scope than was the original PROMIS design providing for terminal
based data entry and inquiry, turnaround documents and a significant number
of printed reports. While initial plans called for DAMIS to be tested and
operated as a separate entity on the court computer, the District Attorney's
Officé and the PJIS policy board planned that eventually DAMIS would become
an integral part of PJIS. Both systems were to share the use of the same
data base and to be run on the same computer.

A three-phase implementation wés scheduled. Delayed by a number of factors
inc]udjng the startup problems which plagued PJIS, DAMIS first phasé programming
workEBegan in early 1975 and was completed in mid-1976. Brought into Working
status during thié time were a data entry segment; allowing clerks to start
entering case information via terminals, a case status inquiring segment and
"a case disposition report. Requiring additional programming work to eliminate
technical problems; this report is not now operationa1.

Overlapping somewhat with:the Phase I implementation, Phase II began in
Tate 1975 and is continuing to the present. Scheduled to be completed during
Phase II were the bulk of the printed reports and the turnaround document. Some
of the printed reports were considered operational in the fall of 1976, but at
present only the turnaround document can be requested from the system. All of
the repbrts need programming work, ranging from minor changes to major design
efforts. The'LEAA funding cutback of the exemplary project has slowed the work
considerably as DAMIS prOQramming staff was raduced from three to one. Com-
pounding the problem was the resignation of a large number of PJIS programmers,
who worked closely. with DAMIS staff. |
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For‘three weeks in February 1977, an attempt was made to transfer
some of the manuaT operations to DAMIS; this effort had to be aborted as
the data entry staff could not keep pace with the system’s information re-
quirements. The shortfall in personnel resources has not yet abated,
since at present only'selected portions of . the automated case information
files are being maintained. Exacerbating this situation was the police dis-
continuation of the On-Line Booking System in the autumn of 1977. This
forced the District Attorney's Office to enter manually the initial |
information on the accused which was formerly avai]gb]e in automated form
from On-Line Booking. Efforts are beiqg made fo correct tﬁis probiem by
gathering ihis information in automated fashion from the new Municipal Court

Automated Transcript System.

ha PhaSe:III was to be a planned refinement period for DAMIS, but as

the system is not yet fully operational, this phase has not yet commenced.

-~

Status of DAMIS:

Because\éné data entry staff is too overburdened to enter all of the
required infd;mation, only part of the case files are being.maintained.
One programmer is available fOr‘devglqpment and redesign work, and for mainten-
ance. - Few reports are currently available from the‘system. But for |
a rare terminaT inquiry, the assistant diétfict attorneys do not use the

system. The system is marginally operational.

II. Commentary | ’ ‘
As shown in Exhibit 5, responsibility for the DAMIS project is divided
- among a number of individua]sf The project coordinator reporfs to an adminis-
trator for administrative matters and to a legal advisor for suBstantive‘ B
matters. The codrdinator receﬁves system design’guidénce from a commﬁtteé of
31
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Exhibit 5

DAMIS Organizational Structure

y District Attorney
Administrator

,///”////‘\\\
v

Operations
Supervisor

|

Data

Entry -
Clerks

Legal
1 Advisor

Project
Coordinator

tor

y Operations,

Committee Members
System .LeqaT Advisor -
" Design ———-=¢ Project Coordina
Commi ttee PJIS Programming Manager
District Attorne
Supervisor
]
Court Data | PJIS
Processing Mgr.| Programming Mgr.
1977 - present i 1975-1977 :
]

Programming
Staff
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which he is a member. The programming stéff also reports to two heads,
receiving policy guidance from the project coordipnator and technical
guidance at present from the court data processing manager and up until
last yeér from the PJIS programming manager. While the District Attorney is
ultimately responsible for the management of the project, no such central
authority exists to guide day-to-day opérations.' As organizational theory
is more art than science, it is certainTy not necessary that a single in-
dividual be responsible for all aspects of DAMIS. Nor should the project
be necessarily structuked along rigid hierarchical lines. However, the
present structure is much too close to the other end of the organizational
structure spectrum, i.e., a diffuse setup. 'Centralizing control to some
degree should improve the management of the project.

