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The Criminal Courts Technical Assistaﬁee Project, under two successive
contracts with the Law Enforcement Assistance Adm1n1strat1on had provided
expert services to over 350 court agency c]1ents between 1972 and 1978.
These technical assistance assignments covered more than 20 subject areas,
ranging from appeliate court processes to pretrial retease programs, and
involved the provision of services in all 50 states.

The Project subject area of computerized»court\information.systeﬁs
was the second most active field of technical assistance activity (following
facilities planning, which was the subject of the first monograph in this
series) and involved assignments in all ten LEAA Regions, including 22
individual states. In addition to the range of jurisdictions and court
system organization patterns this Tevel of activity represents, the
recipient agencies of this aseistance covered the spectrum of funding
agencies (state legislatures, SPA's county commissions), user court
agencies (state supreme courts, trial courts, limited and special juris-
diction courts), and implementing or servicing organizafﬁons (county data
processing departments, system design committees, state-levél data process-
ing units). These technical assistance efforts were applied at every stage
of automated court information system development: needs assessment,
feasibility study, cost-benefit analysis, system desién, etc. - all the
viay through to post-implementation evaluation of an operat1ng system,

Ona result of this diversity of act1v1ty was the assembly of a un1que
store of documentation and ana]yses of theiﬁ@ta1 system deve1opment‘effort
in a court agency, from a variety of relevant perspectives. As time went

on, this data base permitted the Project to substantially curb the Tevel

'  of effort required on new assignments or to obviate the need for-outside

“technical assistance, altogether, by a prospective client. Nevertheless,
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it was evident that there was a need among court managers and planners
for a reference document that treated in a systematic and non-technical
way the range of issues and considerations, and the alternatives avaitable,

in the planning, implementation and monitoring of automated information

systems in the court environment.

This_monograph was commissioned to fill that information gap. It
provides'a framework for systematica]]y‘assessing needs, planning a
management-relevant system, and imp1emenf¥ng and maintaining a function-
ing system that furthers the operationé] miééﬁOn of the court. If the
reader derives only one lesson from the treatment of computer use in the
courts presentzd by Mr. Polansky, it hopefully w111 be that an automated
information system is only an aid to the overai1 management of a court,
and not an independent management activity. If this realization per-
meates the informationjsystem development process, in future efforts, many
of the probiems that confronted court managers who had attempted to implement
computerized information systems in past years will be avoided.

Readers afé invited to communicate to us ény suggestions they may have
for improving the content or format of any of the publications in the

“Courts Technical Assistance Monograph Series.
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PREFACE

This monograph is an attempt to discuss in layman's language the
implications of the computer revolution to the admiﬁﬁstration and op-
eration of coufts. The experience of the LEAA courts technical assist;
ance program bears testimony to the fact that there is o more poorly §
understqod area of court management nor any area more frequently approachéd
with less understanding or more inadequate preparation.

Because computerization carries the mantle of modern technological
advance, many courts enter ihto the use of computers and their pruducts
in order to project the appearance of modern management. Often the
result is either the maintenance of the status quo at a higher cost‘br
a regression in the effectiveness of management with an atteﬁdant increase

in cost, case inventory, and backlog.

The computer, and the information it helps to gather and analyze, is -

only a tool. When used properly, it can help the court mananger tckmaké ‘
logical, information-supported and cost—gffectfye decisions more quick1y{
Used improperly, it is even easier to m;ke 111ogica1, unsupported and
costly decisions at a faster pace. |

The chapters which follow will describe the alternative paths avail-
able to the administrator who is tempted to venture into this wilderness
and will réview in some detail the questions that should be asked along
the way. The various alternatives have been identified previously through
review and analysis of the many technical éssistanbe studies of court
information system specialis§§7who havébprOVided servidés through The
American University Courts Technicatl Assistance Préﬁect and other LEAA-

funded techniéai assistance programs over the past six years.* ;The traps

* Appendfx D contajns a list of the court information system studies conqucted
under The American University Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project
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which have.been encountered by this writer over the yeays have also been
analyzed and, where possible, an attempt is made to dgﬂineate a process
it -
4 )
which may help others to avoid the common pitfalls. /

“Murphy's Law,"** quoted extensively by manage%s, states, among other

things, thagynothlng is as easy as it looks, everyth1ng takes longer than

you expect, and if anything can go wrong, it wi}jL Be prepared, for it
appears that Murphy's Law also governs ih courﬁfcomputer installations.
The secret of success in the computer usage aféa is to avoid the unpleas-
and aftereffects df the problems that may océur by anticipating as many

of them as possib1e‘and, even more importantly, by not allowing the same

i

‘probiem to affect you more than once.
i

It is the writer's hope that this monograph will make the process of

iautomation'blanning Tess mysterious and‘a 1ittle easier. Much of what

;f0]1ows is based on lessons 1earn@d g often painfully -- after following N
less structured paths than are recammended in this document. That the

lessons are not easily learned }s ev1dencedby the reports of this writer
; a
and others who have provided ;@chnica1 assistance and documented the sad
/

. { e .
experiences of court manageqs and their data processors who have tried to

tame’ the computer monster ?nd make it work productively for their courts.

1

The task is d1ff1cu1é and the personal rewards elusive, but the poten-
{l //
tial management bnnef1ts/wh1ch can be derived make consideration of automa-

tion not only worthwh11e but a must for the court manaqer

i
/

Washington, D.C.

“May 23, 1978 // o Larry P. Polansky

/i

‘the present moan/aph
/

)/

over the period'la/; 1977, which were analyzed by the author in developing

*% See Glossary, Appendix B.
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I. THE AWAKENING

A. What Is An Information System?

A college-level texi on computers describes a management information ”
system as a supplier of the data that the management of an organization re-
quires to make decisions and exercise control.l The definition is succinct
and obvious, but far too general to be helpful or informative. Problems
arise when we leave this very general level and dig into what an information
system means in terms that the court administrator can live with and fully
comprehend.

First of all, just what information are we talking about? Obviously,
it is that information needed to effectively and appropriately operate the
system. It includes caseloads and filings, staff complement data, facilities
information, costs and budgets, workload and production measurements, detail-
ed case and person,iﬁformation, future case schedules and notices, retTre-
ment projections, 1nstant notice of the occurrence of a problem, etc. In
other words, e verxth1ng that a manager should utilize to effectively manage
the system and to direct his or her attention to an area of priority need
when a problem begins to surface.

Doeé this mean we immediately must turn to a computer because the prob-
Tem of managing is so complex and covers such a muititude of subject areas?
Of course not. If the court considering the need for good maﬁagement infor-
mation happens to be a one-judge, one-courtroom operation with a 200-case-
per-year ac&ivipy Tevel and no inventory of aging untried cases, there is no

data collection need beyond whatever manual system currentfy supports the

1.  Staniey Rothman and Char]es Mossman, Computers and Society, Second Edi-
tion, Science Research Associates, Inc., 1976.
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court s§g§em and its manager. Perhaps some improvements can be introducad
which could lighten the workload of the 1imitgqutaff supportihg such a sys-
tem but, obviously, a computerized informationusystem is not a necessity for
such a court. B

Remember also that "computer” and "information system" are not synony-
mous. Many manual §ystems in large urban courts produce much more extensive
management information than the flashy, expensive computer syétems many of
these same courts are operating. If the court consistently knows through simple
and accurate manual means how many cases are outstanding, filed and closed,

it would be frivolous to spend thousands of dollars each month to produce this

same data unless the automated system will provide additional useful data while

producing the basic information and at the same time reduce costs or increase
s, other services.
The goal should not be to produéé neat lists and reports for ménagemeht,
+,  Judges ahd the public which are rarely read. Instead, it should be to produce’
meaningful and useful data for the successfh1 management and the public in-

formation responsibility of a large-scale operat1on which affects the entire

population of the jurisdiction served by thb particular court.

B. Why Hould A Court Want To Get Invo]ved§w1th An Information System?

One might now ask why anyone should evén consider an automated infor-

- mation system if the prdb]ems are as extensive as indicated above and the
number of successful installations are as few as a review of the 1977 Mitre
- Corporation study of Court Informat1on Systems seems to infer. 2 What drives

court adm1n1strators to pursue the development of a Court Information System

E 2., Burton Kreindel, et al., Court Information Systems, National Institute
of Law Enfbrcement and Criminal Justice - National Evaluation Programs -
~ Phase I Report, March 1977.
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is, usually, the existence of & series of symptoms leading them to believe

(not unreasonably) that unless the computer can "bail them out," their situa-

. tion is hope]éss. These symptdms include (but are not Timited to) the

following: |
(1) A publicly recognized substandard performance and image éf the court;
(2) A 1ack of management data on the status of the court system and ft§
component parts;
(3) The management data provided or devejoped is stale and useless;
(4) A very heavy volume of repetitive tééks of a relatively simple
clericai nature;
TS} A shortage of qualified clerical personnel during a period of in-
creasing staff needs;
(6) No apparent uniform procedure for performing administrative and
clerical tasks within the system; |
(7) Increasing delays in case processing with the cause or éauses
unidentifiable;
(8) Unexplainable growth in case inventories; o=
(9) Undetected passing of speedy trial and/or filing deadlines;
(10} Increasing public and judicial dissatisfaction with the system;
(11) A general inability to pinpoint the causes of the symptoms.evi-

denced by the system.

When enough of the -above symptoms exist (and it would be very difficult

to find an urban or suburban court in which six or more of these symptoms

would not be found), the administrator is Justified in turning to an evalua-

tion of whether an automated 1nformat1on system or some level of data pro-

cessing service 1s warranted for h1s court system




Much more effort is necessary, however, before one iAccurately decides
that automation is the answer to the court's problems. Just what that ef-
fort should include is the subject matter of a number of the following chapters.

C. How to Learn More About Court Information S&stems

One must know a great deal mere about Court Information Systems before
embarking on such a costly and time-consuming project.
The first step would be to read the relatively Timited printed matter

on the subject. Highly recommended are: The data processing report of the
Court Equipment Analysis Project of the National Center for State Courts;3
the reports of the State Judicial Information System and GAVEL projects of

4

Search Group, Inc:” and Mitre's Court Information Systems report mentioned

in section B, above.5 An earlier paper by this author entitled "Contemporary

Automation in the Courts" might also prove he]pfu1.6

3. J. Michael Greenwood, et al. Court Fguipment Analysis Project - Data
Processing and the Courts - Guide for Court Managers - National Center
for State Courts ~ September 1977.

4. 8 State Judicial Information Systems - State of the Art, Search Group,
Inc. - Techriical Memorandum No. 11, June 1977.

® State Judicial Information System (SJIS) - Final Report -~ Phase I,
Search Group, Inc. Technical Report No. 12, June 1975.

& State Judicial Information System - Final Report - Phase II, Search
Group, Inc. Technical Report No. 17, September 1976.

8 GAVEL - A National Model Trial Court Information System Project, Lo

Search Group, Inc. Technical Report No. 22, 1978.

5. Supra, Note 2.

6. Larry Polansky, Contemporary Automation in the Courts, Proceedings of

the Second International Symposium-Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics System - Search Groupz Inc. - 1974.
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Reference to these reports will provide sufficient information on the
subject for the reader to achieve a reasonable understanding of the current
"State of the Art."

Equally fruitful would be attendance at one or more of the classes on
court information systems being offered by various organizaticns. Attendance
at a general class on management information systems, however, is recommended -
only if the course is directed toward management-level persdnne] and is not
an overly technical presentation geared toward professional data processors.

The Institute for Court Management7 offers a three-day program, at least once
each year, whicr can be extremely beneficial to the prospective court data
processing or c?urt information system user. Gther programs are offered period-
jcally by I.B. M Covrporation, New York University, and other institutions. 8
Each of the above-named programs has a different approach to the subject matter
and a review of the offering materials is recommended prior to registration.

After developing a basic ynderstanding of the technology, it is impor-

tant for those still interested in pursuing the use of automation to visit

several court sites where data processing support is utilized and a court

information system is being developed.

Prospect1ve users will want to check with various hardware and software
vendors and to review the literature recommended above to determwne those sites
most closely resembling their court's organization and anticipated approach

to information systems development. The Mitre Court Informa/aun System report,
/ e

. A

7. The Instftute for Court Management /7/ T
1624 Market Street, Denver, Colorado ' 7 S

8. International Business Machine Corporat1on
(Contact any local office)

New -York UniVersity
New York City, New York
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mentionaed above, Tists thirteen sites v%éited~during that study9 which, one a
muét,assume, have developed significant déia processing services. The National
Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Information S_,g/stems]0 reports that at the end

of }976 there were eighty-eight courts serving populations of 100,000 or more
thafﬁWere extensively utilizing automated systems, as well as another sixty-
nine Criminal Justice Information Systems servicfﬁg_courts. These one hundred

~f‘and fifty-seven data processing projects utilize seventeen different computer

: systems produced by teh different manufacturers. In tﬁe year now passed, this
number will have incfeaséd significantly and the prospective user can expect

to find literally dozens of installations in the court's own geographic area.

9. Supra, Note 2. ,

Cuyahoga fCounty, Ohio {(Cleveland)

Dallas County, Texas (Dallas)

Tarrant County, Texas (Ft. Worth)
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh)
Beaver County, Pennsylvania

Santa C]aré County, California (San Jose)
Alameda County, California (Cakland)

San Frangisco, California

Union County, New Jersey (Elizabeth)

State of Colorado (Denver)

e ©® © © ® © ®© ® e e e ®

Broward County, Florida (Ft.$Lauéerda1e)
® District of Columbia (U.S. District Court)
10. * Search Group, Inc.

National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Information Systems
o 1620 35th Avenue, Sacramento, California 95822
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In deciding where to go, look for reésonably close sites with a computér
system similar to the one (if any) available to your court, providing sup~- -
port functions comparablg to what you believe you will want, and evidencing
some significant level of success in ﬁheir efforts. No single Tocation will
satisfy all of your criteria; however, selection of‘sxtes for v151tat1on
should be guided by how close a site comes to sat1sfy1ng as many of your cri-
teria as possible.

A site visit should utilize a team of people which includes the Presi-
dent or Chief Judéé;‘the court administrator, the data processor and several
middle management "users” of a prospective system. . | |

The visit must not be limited to the data precessing facility or fts
tecnnical staff. Members of the visiting team should arrange to meet with
theirvceunterpart§ at the data processing—supporteé court. Care must be taken
to examine closely the products provided to those "users," the extent of use
made of the products, and the effort required of the users to feed the data
to the computer in order to produce the final preducts. An important question
to pose to the users at the:yisited_site is "Wha? tasks are not supported
" by the machines, and why?"’ Remember to”obtain éémples of products provided
to the users from the data processing system, as well as the forms and pro—
cedures required to feed the data into the system ,

When and where possible, man;days and cost requirements of thé system

vxs1ted should be obtained, along w1th work veiw:r"ew to permit more accurate

cost projections for your own prOJect

.)>
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II. THE FIRST STEPS

A. The Feasibility Study

1. How Do You Kncw Whether You Need a System? /

In Chapter Lg a list was pr0v1ded of eleven "symptoms" which sug—

gest the need to evaluate the feasibility of utilizing computer sup- .f
port. Typically, fn the ﬁhst, the existénce of several of these symp-yf
toms has beeh sufficient to encourage an eager chief judge and/dv a_ f
court administrator to jump head first into the installation of a com-
puter system td "so1ve" the cqurt's problems. Mitre's national study
suggests strgﬁgly that few, if any, courts have gone through a struc-
tured feas1b111ty study prior to deciding on the need for computer sup-
port or to ordering a computer. !

IntOrder to determine whether the need exists, one must take a
long, hard look at the court and its operation. In the mid 1960's
a pioneer in the area of court computers proposedvthat every court with
more than three or four Judges could benefit from automation. 12 More |
‘recent Jna1yses by the NatlonaT Center for State Courts]3 and the

14 ; s
Institute for Law and Social Research have not specified a “"court-size”

11
Burton Kreindel, et al., Court Informat10n Systems, Nat1ona] Ins-
stitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice - Nat10na1 Eva]ua-
t1on Programs - Phase I Report, March 1977. 4

]2 ) I8
Norbert A. Halloran, a pro]1f1c and very early wrlter and authority
oh courts and computers, is generally quoted as advocating the
evdluation of any court with four or more judges for possible use
of computer assistance.

13 ‘
National Center for State Courts - Court Equ1pment.Ana1y51s Pro-
Ject - Phase I, 1976 (Unpub11shed 1nternal report).

14 s . B .
Institute for Law and Soc1a1 Research ~ 1976 - An early internal
report utilized in support of their Court Schedu11ng Project.
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criterion but have shown, respectively, that there are an estimated
500 court systems already using some form of computer services -and
that therézare approximately 575,¢0urts in the United States with four
or more judges. ‘f' |

Unfortunately, the criterfa for many of those courts utilizing
computer services apgear to have been: C

® How much mone& can be dbtained through federal grants?

8 UWhat prestige will accrue to the court or its administrator

fof embarking on a computer project?
@ How can we do something different than others have done?
Permit the suggestion that any court with four or more judges is

justified in analyzing its operation to determine whether there is room

for management improvement through the use of ccmputer technology. If a

 court of this size is faced with an abundance of the “"symptoms" 1i$ted

earlier, it is clear that additional steps are warranted.