Funding too has come from a number of sources. Exhibit -6
shows that since 1973 various aspects of DAMIS have been paid for by LEAA
throuéh the exemp]afy‘court project, through the local reQiona] planning council
by way of action grants, and through the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminé].dustice; by the State of Pennsylvania by way of
matching funds for LEAA grants; and by the City of Phi]ade]phia. Receiving
funds from a multitude of sources shou]dAnot have a deleterious effect on
a project, except that time must be taken from other matters fo fulfill the
adminiétrative requirements of the funding bodies. However, overlaying a
someWhat diffuse organizational structure with this additional level of
comp]exity may have furthek weakened the project.

Total costs are listed in Exhibit 6 at $671,000, but this figure

includes only documentable costs. The project in addition received support
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249,800

Exhibit 6 Sources of DAMIS Funds*
- , ‘ — Fiscal Years'(duly thru June)
Sources of Funds 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 Total
'Exemplary Court Project - - -- 84,800 ; 80,100 164,900
Regional Planning Councils '
Action Grant -- 19,300 56, 00 88,100 67,700 231,160
LEAA's National Institute
of Law Enforcement and , '
Criminal Justice 17,000 24,000 -- -- 41,000
State of Pennsylvania — - - 5,900 3,700 9,600
City of Phiiadelphia | 2,800 4,000 14,700 . 71,000 131,900 224,400
| 19,800 47,300 . 70,700 283,400 $671,000

e

’

;* As of the beginning of 1978, the City of Philadelphia has assumed all of the costs of DAMIS.




in the form of the’absorption of some of DAMIS' overhead expenses by thé
courts and the District Attorney's Office and in the form of free computer
time and technical assistance from the court's data processing department.

Thus, the total can be reasonably placed at least $700,000.
Conclusions

This amount, $700,000, has bought & marginally operational system. Qpeﬁ%
ations staff, because of the high workload, can enter and update only a
portion of the information called for inyeéch éase in the system’s fi1es;’ -
As the one fu11—time project'programmer is assigned to both development and
maintenance work, 1ittle, if any, work can Be accomplished in either area.

If the system were becoming more effective, ft might be worthwhile to adopt
a wait and see attitude. DAMIS, however, is not becoming more effective; it
is simp1yVS1iding sideways. Hence, it makes 1ittle sense to maintain current
operations,' It is therefore recommended that the District Attorney's Office
either commit the additional necesséry resources to make the system work or

discontinue DAMIS's operations.

III. Options for the Future

Should policymakers in the D1str1ct Attorney s Office dec1de to- cont1nue
the present technical effort, they should, aSInent1oned ear11er, centralize
the project management with an eye to obta1njng more top management guid-
ance and commit adequate resources to make the system work.

Should a decision be made to d1scont1nue DAMIS, these opt1ons are worth
cons1der1ng for the future:
- implement the system on a small se]f—confained computer (see PJIS
section for a discussion of this’subject;)
- reduce'the’number of data items stored on each case. (One
s Strategy would be to cohcentrate a number of key milestone points
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in the 1ife of a case. The reduction would ease the data entry

problem. )

- acquire the Institute for Law and Social Research's (INSLAW)

PROMIS computer system}6

161nst1‘tute for Law and Social Research, 1125 15th St., N.W., Suite 625,
Washington, DC. The system is well-known and is operating in many different
forms in district attorney offices throughout the nation. ‘
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© DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S MANAGEMENT
INFORMATION SYSTEM (DAMIS)

Evaluation Source Documents

Memorandum on DAMIS capabilities, from John Foulkes, DAMIS Project
Coordinator, to Thomas Butler, Deputy District Attorney, November 15,
1976‘(updated 4/13/77.)

Working papers on costs and progress of DAMIS, provided by John Foulkes,
DAMIS Project Coordinator.

Letter dated January 31, 1978 from John Foulkes, DAMIS Project Coordin-
ator, to William Popp, Senior Staff Associate, National Center for State
Courts. Subject: January 16, 1978 DAMIS evaluation draft.

" Further information relating to this program'was obtained from interviews
and f;om the general source documents listed at the beginning of this
report. ~
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PRETRIAL DIVERSION:

PROJECT INTERCEPT

Project Intercept was established to enhance prosecutors' capacity to
identify people who should be diverted from fufther involvement in the
criminal justice system, and to help make available to those diverted a
broader range of rehabilitation services. The program's prinéip]e focus
was to be on diversion decisions by the district nttorney in cases not
primarily involving drugs or alcohol. (For inforination relating to the
number of cases affected by district attorney screening and diversion decisions,
see Exhibit 7 be]ow.). Program staff were to assist the prosecutor.in selecting
and[screeping peop]é for diversion, were expected to improve the process of
determining what services are most appropriate for each individual, and were
to provide an improved referral network with expanded resources. An evalua-
tion unit was created to provide managément feedback and to assess fhe impact

of diversion services.