The first formal step should be for the court and its staff to

determine the/%reas that need information, whether or not automated,
and whether/ft is already adequately provided. It is very important

to gain qﬁﬁrt—wide agreement on the areas that should be analyzed, for

no infgﬁhatﬁon system can be successfully imﬁ]emented witho&t‘tbeAsup-
g port/gnd understanding of the judges. Organizational support and assis-

| tanée in defining needs and goals must be so]icitedgnotwon1y from top

i
i
|

‘ .
management (the judges), but also from the court administrator and the

administrative staff and from all workiﬁg—]gﬁéT personnel of the system
(including related agencies such as Distribt Attorneys, Clerks of Court,

Public Defenders, Bar Associations, etc.)




¥
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2. Scope of the Study

When such internal efforts have been fruitful and the decisio& is

. firmly made to press on, ¥t is time for a competent and objective eval-

uation of the practical scope of the project, the costs, and the t{me
frame within which it can be done.

Th1s is the "feas1b111ty study" (as oppoeed to the desqgn and
implementation plan of a system as descr1bed in Chapter Iv) wh1ch should
at the very least, determine:

8 Projects or problems which an automated system w ~_l__.g_qgu_gg_rl

address. ; . ' “ N
® The best possible estimate of the cost of achieving success-
ful implementation of computer support in these areas.
(Polansky's addition to Murphy's Law - l‘Ever_y’ching costs more -
than you expect”.) (‘ |

@ The economic values to be derived through the use of the sap#

port system (dollar savings). | |

® A "weighting" of the non-dollar value of improvements to the

system, e.g., the quality of criminal jﬁstice or the earlier
disposition of civil litigation.
® A logical and détailed pian for the tasks necessary to arrive
at the successful 1mp1ementat1on of the total prOJect.

0 A time frame for each of the tasks and for the overall Rkégram.“‘
(Since many tasks can be performed‘conéurrentiy, the overadef
time ?equirement is not the sum of the 1ndiv1&ua1 tasks.)

0 Time commitment requirements for court.personngl (judges,

A
i

court administrator, staff, related agency staff, etc.).

10. .
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New staff requirements.

@ .

@ The availability of funding for the development effort.

® The extent of funding required for maintaining and modifying
the ”comp]eted“ system. (No computer system is ever complete,
and the need for mpdifying the existing system begins “the day
before it is operational.") g

Remember, this is not the "system study" (see Chapter IV). This

s an overview of the projected effort and is to be provided to the

decision makers to help them determine whether it is worth going forward
with a heavy investment in time, dollars, and reputation.

3.  Who Should Conduct the Feasibility Study?

In the section above, the words "competent” and "objective" were
used to dascribe the required evaluation.
Although this evaluaticn must involve court management and staff,
the use of competent and qualified consultant support is strongly re-
commende&ﬂduring this phase of the effort. The cost of a proper fea-

sibility study is earned many times over in the savings of the dollars

_which are continually wasted in embarking upon unneeded and unwanted systems

as well as in the unsuccessful pursuit of needed systems and management
toois.

Approxim?te]y ten years ago, when courts were first venturing intq

v

this- uncharted area, there were few automation consultants competent to

j‘provide professional court-oriented advice¢ A wealth of usable data

progessing experience was available to help the novice over the basic
computer hurdles, but there was no real understanding of computer aﬁ$1ica-
tions in the sometimes peculiar court environment.

* Today, an abundance of "court-trained" data processing professionals

B S A |
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are available. Since 1971, the Institute for Court Management has -

trained many present and future court administrators, and quite a few of

this new breed of court manager came with extensive data processing back-

ground. Local court information system efforts and the extensive State
Judicial Information System program mentioned earlier (encompassing}more
than twenty state-level court administration efforts) have brought a

wave of prqfessiona]ism to court data processing and to many of the
consu]tingrfirms servicing the courts. The National Center for State
Couri:s]5 and The American University Courts technical assistance program16
have provided consulting éupbort in response to this type of need.

In short, competent, professional and objective help with the fea-
sibility study is available to anyone with the desire to use it, and
within a very reasonable price range. It would be prudent to take ad-
vantage of this kind of support in order to 1ay a solid foundation for

decision-making in one of the most important efforts a court can undertake

during this decade.

B. System Development ATﬁsrnatives

Early in the development process, the court manager is faced with
an extremely important decision which has tremendous short- and long-
range implications.

Court management must}decide whether it would be better to have
the .entire project done by outside experts, by a new court staff unit

of data processing specialists hired especially for the automation

15 =
Nat1ona1 Center for State Courts - COurt Equipment Analysis Pro-
gect - Phase III.

16 .
The American University Law Scbcol lnstltute for Advanced Studies
in Justice, Cr1m1na] Courts Techn1ra] Assistance Prosecﬁ
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effort, through a combination of both apﬁ?oaéhes, or by some other approach.

Each approach has its advantages and dangers. Experience in this
area has shown that the "extremes" ("Turnkey" - described in Section 1
below, and "Total In-House" - described in Section 2 below) both possess
inherent dangers and disadvantages which outweigh any possible advantage
offered by those two approaches.

Inevitably, one reaches the conclusion that a combination of con-
sultant support with professional in-house staffing is the proper solu-
tion. The size, capability and scope of activity of in-house staff is
the most critical determination and, unfortunately, differs for almost
every project. The best advice from a near-unanimous group of expzrienced
court managers is to make the in-house staff as large as the General Fund
budget can support (and continue to support) to insure that in-house
court expertise is provided at the system design, programming and opera-
tions levels (and in supervisory positions, wherever possibie) and that
the scope of their responsibility and activity is as broad as court manage-
ment can conceivably permit it to be.

1.  Turnkey Systems

The "turnkey", in the criminal justice system, is the person who
opens prison doors. In “comﬁuterese", the turnkey system is a process
whereby an independentkorganization is paid to conceptualize, design and
implement a total systgm.and turn it over to the user when 4%,is "opera-
tional"; that is, runﬁgng éxactly as promised. It is a greé@ temptation
for the court professional who is a novice in the data proceégipg area

[; N
to pay an outsider to prepare a complete information system anﬂ to turn

it over to the court as a running system. 7

13




E When the "key” is turned over to the user, however, usually no sys-

. - 17
tem expertise remains with the user organization. At best, the vendor's

i
{ task will have been well performed and good documentation for the operation
i of the system‘will be available. But if, as suggested earlier, changes
l begin to be needed even before the system is operational, there will
be no one in the court's employ familiar enough with the system to make
such changes. The vendor could return (for an additional fee) to make
changes as they are needed, but that will usually entail the normal bureau-
cratic delay to offfbia]]y authorize the effort and, even if the court
is willing to wait that long, the vendor by then may have re-assigned the
technicians who developed the system and will be in no better position
than the court to make the modification.

The need for significant revisions and modifications, as well as
complete overhauls, begins to surface in just a few months or years.

Laws change, as well as the goals and direction.of the organization

and its leaders. Budget fluctuations, 1ega11y-mandated expansion and,

occasienally, contractign of the administrative and procedural respon-

N\

sibilities of the court have a significant effect on what the information

system nust provide. hff)

i
ji =

Even more exasperating is the fact that the court w111 havé iﬁvestéd
untold hours in “court-training" the vendor and his staff, only to have
that new]y-developed expertise depart at "system turn-over." The trauma
generally associated with exteﬁéive in~house involvement with information
system deve]opmeﬁt and installation will not have been avoided but will

only have been delayed.

- o ‘ V _ /:4 :
‘The word vendor is used throughout this monograph jﬁterchangeab]y with
“consyltant, and is meant to describe any individuai(s) or firm pro-
viding software and/or hardware services. . (/

y




Méanwhi?e, many important decisions with which the court will live
for many years will have been made by the vendor. For example, the
vendor wi1i have se}ected the equipment and decided upon the programming
Tanguage(s), operaf?ﬁg system and data base organization. ' These deci-
sions will contﬁo1 the direction and capability of the court's 1nformatfon
system for years to come.

Unless the court has very explicitly described and contracted for
the system's requirements, including the produc%s required, the level
of system and program documentation, court staff training, and a dozen
other matters (the lack of understanding of which caused them to choose
the turnkey approach in the first place), there will be great dissatis-

faction with the results.

2. Total In-House Development

An alternative approach is the employment of an "in-house" staff
of computer professionals to be responsible for the design, implementa-
tion, maintenance, operation, and modification of all automated court
systems. In theory, this would be extremely desirable and productive
since.those who design and program the system continue as part of the
court staff and remain available to make necessary changes and/or addi-
tions to the system. Fo

| The cost of a fu]iy "1n-h§£¥e"/§taffad data processing project

is; however, prohibitive. No court(can, over the long run, afford to
support the’§ize staff required forhreasonably speedy implemehtation of
a court-wiE; information system nor can it afford the costly learning
6%ribd required to "court-train" the large number of data processing pro-
fessionals it will need to hire.

The level of prqfessiona1~support required for the conceptual design,
system design, hardware andggoftware selection, and initial programming

effort is substantially higher than that which will be necessary for

15




1ong-term maintenance and modification of the same system. The talents
required are significant}y’different‘and the price the court must pay in
salaries is accordingly higher for development-level personnel. Equally -
important is the propensity for the fnterest,of the highly qualified pro-
fessional to lag when the excitment surrounding the newness of the system
and the satisfaction gleaned from bringing the conceptual ideas to opera-
tional fruition subsides. The top-notch professional is the great demand
and has a tendency to move on when the interesting work is done.

Once the basic system has been designed and installed, and even
after the (possibly anticipated) departure of the top level professional(s),
an even further reduction in staff size will be required, and it will
then be the onerous duty of the administrator to choose those who are
to remain. Consider, also, the extent of an individual's willingness to
participate in the development effort knowing that there would be a good chance
‘of termination upon the successful conclusion of the ibsta]]ation effort. A

The exclusive use of the county programming and systems analysis
staff is not the same as the use of in-house personnel. The persons
involved in the county system typically work for the executive branch
and are not always available when it come time for the court toc make its
thanges. Their job‘priorities wh{fe working on the court's project can *
be chinged quickly when a tax or payroll problem arises in other county

agencies. Further, one must consider how seriously county. employees would

;“bursue "court-training” when realizing that next week, next month or next
; ?1;year other projects, closer to the interests of the organization paying

' their salaries, will be their primary responsibility.

TS



3. A Combination Approach

It is fairly obvious that the appropriate solution is the use of a
combination of consulting and in-house services for the hardware and}“
software seléction, system design, and programming effort.

This would require aﬁsma]] but skilled in-house staff--skillful
enough to help with the very technical phases of hardware se]q;tion,
choice of programming languages, operating systems and data base manage-
ment approach and design, but most skillful in practical design and
programming to meet the court's needs and goals. The in-house staff
would work c]osely wjth the best consulting support the court can afford
during the design and implementation phases ahd, therefore, would be
prepared to not only take over the management and operation of the
system, but would have the overall understanding of the total system required
to implement the modifications and extensions the court will begin to demand
literally minutes after the consultant has completed the contract tasks.

| It is strongly advised that the same consulting supportuéelected

for system design be utilized for the implementation effort. Not only
is there an obvious duplicative "court-training" problem involved in using
differeﬁf vendors, but, more importéntly, it is extremely difficult (if not im-'
possible) for the>1mp]ementer to shift criticism to the designer's effort
wﬁén the same consuTtant and staff are responsible for both functions.

C. The Cost-Benefit Analysis

For many years court managers have vigorously avoided the need

for cost/benefit justification prior to the decision to move forward

with an information‘system effort. This avoidance was usually possible

because of the plentiful avai1abi]1ty of federal‘funding and the tre-

mendous need for improvement in management tools for the courts.

N

17




1

Computer efforts frequently resulted from high pressure sales tac-
tics by a vendor which sometimes even included the preparatfcn‘of an
LEAA grant request that called for the "so]é Sburce" provision of imple-
mentation support by that vendor.

Although such an approach is still possible, by and large today's
efforts must be fully justified to several layers of government and
funding bureaucracy before implementation is possible.

In order to accomplish such a study, a great deal of data must be
collected and analyzed. A recent PROMIS effort by INSLAW]B indicateg
that as many as 250 items of information are collected in order to do
a PROMIS cost-benefit projection. In addition, the document confirms
that cost-benefit analysis is not a precise effort by suggesting that
if cerééin data is unavailable, INSLAW will be able to derive "default
values" based on previous experience among similar PROMIS jurisdictions.

Other studies frequently use educated "guesstimates" when hard data
are just not available or when benefits defy monetary valuation.

In general, cost-benefit aralysis is not a pure science and, at best,
is an extremely difficuit, but a absolutely necessary, task.

There are many ways to do the study. The Administrative Office of
the Courts of ths State of 1«!ash1‘n‘gton]9 approached the problem by pro-

jecting the "costs of doing business" for the future and analyzing :the

—~» 19, Institute for Law and 50c1a1 Research, January 1977.

18 —
INSLAW, Analysis of Costs and Benefits - FPROMIS Briefing Paper No.

=

19
Superior Courts Management Information System (SCOMIS) - Cost-Benefit
Analysis, Office of the Administrator for the Courts of wash1ngton State,
June 30, 1977. .

18
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projected work volumes of the various court modules that were expected

to be autqmated. Its report compared the staffing required with and without
automation support and also calculated the costs of operating with and
without’the information system.

The most significant cost factors are usually associated with the
workload and with personnel costs. Major savfngs in this area will
gehera]]y be associated with either cost elimination (work accomplished -
with fewer people) or cost avoidance (more work accomplished with the
same or a fewer number of people, @hereby avoiding the need for additional
staff).ﬁ

Th; fixed and variable nature of such sysfém costs presénts a mod-
erately difficult accounting problem, but one which is reasonably easy
to resolve.

The more difficult part of the analysis by far, is, the "benefits"
area. Téngib]e benefits in industry usually relate to personnel reduc-
tion, savings in mailing, printing, paper, typewriters, etc. Some of
these‘bénefits are slightly more difficult to achieve in government, since

it does not necessarily follow that jobs are eliminated when tasks are

~simplified. In the typical governmental and/or court environment, dis-

missals and "layoffs" are unused procedures and most vacancies caused
by attrition are filled before the inzumbent's seat has a chance to gather
even a pinch of dust.

For example, one large city, which i;sues more than one hundred
thousand (100;000)>jury questionnaires each year, processed on
individua1iy-typed card or envelope each of the six or more times
it used the prospectivé juror's name. Automation of the jury 1{st not

only provided a mechanical means for preparation of name and address labels to

_2liminate all that typing, but use of automatien-oriented mailer forms-

2z
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also eliminated most envelope stuffing anc a pre-pnjﬁted mail permit‘number

on the envelope ejjminating the stamping effort. Unfortunately, thQre has ‘ﬁ
been no reduction in the dozen or more clerical staff persons whose functions Q
have been absorbed by the computer. (It is hoped that their efforts are ?
now geared toward juror convenience and service.)

Intangible benefits are aimost impossible to relate directly to '
cost and generally defy measurement in dollar value. Yet, in order to jdét#fy
a court information system, one will eventua]]y‘have to”éttempt to place
some dollar value on improvements to "justice", "embioyee morale", and/ori}
the "public image of the justice system.” o

Basically, there appear to be four cost and benefit areas to analyze:

1. Fixed Costs ‘

These costs will be necessafy if an automation effort of any
kind is undertaken. They are easily calculable and projectab1é, are
practica11y»uncha11engeab1e, and are identified as either one-time or
continuing charges. (Some cost factors are partially fixed and partjg]]y
variable and will be shown in both sections.) These include for exaégie:

Feasibility study contract (one-time)

Systems design contract (one-time)

Management of the information system (continuing)

In-House systems and programming staff (ébntinuing)

Training (one-ifme)

Basic computer equipment and suppiies for minimal configuration,
e.g., computer, terminals, lines, forms, etc. (continuing)

Office equipment for basic staff (one-time)
0ffice supplies for basic staff (continuing)
Space for basic computer equipmentténd staff (continuing)

Site preparation costs (one-time)
. . ///:
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2. Variable Costs

. Variable cdstqw?]] be dependent, in many cases, upon the extent

of therautomgted system. Basically, it boils down to "the more you do,

the more it costs." For exémple, a child support payment system will

requjré thevaddition of large amounts of data storage equipment and numer-
ous terminals. Each additional module undertaken will require study,
design, programming, conversion and implementation costs. The more
extensive the work effort, the greater the'computer hardware costs,

the size of computer support staff, and the volume of data that needs to be
collected and reported upon. Variable costs will include:

Implementation systems analysis and programming (contract or
" temporary staff)

Data collection personnel (during development and conversion)
?Continuing data collection personnel (totally dependent upon
‘the.application and could be a minus factor if redundant data
capture is eliminated for the criminal justice system by a
centralized information system.)

Expanded computer hardware purchase or Teasing costs (equip-
ment needs increase as new applications are implemented)

Data storage (the need expands as the applications are imple-
mented)

Terminals (the moré applications in operation, the more loca-
© tijons will have need to access and/or input data)

Space requirements for growing equipment and personnel needs
7Supp1ies,:forms, paper, etc.

3. Tangible Benefits

o
#

These represent improvements or cost reductions that can be cal-
culated with some degree of certainty and which can be translated, per-
haps with some difficulty, into dofiar savings.

Avoidance of unnecessary staff expansion through use of gut@—
mation support (where projected workload increase would indi-

cate the need for such expansion in the absence of automation).