I. History and Present State of Project Intercept

Project Intercept did not introduce diversion to the Philadelphia criminal
Justice system; In 1974, prior to the initiation of ECP, 12,000 people
were diverted thr0ugﬁ'three programs--"Philcourt," fAcce]erated Rehabilitative
Disposition (ARD)," and a program for those driving while intoxicated. Project
Intercept was conceived essentially to supplement the‘former Philcourt and
ARD programs on an expanded, more coordinated level, Among the deficiencies
seen in the pre-existing programs were (a) undesirable delay from arreét to the
diversidn decision; (b) 1nadequate information about potential divertees' social

or psychological problems; (c) absence-of means to test'the validity of diversion
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" ExhibiE 7

DA Screening and Diversion of Criminal Arrests*

{Monthly Averages, January - October 1977)

Municipal
Court Cases

Number of Cases
(Monthly Average)

Comment

70.2% of all arrests re-

AY‘Y‘eStS rev'iewed 2117 V:i ewed were MC cases.
Prosecution discharged at 299 Prosecution was dischafged
preliminary arraignment or withdrawn for over one-
Prosecution withdrawn 430 third (34.5%) of MC arrests
by screening DA reviewed.
Diverted by DA at NTCH** 157 More than one-third (35.8%)
Diverted by court and 236 of all MC arrests reviewed
referred back to NTCH**- - were disposed by diversion
Drurik driving diversions 308 of some form.
by court ‘
DA diversion to NEXUS 54
Scheduted for trial 633 More than seven MC arrests

in ten were disposed before
being scheduled for trial.

Number of Cases

(cases proceeded to
preliminary hearing)

Felonies (Monthly Average) Comment

Arrests reviewed 898

Approved for diversion 29 These consisted of such

by screening DA : situations as first-offense

juveniles "joy riding" with
a stolen car, assaults on .
police responding to family
disputes, and cases where the
offender offered restitution
or the victim supported
diversion.

Diversion rejécted 869 Almost all (96.8%) of the

felonies screened were not
diverted before the prelim-
inary hearing. '

* Source: Statistics prOV1ded in evaluator's January 1978 interview with |
‘Thomas Gilson, Esq., Assistant D1str1ct Attorney, Ph1]ade1ph1a D1str1ct

Attorney's Office.

*% NTCH =
attorney

ey TR EE SRR B et
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Non-Trial Conference Hearlng conducted by an a551stanu d1str1ct |
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criteria or to identify the most appropriate services for each divertee; and |
(d) an 1nadequate referral system, with available rehabilitation resources
not fully identified. |
As an effort to address these deficiencies, Intercept was included in
Philadelphia's ECP application for federa] funding with a projected three;
year budget of almost $1;5 mi?]ion. Because of delay in completing
Phase i of’the exemplary project, followed by a sharp reduction in continua-
tion funding, LEAA support of the program during the three-year life of
ECP totalled only about $485 thousand (32 % of the projected amount). Other
expenses of Intercept were absorbed by the Adult Probation Department, the
District Attorney's office, and the office of the Clerk of Quarter Sessions.
As originally contemp]ated, ECP funding was to provide for 26 new
staff positions under the Intercept program. In the draft version pf the

grant application for the second phase of the subproject, the number was

~to be increased to 29 staff members. But as ECP was about to begin,

complaints were received that the Philadelphia court system was not

in compliance with federal EEQ requirements. Efforts to assure EE0 com-
pliance in hiring delayed completion of Intercept's first phase from Ju]& 1975
to July 1976. (Problems associated with Intercept hiring delay were com-
pounded in the summer of 1975, when Intercept's meﬁger ofkthe old Phi]courtr
and ARD programs caused 8-10 people to leave the probation department because
of uncertainty whether their salaries would be paid.) When federal funding was