~Reduction of continuances through more accurate, precise and

21




timely information leading to dollar savings in, for examp]e:m
a. number of court hearings scheduled ;
b. number of witnesses (and witness fees) required
c. number of jurors and juror-days required
d. costs of jail delivery.
Clerical savings througﬁ:

a. elimination of multiple filings and recording of
transactions '

b. reduction of filing and retrieval costs

c. reduction and possible elimination of costs associa~-
ted with report preparation (since most reports are
available as a by-product of daily operations)

d. reduction and, hopefully, elimination of lost case
files and people. )

4, Intangible Benefits
These are the benefits which are the most extensive and the most
important but, by and large, they defy financial evaluation:

Improvement in the quality of the adjudication process through

a more effective, efficient, accurate, and timely court operation.

Improved public image of the court and the juStice system re-
sulting, hopefully, in better public cooperation, support and
acceptance,

Improved émp]oyee morale and interest.

Improved management awareness and control of court operation.
Improved utilization of courthouse facilities.

Improved opération and management through the research made
possible by the extensive data base developed wiph the system.

The task is not simple, but it is necessary. Those organizations
whicﬁ have done a good job at this level have used the cost-benefit

stydy to achieve guaranteed support for the. continuation of the pro-

- ject by the local funding body before embarking upon implementation

of the infqymatigndsyggem!
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IIT. POLITICAL AND PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Having decided that is is both desirable and advisable to begin work

on an information system for the court, one must now determine whether it is
possible to do so within the pecu1ié¥Vpolitica1 environment in whfch the court
operates. County commissioners and state Tegislators are not normally happy -
about a court (or any other agency in their jurisdiction) operating an inde-
pendent computer facility. Independent computer operations raise questions
of the cost and efficiency of redundant hardware and staffing. Further, a
certain amount bf power and control flows from the management knowledge pro-
vided by an effective information system. It is particularly important to
understand the implications of various decisjons which will have to be made
early in this process. |

A.  Should/Can The Court Have A Computer Of Its Qwn?

It has been the consensu=: for sometime that only the largest urban courts
can afford their own medium- tolarge-scale computer system. The advent of
the mini—cémputer with eXtensive software availability, howéyer, extended this
capability to moderately-sized courts (ten or more judges). No& the emergence
of the viable and inexpensive microcomputer broadens this availability to any
~multi~judge court wifh a significant clerical and/or managément information
need. (See Chapter V for a discuésion of mini- and micro-computefwcapabi1i- w
ties). As the cost of hardware is no longer the overwhelming defriment it has
been in the past, it is necessary to review the other requireméﬁ%s for a
successf;1 court-operated computer facility. A court should corzider such |
:jajreview_gglx_if'it is certain that it can‘a%?ord a substantial in-house pro-
fessiona1 computer,staff‘and is Williné and able to work extensively and

effectively with that staff. Successful computer installation is not for
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“shortqﬂjﬁded" management, and the failure of a court to successfully imple-
ment %%;Aindependent computerreffort will be a direct reflection upon that
court's management. Historically, computer impjementation efforts which achieve
the most rapid success have been well-financed independent efforts, but the
~costs have usually been high and success is never guaranteed. Consjderation
should be given, also, to the problems of effective supervision of data'pro-
cessing personnel and operations by court management lacking experience in this
new field, which is in a pe%iod of volatile growth and change,
It should bé:ncted that the probability of success is even more depen-

dent upon extensive court involvement when a central computer facility oper-

ated by the executive branch or others is utilized. Any failure here can,

at the very least, be partially attributed to the difficulties described below

- which arise when one utilizes someone else's computer and/or staff.

On balance, assuming that the other political considerations and prob-
lems discussed below can be surmounted, experience suggests that the most
feasible and economical approach will be the use of shared facilities.

B. Problems Of Using Central Computer Facilities

~ Typically, the Tocal court system will be encouraged to use the county
data processing facility to implement its court information system aﬁd to i
utilize county data processing and systems staff for the development effort.
Seldom, if ever, does this arrangemght work to the total satisfac£ion of the

courtsys tem!

1. System Design and Development
T“The?very first prob]emsﬁbccur in the planning and development stage,
i}wheré the courg)is~geﬁera1}y relegated to the lowest level in the priority scheme.
“The highest priorities for local government, understandably, are taxes, pro-

perty assessments, utility bi]fﬁngs,,etc., which generate the dollars neces-

@ Sary to operate county govevnmént. This is followed by the need to devejoﬁ_
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payroll and budget systems for the administrative management of the juris-
diction. Usually, the nextphase is to undertaﬁe those tasks for which outside
funding is available so that expansion of the county data processing capability
can be accomplished without any drain on the county treasury

The priorities for this step are usually set by the availability of

“free" federal and state funding and the ease with which those funds can be
obtained. When one compares the re?ative‘difficulty of obtaining federal
criminal justice improvement funds (LEAA) to the availability of funds from
the Departments of Health, Education and Welfare, Transportation, Housing and
Urban Development, and other sources, it~1s easy to see why it takes so Tong
for a jurisdiction to even consider automation in the criminal justice area

When and if the criminal justice system is addressed, experience shows

that law enforcement needs almost always take priority over the needs of the
court system.

2. - Programming and Operations

The typical county data processing operation cannot afford a separate
criminal justice unit for programming or operation; therefore, the court must

wait until all the “higher priority" systems are operational before develop-
ment begins. The personnel assmned° at best, will be top-rated professional-
1y in the data processing field, but’ w1?1 be unfamiliar with the courts In
addition, if they have participated in the "higher priority" proaects, their

work with the court will be cqnstant]y interrupted by priority calls for

improvements, extensions and emergency corrections to those earlier projects.

In the operations area, the court projects will constantTy be delayed

by the need to run tax b1111ngs county payr011s, and the like. When a choice

has to be made by the county data process1ng director between the county pay-

roll and the court trial 11st1ng, .t is easy to pr°d1ct %he dec1s1on
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Choices Tike these will be made every month, every week and every day,
and the court will be the "loser" in most cases. Recognizing this, some courts
have prepared agreements (see Section D, below) which appear to guarantee the
equitable allocation of resources, services and priorities. However, it is
safe to assume that when the problem actually arises (as it will, very soon
and more often than we anticipé%e), man will react in very predictable ways
to serve his strongest master. Will the court then sue the county for breach
of contract? The contractual agreement approach thus appears to be more of
a psychological weapon than a physical one -- something 1ike a hammer without
a head!

3. Information N »

Another serious consideration is that of the possession of court infor-

mation. In the sensitive area nf individual rights of privacy, the court
will have placed into a very public and accessib}g computer great volumes of
potentially damaging data regarding large number of persons 1living in its
jwrisdiction. The court must somehow arrange to control the access to, dis-
semination and use of this volatile data. Federal and state regulations
are constantly being issued and revised regarding these matters,/g;d care
must be taken to assure tﬁat whoever operates the data processing facility
is aware, of the rules and faithfully adheres to them. )

Further problems arise from {he availasbility of this data to various
segments of our local government. Information regarding an individual suspect
of defendant is a potent weabon in the hands of a po]itica1 enemy. Executive
and/or Tegislative branch leaders have used aggregate data regarding a judge
or a court system to politically oppose é1ebtion or retention of judges. Wit-

nesses' names and addresses can fall into the wrong hands and mailing lists

for political donations can be more easily prepared from the automated 1ist of
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potential jurors than they can from the printed street 1ists provided to the
parties} What access sﬁduld the Internal Revenue Service have to the numbers,
names and addresses of a lawyer's clients? Who should have access to the
"win or lose" rates of a particular assistant D.A. or Public Defender? Does
the press have a right to see the sentencing record of a judge or a lawyer's
record bf success or failure before a specific judge?

Most, if not all, of the above informatioh has been public record for
many years; but not until the advent of automation has it been so easy to quickly
isolate such data. Care is not always taken to objectively evaluate such
information, and injustices continue to be done to many people because of the
mass availability of data through automation. Much forethought must be given
to determining what data should go into a system, who should have access to it,
and what steps can be taken to guarantee that the regulations and limitations
adopted are respected. ({See Section G, below.)

) 4. Costs | N

- Many county data processing directors support é&urt and criminal jus-
tice information systems because af the possibility of added funds for their own
operations and as additional justification forrtheir existence when reviewing
their programs with county officials. The court, thefefore, can frequently
be]y on the data processing office for extensive support in their initial
steps toward automation. This support will disappear if the court pursues
the use of ?ﬁdependent hardware and programming support. | : .

Wher: the court does use county facilities, great care must be taken to
assure that the costs a11ocafed to court work are equitable. The field of
data processing is relatively new éﬁd mysteribds, and often the basis for cost
allocaticn borders on the mystical. It behooves the court user to carefully

monitor the basis for cost allocation, as we11’aslthe supporting documentation o
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for periodic billings.