cut back, the number of Intercept people to be paid from ECP fﬁnds

- for the subproject's second phase was reduced from 29 to 14. The sal-

aries of several key people were absorbed by the city, with other positions

Teft unfilled or lost by attrition.
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Project Intercept had two components wjthin the Adult Probation-department.
Its operational component consisted of social workers and paraprofessionals en-

gaged in screening, referral and counseling under the Intercept director, whoalso

served as director of the Diversion Services Division--the organiéation resylting
from merger of Philcourt and ARDT Intercept's research component, functioning in
the Probation Department's Research and Planning Unit, developed and implemented
a research design to test the impact of diversion services. A beneficial
consequence of the co&rdination between these components was tﬁe refinement
of diversion‘é management information system to monitor workloads and assist
~ program management, making for a fuller integration of diversion services
" and providing means to measure program accomplishments.

A sample of divertees at the NTCH (sTightly more than half of those
diverted) were randomly assigned to either “reporting“ or "“non-reporting"
diversion. Under a quasi-experimental research desién carried out by
Intercept's research component, divertees in the sample were dividedointo
two classes: thpse receivfng diversion services ("reporting" divertees) and
those receiving no such services ("non-reporting" divertees). The primary
question addressed by the research effort was whether the provision of
diversion services causes decrease in recidivism. The research desigﬁ
sought to measure results for 1,600 people diverted at NTCH over a one«yeaf
period. For purposes of comparison with these results a base-]ine study was
done in spring 1976 of recidivism rates for past years of the Philcourt and
ARD diversion programs.17 Implementation of the design was begun in September

1976. Results of data analysis are expected to be completed in mid-1978.

17See "Base-Line Study" (1976).
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Another primary feature of the reSearch‘éffoft was 3 cost-benefit analysis
of Intercept.'.A cost analysis report, comparing costs of sending a.defendant
through reporting or non;reporting diversion with the cost of sending a person
through the more traditional criminal justice process (trial in Philadelphia
Municipal Court W§th possible incarceration and parole), was completed in_

May 1977.18Ana]ysf§ of diversion benefits is to be completed in 1978.

" Intercept was\jntended to'ﬁave an impact on the diversion process in
several specific waﬁs. Before ECP pegan, cases took from four to six weeks
to be pfocessed from&pfe1iminary arraignment to a diversion conference
hearing. Intercept's introduction of new screening and selection procedures
and coordination of district attorney and diversion Services activities have

helped to reduce this time to about ten days.19 This, together With Inter-

| cept's addition of staff (including some volunteers proQided by the ECP

court volunteer Services) has resulted in more immediate‘provision‘of
services to "repbrting" divertees. As én additional benefit of the coordin-
ation bétween operational and research staff, program leaders hope that
information gathered during initial and follow-up interviews will aid in
determining what services are most helpful for particu1ar‘kinds of divertees
and whether screening methods are effactive in evaluation and c]aﬁsification

of defendants at the beginning of the diversion process.

]SSee “Cost Analysis Report" (1977).
’ 19An atmosphere for expediting all phases of the criminal justice process

has been created by Pennsylvania's speedy trial rule, which requires that ;
felony prosecutions take no wore than 180 days from arrest to final disposition,

~and that misdemeanor prosecutions take no more than 120 days. Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania, Supreme Court, Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 1100,

; In keeping with the spirit of Rule 1100, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court
held in Commonwealth v. Davenport, _ Pa. _ , 370 A.2d 301 (1977), that an
accused must be given a preliminary arraignment within six hours after arrest.
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Present State

With the conclusion of ECP the Intercept Program has been absorbed
by Philadelphia's criminal justice system. As noted above, the director
of the subpraject is cverall director of diversion services for the Adu1£
Probation Department, and six of the division's 40 social workers are former’
Intercept staff. Intercept's researchers are completing the subproject's
research design as permanent staff ofthebepartment's research and p]annfna
unit. The salaries for an assistant district attorney and supporting staff

have been added to the budget of the District Attorney's Office; the Clerk of
Quarter Sessions did not assume the salaries of the other two ARD clerks at

the conclusion of ECP, so that these positions no longer exist.