C. Problems of the Shared Criminal Justice System Environment

Many, but certainly not all, of the above problems can be minimized by
utilizing a shared criminal justice information system (CJIS), rather than,

a general county computer system. For example, the formation of a criminal

- Justice information system development and/or operations staff can avoid compe-

tition with county projects for priority treatment. data confidentiality and
cost allocation. This approach, however, does sharpen and crystallize the
competition among the criminal justice system agencies for priority services.

In the most recent efforts toward criminal justice information system
implementation, law enforcement agencies have taken the lead and usually have
taken over management of the effort. It is, therefore, no surprise thatjthis
had led to priority status for law enforcement-related projects. The obvious
solution here is for the court to lead the project or, more logically, to ini-
tiate such an effort under the management of a board of criminal justice agency
heads with representation and voting power allocated among agencies according
to a negotiated agreement.

Even within the criminal justice environment, however, the priorities

will not favor the court. Logically, the first applications designed and

implemented will be those relating to the reporting and investigatirg of crimes.

More 1mportant1y, no attention will be given to the non-criminal justice ac-

tivities of the court, which encompass from 75% to 95% of the work of most

courts. Warrants and criminal history 1nformat1on will frequently be of

greater importance to the managing board than trial 1ists or analyses of the

causes of continuances. The greatest frustration occurs because the court

~and/or its clerical support staff is saddled with the largest share of the
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burden of feeding data into the system yet usually realizes the least benefit
over the longest period of time.

Systems and programming perébnne1 are most comfortable with straight-
forward projects. Many police and prison automation projects are very much
Tike the accounting and inventory functions of industry and, therefore, will
frequently be addressed earlier by data processing staff who know that, in
the Tong run, the permanence of their project is highly dependent upon clearly
visible early successes.

Court projects are lengthy and very often complicated. Total satis-
faction will rarely be achieved; one must be prepared to be satisfied with
a preponderance of positive feeling from the judiciary. It is not surprising,
therefore, that the system developers turn to law enforcement and correc-
tions for their first projects.

Problems with priority among the participating agencies will exist even
if the criminal justice information system operates an independent computer
facility. It is obvious, however, that those problems will be easier to solve
than ones arising from competitive use by all county agencies. The CJIS
approach appears to be a reasonable cqmpromise between the extremes of expen-
sivev%ndependence and subservience in;glsystem run by and for the execu&j%@
branch.

D. Inter-Agency Contracts

When a court, at either the state or local level, determines that it
is not possible to justify its own computer, it is necessary for thé court
to pursue a contractual agreement which attempts to guarantee the best pos-
sible relationship with the provider of computers services (probably a county

or criminal justice center).
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1.  Property Rights

There is always the possibility that at some future date the éourt may
decide it is both feasible and necessary to have its own system or to process
all of its work on a state-level court information system (SJIS). The court,
therefore, should preserve its rights in the programs and data files in order
to enable transfer of the system to another hardware facility.

Sample Clause 1: The court shall maintain management control over

any court information system developed through the central criminal justice
facility and shall retain the right to transfer this system, in whole or

in part, to another computer f&ci]ity of its choice so long as the selected
facility shall guarantee the provision of all court case data required by the
central criminal justice system.

2. System Stafthanagement

It is extremely difficult for a systems-oriented individual to dif-
ferentiate between responsibility to the employer (a centré] facility) and the
user (the court). This is even more difficult when the systems staff pro-
vides services to multiple agency users. Although an employee will naﬁural]y
have a strong tie to the agency which provides his or her paychecks, it is more
1€ke1y‘that an employee will develop a loyalty to and more effectively rep-
resent a user agency when that agency is his or her sole "c]ient."

Sample Clause 2: The central criminal- justice facility shall per-

manently assign one or more named systems and programming staff members (full-
time) the exclusive responsibility for interaction with the court and its
staff. This (these) employee(s) shall be responsible for the design and
implementation of all data capture and reporting for the court system through
the central facility and for coordinating the court activity with the deve-

lopment of the total criminal justice information system.

i}
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3. Confidentiality of Court Reports

It is absolutely necessary for the agencies constituting the “crim-
inal justice system" to determine at the earljest possible stage the extent to
which they will permit other agencies access to their data and to establish
strict guideiines which record the limits of this permission. The central
facility should be restricted from releasing to anyone other than tﬁe con-
tributing agency any files or reports generated from those files except with
the prior written consent of that agency.

Sample Clause 3: No agency shall have access to court data or

reports without the written consent of the highest official of that court.

4. Direct Access to Court Data

Physical control over data is lost once the data is transmitted to
central hardware and then provided to remote terminals in various criminal
justice agencies. In order to insure that central facility ﬁégulations are
faithfui]y observed, an agreement must be entered into by all the user agen-
cies and their employees and must include workable sanctions for noncompliance.

Sample Clause 4: Direct access to the central criminal justice

information system via terminal devices or hard-copy reports will be Idmited
to criminal justice agencies and only after the accessing agency has entered
into a bindiﬁg user's agreement obligating the agency .and its employees to
strictly abide by and enforce the rules and regulations of the central cri-
mina] justice information system or face the sanctions specifically set forth
in the agreement.
5.  Training

Without substantial staff training, the data and facilities provid-:

ed by an information system are useless. Theve wust be adequate instruction -

to enaﬁle the users to effectively feed data into the system and to make
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effective use of the products of that system. Education is required to pro-

"~ vide the using agency with an gnderstanding of the restrictions imposed on

2

dissemination and use of data as provided by federal, state, local and cen-
tral facility security and privacy regulations.

Sample Clause 5: Substantial training will be provided by the cen-

tral criminal justice facility for court personnel participating in the system
to assure effective input of data and proper utilization and dissemination
of information.

6. Quality Control of Data

Serious problems will arise because of the inadvertent or negli-
gent posting of erroneous data to the system and the subsequent "legitimate"
use of such data. To insure the accuracy of data, the information-collecting
agency is well advised to establish a quality control unit and procedures to
verify the accuracy of data posted on a daily basis and, further, to provide
for an independent survey of the posting procedurqg and operation on a per-

: '\<

iodjc basis. )

Sample Clause 6: The central criminal justice information system

facility shall provide an internal quality control unit which will contin-

ually verify the accuracy and timeliness of data entered into the information

system. An independent audit and survey 6f the quality control process will

be accompTished no less than once each calendar year.

7. Security of Central Facility

Security measures must be taken to protect the system from the ele-

ments as well as from dissident citizens. To this end, the computer facility

should be located in a well-protected area which provides limited access, re-

inforcedywa11s and doors, detection and warning devices, vault areas for storage

" of high security data and key back-up files. Preventive measures to provide pro-

tection against environmental hazards such as fire, flood, toriiadoes, power '
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failures, etc., might include: (a) fire detection and special quenching
systems (water damage might be worse than fire damage), (b) water-tight facf]i—
ties, (c) direct alarm systems to local fire and public safety offices,

(d) fire-resistant walls and doors, (e) air-conditioning system, (f) back-up
files and alternate emergency data processing facilities, (g) auxiliary power
systems, (h)kconstant voltage devices.

Sample Clause 7: Proper measures will be taken by the central cri-

minal justice information system facility to assure thg physical security
of the data and the equipment used to process it.

8. Processing Priorities

It is generally accepted than an information center should not be op-
erated by one of the agencies which it serves because of the likelihood that,
in the event of an emergency, the needs of that operating agency will be
serviced with thé highest priority regardless of competing needs.

Even when an objective service organization is responsible for a system,
it will be possible for one or more organizations to influence the organiza-
tion's selection of prioritfes. To anticipaté this situation, it is recomménded )
that the central facility prepare a schedule of priorities prior to the beg-
inning of operations and as tasks aré added to the operation each be assigned

a priority level.

SampTe Clause 8: Priorities will be set by a representative managing
board (described below) and will be stri¢tly adhered to for the processing
of participating agency data, thereby assuring that, in the event of unusual

e
e

occurrences, each agency will be provided with their reports and data at the

ear1iest,possib1e,time consistent with every agency's needs.

9. Managing the Central Criminal Justice Information System

It is extremely important for the chief executive of the court system,’

PN
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to take an active part in the operation of a criminal justice information
system. Not only will he or she be expected to represent the interests of
the court and its judges, but he or she will also represent the only agency
in the inforhation system body which can be expected tb reasonably and ob-
jectively balance the interests of the individual, the public and the justice
system itself. ; y

Sample Clause 9: The management control of the central facility

| sha11 be vested in a board of directors which shall consist of

mgmbers, Both the Presiding Judge and the Court Administrator shall be members
of the Board. In decisions regarding information relative to the operation

or management of the court or concerning the rights of fhe fndividua]zﬁthe
Presiding dudge will have the power to nullify a vote of the Board. ‘

10. Limits of Service

Courts are an integrated system which process criminal, civil, and 1
other matters.. In order to effectively manage such a system, it is necessary :

- to maintain detailed and statistical data on the entire court operation.