Probation staff work with District Attorney's office and with the
office of the Clerk of Quarter Sessions. Operating under internal screening
and diversion criteria, an assistant district attorney identifies cases 1in
which a conviction is 1ikely to be obtéﬁned, then decides which of these may
be proper for diversion. Generally, those selected for potential diversion
are first or second offenders charged with misdemeanors. (For information
relating to the nuhber of cases éffected by distriCt attorney screening and
diversion decisions, see Exhibit 7 above.) The filés of potential divertees
are screened by Intercept staff for social or psychological problems for
thch social services are available. The botentiaT divertees themselves may
then be interviewed by Intercept workers, who make writfen recommendations .
about diversion.possibilities to the assistant district attorney. At a,Non- :
Trial Conference Hearing (NTCH), the assistant district attorney discusses
tﬁe:possibi1ity of informal diversion with defendants, who may}be’rebreSented ‘

by vretained counsel or an assistant public defender. =
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I1I. Commentary

The organization of staff for Project Intercept can only be understood
in Tight Qf‘the overall relations between the Court of Common Pleas and the
District Attorney's Office. If one were to prepare an organization chart
for Intercept‘based on these relations during the course of ECP, the chart
would resemble that shown as_Exhibit_8 .

A specialist in organizatiéna1 theory might see serious problems in this
pattern of reiationships because of its diffusion of authority and responsi-
bility. Yet, because of the Adult Probation Department's pre-existing coopera-
tive relations with the District Attorney's Office and with the Offiée of the
Clerk of Quarter Sessions, insuperable prbb]ems of communication and coopera-
tfon did not arise. |

Before his departure in Jénuary 1978, the chief of screening and diversion
in the District Attorney's Office worked closely with the Adult Probation
Departmént in the policy development, research implementation and operation of
Intercept. The assistant district attorney who makes diversion decisions and
conducts non-trial conference hearings spoke highly of the assistance given
him by the director of diversion services and the diversion staff. Yet he
was unaware of any way in which Project Intercept was distinguishable from the
old ARD program, and he did not know that researchers reviewing case files
were collecting data for Project Intercept.

In the Offjce of the Clerk of Quarter Sessions, assistant clerks handling
files for diveried,cases are referred to as "ARD" clerks. As Exhibit8 indi-
catés, the person responsible for Project Intefcept is director of all diversion

services, without direct authority for those implementing the program's research
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Exhibit 8 Project Intercept Organization Chart

‘ Court of Common Pleas T~ .~

(includes ECP leadership) T —-al District
¥ \\\\ » TAttorney's 0ffice
i1 ,l' , |
2 ’ ’
Clerk, Quarter |____| Chief Probation | - _~~="] Diversion
{ Sessions Officer -7 4 Chief
' /;__;__;__\__,___r’/ U7
: . . P
Director, Researchl..-|Director, Diversion |-~ N
and Planning  |Services (Intercept A Asst DA
Mp PR Director) /1 _for NTCH
i :—— —————— '—/-:—.«..__:-! \ ,/
! : Field Diversion NTCH Diversion /’ .
! —t Officers -4+l Officers .
; Intercept il S
i Researchers |~~7] those funded by those funded by
¢ Intercept : Intercept
ARD ‘ Support Staff -Support Staff Support Staff |
Clerks| [~-==-==-=="fp [ ~"7-—7===<~ T
N ' those funded those funded ) those funded
! by Intercept by Intercept | - by Intercept
: —7 : ST
o e A e e i e e e e e e i
. Legend _
Operational Authority
~mwmw=-=-= Communications

e g o8

45

G o : P e ot b sy e bt e
R G ke e A B R L SR L L S S T d



o VA B iy e e e R bR a n e %t b bkt > N

design. As the exhibit further suggests, there appear‘to have been few ways
in which the functions of diversion staff funded by Intercept could be dis-
tinguished from those of other diversion staff. In effect, Intercept appears
to have been conceived, at least in parf, as nothing more than a means tg
provide federal funding -- either to continue salaries of staff funded under
prior grants or to provide salaries for incremental additions to staff -- |
in the Adult Probation Department, the District Attornéy's Qffice, and Quarter
Sessions. On the othef hand, Intercept enab1ed the Probation Department to
bring greater consistency and uniformity to diversion activitiés formerly
divided among several programs, thereby enhancing considerably the overall
administration of diversion services. ‘