A system which proQides méhagement reporting relative to 1ass <ihan one-half f*
of the workload of the system for which the court is responsible could prove
to be more harmful than helpful. Therefore, it is imperative that the auto-
mated support be comwitted to tracking and reporting on all court activity.

. ) . v ,
Sample Clause 1G: The services provided by the central facility

to the judicial system shall not be Timited to criminal justice-related activity.

E. Judicial Independence

A 1976 article in Judicature 2° treats very extensively the "threat"

20. "Judicial Indépendence in the Computer Age", Davxd Weinstein, Jud1ca-

ture, March 1976.

% ° g :
2, \ : B 4 ' y




to judicial independence arising from the participation of the judiciary
in the developments of automated systems. This "threat" emanates from the
pressures to provide data to executive and/or law enforcehent agencies regarding
court activity ahd to utilize shared facilities. Although the courts must
not yield to the attempts of the executive and legislative branches to compel
court "participation” in such programs, since the court desires and needs the
tools automation can provide, it behooves the court to voluntarily partici-
pate. The issues of independence raised by automation are not so earth-shat-
tering that they cannot be overcome by reasonable discussion and contract
agreement.  The amount and type of data provided, by whom, and to whom, are
easily definable. The conditions under which data will be processed are nego-
tiable and parties can and will arrive at fair compromises if they are willing
to be rational about the actual effect of cooperative efforts on judicial in-
dependence. o

VThe author of the article mentioned aboveZ], indicates, very appropria-
tely, that the pursuit of computer facilities alone seems to lack the ele-
ments of necessity and emergency that‘characterize instances where the doctrine
of inherent powers of the courtskhas been involved. it should. be noied, how-
| aver, thg;,; w¢11-known Pennsy]vénia case,z2 which determined that the judi-
ciary 1is enti{%ed to sums ". . . reasonable and necessary to carry out its
mandated résponsfbi]ities; . ." did, in fact, include in the financial judge-

ment an amount needed to expand computer services.

Ib.i d . ' * ’: v i - ' . . : o

21. ° »
22. Commonwealth ex rel Carrol v. Tate, 442 PA.45, 274 A.2d= 193, (1971).
v - ' ; : ‘ o
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Itfgppears, upon reflection, that these afguments do nothing more than
delay action on the collection and processing of data important to court |
management and may, in fact, be a delay tactic used by court management to
avoid embarking on an automation project --a project which wi]}C;eAdif—
ficult, time consuming, and may reveal thian about the operation of our court
systems which will be 1ess than flatteringito its judges and managers.

There are a]so very real threats to 1naependence arising from the use
of grant funding, as every grant seems to carry with it conditions which
impinge on everything from states' rights (versus federal control) to the

right of an organization to hire, fire and supervise its employees. Care

* should be taken to evaluate grant conditions to ensure that the organization

does not affect its independence more dramatically by accepting dollars under
contractual conditions thar it would by voluntarily cooperating with executive
and/or legislative agencies.

F.  Comprehensive Data System (CDS):23

‘Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)
Computerized Criminal Histories (CCH)
Offender Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)
Statistical Analysis Center (SAC)
- Court managers venturing into the automated information area are im@qu
jately faced with a proliferation of acronyms whichybotQ\amusg and confuse.
Very near the top of the alphabetic exercise are the’acronyms associated

with a nationwide criminal justice information project which is heavily

"~ funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and which generates

237 National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, Guideline
Manual - Comprehensive Data Systems Program, Law Enforcemnnt Assistance
< Administration, December 31, 1975.
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many political and practical coheiderations for courts.
This mest important project is the Comprehensive Data System (CDS) which,
generally, is an attempt to:
(1) assist the individuel states in establishing an extensive and
reliable crimipa] Jjustice data collection and analysis capability;
(2) encourage the multi-year accumulation of this data in a uniform
manner so as to facilitate intra-state, inter-state and national
comparability; and
(3) eliminate unneceseary dub]icat%on of data collection. i
The CDS program consists of three major components within each state .
program: '

1. Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR)

The purpose of the UCR component is to collect and report uni form
crime data, at the state level, for every law enforcement agency in the
jurisdiction. ,

National standards have been joinf]y developed for UCR by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and the International Association of Chiefs
of Police (IACP). Local law enforcement agencies have reported such'dafe
directly to the FBI for many years, but the CGS component w111 centra11ze
the collection of UCR data at a state level w1th the state undertak1ng the
responsibility for the timeliness, quality and comparab1]1ty of the data.

Courts genera]iy are not affected by this compenent gf,the‘system.

2. Computerized Criminal Histories (CCH; and Offender Based Transaction
Statistics (0BTS)

CCH and OBTS represent an immense effort to_track every‘offender i §
through every stage of Lhe cr1m1na1 Just1ce system, from arrest to final '

d1spos1t1on (1nc1ud1ng the comp1et1on of any sentence imposed) . Data will

!
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' 1argest portlon of th# data falls upon the nation's court system

be collected é%ffﬁé state level which can. be analyzed in detail and in the
aggregate to prov%ﬂe an accurate and up-to-date statistical profile of the
state's rr1m1naT “dqt1ce system and its components (OBTS) and, at the same tfme,
will enable states~¢o compile and 1nterchange criminal history information

(rap sheets) for 1nu*v1dua1 defendants (CCH) in a reliable and secure manner.

These procedures require ﬁhat extensive data be collected from every

'cr1m1ra1 Justice dgevry from the moment | ) arrest (or the initiation of

prosecution, whvcheveh comes first) to the very last contact of the defendant
with the criminal Ju5t1ce system. Every substantive action must ba recorded

and positii e]y 1dent f1ed as to the specific defendant and the specific

g cr1m1na] act.’

Although the sva?
= T
ﬂcut1on, co&tt and cvrrect1ona1 agencies, the burden for provision of the

m is designed to obtain its data from police, pro-

)

In order to 1solﬁ*e system heaknesses and points of delay through analysis

(

of OBTS data, every swbstant1ve court action which takes time and staff ef-

\

fort must be chrono]cgwca]]y identified. The resultant data recording and

i !?

report1ng burden éa,‘ xupon the courts is a]most beyond belief!

To compound thm u?urt s problem, few, if any, states embarking upon

L‘a CCH/OBTS effort and &tatutor1]y requ1r1ng the provision of this data have

pPQV1ded f1nanc1a1 support for the prov1ders of the information.

3. Stat1stnca1 Aﬂa1ys1 Cénter (SAC)

f\the CDS program is the Statistical Ana]ys1s Center,

whose purpos$11s to ".'g‘. previde the state with a profess1ona1 staff which

will: o ;:;;‘;m =

1) Prov1de ObJ&CtTVE ]nterpret1ve‘ana1ys1s of cr1m1na1 Justice
!f' \ : :
o '\ Y{)
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data, including that collected by the various 1ine operating
agencies.

"(2) Generate statistical reports on crime and on the processing
of criminal offenders in support»of planning and operation-
al criminal justice agencies.

"(3) Provide and/or coordinate Technical Assistance (TA) in the
development of the CDS program in the state. N

"(4) Collect, analyze, and disseminate Management and Administrative
Statistics (MAS) on the criminal justice resources expended
in the state.

"(5) Promote the orderly development of criminal justice informa-
tion and statistical system; in the state.

"(6) Provide uniform data on criminal justice processes for the

: preparation of national statistical reports."24

A concern for court management should be that these analyses will be

performed on court operations and activities, and will then be interpreted

and reported upon "objectively" by executive branch professionals with little

feeling for the idiosyncrasies of the court process.
The CDS program can be a godsend for the court manager who believes
in a modern business-like approach to monitoring éﬁﬂ evaluating the system,

but unless the program is structured to financially support all the effort

required to provide the data and to fairly and clearly report the results

of the analytical prbcess, it could cauéé,significant,trauma for partici-

* pating pourts at the local and state level.

24. 1bid.

[lembwset it
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G. Security and Privacy

Along with &1l the benefits (and prob]ems) associated with an informa-
tion system comes responsibility for the security and privacy of the automated
court information. The data is now many times more readily available and,
therefore, more 1ikely to affect the individual. In the minds of many citizens
(and particularly their elected representativeé) this information is subject
to abuse and the source of possible harm to individuals and WfﬁBFTf?es.

Federal regulation (LEAA and Department of Justice) hasﬁﬁgt some gen-
eral standards for courts and criminal justice systems to fo]]gw but much
detail is left for legislatures to fill in. The federal congress and state
legislatures have been quite slow in producing definitive legislation.. Where
states havé acted, they usually have not followed the recommendations of the
criminal justice community but, most frequently, have leaned toward protect-
ing (and frequently overprotecting) the individual without seriously consider-
ing the needs of the public in general and the justice community in pgrticu?ar.

) Much community heat is generated when security and privacy regulations
are under consideration, and the court manager is well advised to be thorough-
1y versed in the "public record" status of the information collected by and
for the court and the 1imit$ to which the court would be willing and able to
share its data with the public, the press or the rest of the criminal jus-
tice system.