National Standards

The National Advisory Commission's Courts Standard 2.2 sets out suggested

general criteria for diversion, the first of which is that there must be a

~ substantial likelihood of convicting the accused. This is considered a critical

factor for the Phi]ade]phia District Attorney; those cases for which conviction |

is unlikely are assigned to a nolle prosequi status, with diversion considered _
only for those cases in~which}conv1ction would be more certaih}

An indicator that has been suggested as a‘meagure of the extent to
which this policy is applied in practice is the percentage of diversion

clients whose cases are dropped even after unfavorable termination of diver-

- sion, suggésting that there may initially have been a weak prosecution case.zo‘

In Philadelphia during the ECP. period, very few divertees were prosecuted on

the charges Teading to the diversion decision after unfavorable termination of

%

20‘Loh,"'Pretm‘a"l Diversion from the Criminal Process," 83 Yale L.d. 827, at

- 851-52 (1974).

46

e e e o e e - s P P f B AL TroTasg 0 s st




- to persons charged with more serious offenses.
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diversion. But prosecutions were most often dropped on original charges

because of the most common reason for unfavorable termination of diversion --
rearrest of the divertee. With a fresh case to prosecﬁte, the district |
attorney's decision not to prosecute’the earlier charge is more often based X
on pragmatic considerations than on the merits of the earlier prosecution
case.

Those diverted thfough Intercept are almost always first offenders charged
with crimes to be prosecuted in Philadelphia Municipal Court, which has juris-
diction of offenses puniéhab]e by imprisonment for up to five years. Offenders
to be prosecuted in the Court of Common Pleas (the trial court of general juris- |
diction) are diverted much less frequently. Diversion only of neophytes
chafged with lesser offenses is generally consistent with the factors
identified in the NAC Standard as unfavorable to diQersion (e.g., history of
physical violence, ingraihed crime habits, or special need to pursue prpsedution).
But it a]so‘estab]ishes a pattern whereby the diversion process only treats “Tow-risk
offenders, without having the process tested by efforts to help "high-risk" offen-
ders. Project Intercept’'s research investigation-of the impact of p%e-trié] services
on diverted offenders may give evidence whether ﬁhe benefits of such services
merit the social and political risk of experiments ie'broader service-delivery
21 ' ) _ .
~ The NAC standard recommends that psychological or social prob]ems possibly -
aseociated with offenses charged be considered as factors affecting the diversion S
decision. Imprdved screening techniques have‘been introducéd through Intercept:
21See National Center for State Courts, An Evaluation of PoTicy—Re]ated
Research on the Effectivenass of Pretrial Release, with Appendix C (under -
separate cover), Policy Makers' Views Regarding Issues in the Operation and

Evaluation of Pretrial Release and Diversion Programs: Findings From a.
Quest1onna1re Survey (April 1975). , L




the program's staff review files, interview accused persons, and have the assfs-
,'tance of a consulting psychiatrist available before thevtrial diversion de-
cision is made by the proéecutor. Theée improved screening methbds bring to

the prosecutor's attention a broader range of relevant considerations, including
social and psychological factoré, than was possible before Intercept.

Another National Standard relating to diversion is NAC Courts Standard
2.2, which presents fecommendations regarding diversion procedures.  0ne of
these is that prosecutorial guidelines for diversion decisions be estéb]ished
and made public. While the Philadelphia District Attorney has internal guide-
lines for diversion, it is not clear that these have been made available for
public scrutiny, perhaps because such public exposure is seen as a potential
hindrance to the exércise of prosécutoria] discretion. In keeping with the.
‘spirit of NAC recommendations, however, prosecutorial diversion decisions are
made in writing after Bon-trial conference hearings, at which an assistant
district attorney presents diversion as an option to defendanté and counsel. _

A further recommendation by Standard 2.2 is that diversion decisions be
made as soon as adequate information has been obtained. With increased staff
and~enhanced procedures made possible by Intercept, ﬁhe elapsed time from arrest
and pre-arraignment hearing to diversion hearing has been reduced from 4-6 weeks
to an average‘of about 10 days. Of course; avdirect_consequence of this time

reduction has been quicker delivery of social services to diversion clients so

,assignéd.
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Other Evaluative Criteria

Intercebf staff have sought to improve the range and efficiency of the
referral network used by tﬁe diversion services division in making community
resources available to aid clients.;.ln at least one area, howéVer,
optimal use has not been made of community resources. the ECP grant
application stated that volunteers from Court Vol