The federal regulations are particularly geared to "Criminal History
Record Information" wﬁich is best defined in the literature as:

", . . records and data compiled by criminal justice agencies

for purposes of identifying criminal offenders and of main-

taining as to each such offender a summary of arrests, pretrial

proceedings, the nature and disposition of criminal charges,
sentencing incarceration, rehabilitation and release..
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"Such information shall be restricted to that which is recorded

as the-result of an arrest, detention or other initiation of cri-
minal proceedings or of any consequent proceedings related thereto.
It shall be understood to include, where appropriate, such items
for each person arrested as the fo11ow1ng

n(a)
"(b)

u(c)
"(d)

"(e)

"(f)
"(g)

n(h)

"(i)

Personal identification.

The fact, date, and arrest charge; whether the indivi-
dual was subsequently released and, if so, by what
authority and upon what terns.

The fact, date, and result of any pretrial proceedings.

The fact, date, and result of any trial or proceeding,
including any sentence or penalty.

The fact, date, and result of any direct or collateral
review of that trial or proceeding; the period and
place of any confinement, including admission, release;
and, where appropriate, readmission and release dates.

The fact, date, and result of any release proceeding.

The fact, date, and result of any act of pardon or
clemency.

The fact and date of any formal termination to the crim-
inal justice process as to that charge or conviction.

The fact, date, and result of any proceedings revok1ng
probation or parole.

"It shall not include intelligence, analytical, and investigative
reports and files, nor statistical records and reports in which
individuals are not gdentified and from which their identities are

not ascertainable.
It is imperative that one keep this definition in mind when reviewing

regulations or statutes, for it is easy to get confused and iost 1n_the maze.

n2

Further complicating the problem is a widely accepted and frequentiy used

version which is much more concise and is included in the LEAA regulations:

"Information collected by criminal justice agencies on individuals,
consisting of identifiable descriptions and notations of arrests,
detentions, indictments, informations or other formal cr1m1n:1
charges, and any disposition(s) arising therefrom, senteﬁcrng,

Ve
4

ﬁé5h, Project SEARCH Committee on Security and Privacy, Security and Privacy

Publications, Project SEARCH, May, 1973.
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| correctional supervision and lr'e]ease."z6

A first reading of either definition immediately Teads the court mana-
ger to beligve the court's information system is controlled by any regula-
tions or sfatutes promulgated regarding such data. The rules and most sta-
tutes, however, provide specific excegtion for:

(1) original records of entry, iuch as police blotters, maintained

by érimina] justice agencieé, compiled chronologically and re-
quiked by law or long-standing custom to be made public, if such
records are organized on a chronological basis;

ﬂr (2) court dockets and indices used by the court;

(3) court records of public judicial proceedings;

(4) published court or administrative opinions or public judicial,

administrative or legislative prbceedings; and

(5) records of traffic offenses maintained by state departments of

transportation or motor vehicle bureaus.

Although the exceptions appear to exempt the court fully, the court
manager is cautioned to consider that the exemptions apparently relate to
the manual records and case files and not to any automated file created
therefrom which satisfies the definition of a criminal history record!

This latter interpretation is most rigidly adhered to when the court
files are just one part of the "Total Justice Information System" of a state,
region or county. ) ”

Once the court finds itself controlled by the requirements. of such a

X‘-\\x
. \\

' , ] . ‘
-26. 'Federal Rules and Regulations) Title 28 - Chapter f ~ Part 20.3(b)
Federal Register - March 19, 1976.

S
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requlation or statute, the following series of major issues needs to be ad-
dressed with regard to data in the court's aAutomated information system.

1. Currency and Scope of Coverage

During the active 1ife of the case, the automated file represents
the basic data needed by all using the court system and normally, there-
fore, there will be no restrictibn on the maintenance and provision of “cur-
rent status information" for defendant or case. When the case terminates,
however, there is vést disagreement on just how long conviction, non-convic-
tion, or other disposition records can be retained. “Current reccrds" for
both conviction and non-conviction appear to have achjeved about a six-month
1ife after disposition in the various states. The major issues, which remain
basically unanswered, are "what is.a criminal history record?" and "when does
a current court record become a criminal history record?" Unfortunately,
most, if not all, state and federal legislation has failed to address this
issue clearly yet. - |

2. Completeness and Accuracy

One of the major reasons for security and privacy legislation is
to eliminate the use of rap shéets (eriminal histories) which carry extensive
arrest informafidﬁ but Tittle if any court disposition data. Regu1ations
and statutes call for disposition data‘to be entered into the fi]es, accura-
tely and within 90 days. Corrections are required té be posted}within 15
days of the>determination of an error. - |

3. Dissemination

Generally, dissemination of the automated information is restrict-
ed to criminal justice agencies for criminal justiCe‘purposes and to others
who have been given statutory authorization (e.g., professional Ticensing

statutes requiring proof of no criminal convictions).
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Med1a xepresentat1ves, however@jﬁre currently arguing their First

Amendment right to,access to th1svdata which éou]d result in instant pub1ickk

access torqigfeat deal, if not all, of the information included in the court's

éutomated files. Conce1vab1y, this would extend to individual Judge or

\£d1str1ct attorney 61spos1t1on and sentencing records and other trad1t1ona11y

"pestricted" information.

4.} Sealing or Expungément

| | Most statutes include somé,provision for aﬁtomatic expungement of
afrest data where conviction does not result within a short period (usua]?yk
6 to 18 months after case initiatién), when the case is no longer active and
further prosecution 1s not indicated. v .

Many statutes go furthev and provide for sealing or expungement of
fconV1ct1ons following a specified time peryod after the final conclusion
of the sentence 1mposéd'(usua11y for the defendant with only one conviction).

This time period differs great1y in the various states. (One state proposes

: mandating expungement only three years after the final conclusion of sentence

while another suggests expungement seven years after the death of the defen-
{ k .
dant so Tong as there was no criminal activity for 15 years, or upon ach-

1ev1ng the age of 100 and having been free from any cr1m1na1 activity for at

“Jeast 15 years. )

5. Phys1ca1 Secur1ty

A11 regulations and statutes appropr1ate1y call for protect1on

fk aca1nst fire, f]ood subversion, sabotage, etc.‘

6. Ind1V1dua1 Access and Rev1ew
]

Every 1nd1v1dua1 who so desires (1nc1ud1ng a]] Persons in custody)‘ .

h

o musts be prov1ded the right to see and rev1ew h1s or her record(s) UsualTy N

th1s r1ght is subJectAto quu1r1ng the 1nd1v1oua1 to 1dent1fy him. or herself,ff A

T
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(fo the extent that some states re&hireﬁpositive fingerprint identification).
When an individual disagrees with any iﬁformation contained in the record,
he gf‘she~must be provided'wit%“a fair and reasonable means to voice such
an objection and to pursue a hearing before a higher authority if the criminal
justice agency refuses to make requested corrections (due process).

Most statutes place the burden of proof (proving the information to

be accurate) upon the criminal justice agency.

7. Privacy and Security Councils

Most statutes provide for an independent council to monitor the
operation of systems carrying such informﬁtion and usually call for executive
appointment of such councils which normaﬁ%y include a number of lay citizené
along with a sprinkling of criminal justice officials. These councils invariab-
1y prove to be a thorn in the side of the criminal justice community but can,
if well run, be the medium for providing a carefully balanced system whiﬁh
adequately services the needs of the criminal justice system without abusing
and/or violating the rights of individuals.

Other issues will arise regarding the kinds of data that can be in-
cluded in the system. Should the system capture medical data indicating
epilepsy, diabetes or heart condition so that criminal justice personnel
interacting with the defendant will not, for example, misinterpret an epi-

leptic fit as a drunken stupor? Should information regarding gang affilia-

.. tion or aggressive tendencies be captured for the protection of incarcerated

defendants, law enforcement or corrections staff?

Courts will be reguifed by the statutes to provide case disposition
data (within 90 days) to, usually, an executive agency. They wiil resent
this intrusion on judicial independence but they must recognize that the

eventual result of this effort will be to have available to courts, at bail
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setting and sentencing time, a complete and accurate crim;na1 history to
support the court's work.

Securityvand privacy issues are volatile ones and have, in some cases,
undermined and actually destroyed criminal justice information system pro-
jects. The area has to be addressed 1nte]1fgent1y and rationally with an
intent to develop a package within which the community and criminal justice

system can operate and Tive in peace.

0

46

P




: i IV. DESIGNING YOUR SYSTEM
A /{/
A very viable answer to desigring a productive and usuful system for -
any organization is utilization of the "systems approach” which is clearly

27

book for managers,“’ according to the following outline:

|
|
E
!
l ) described in the National Center for State Courts' data processing guide-
g
[ - formulating goals and objectives
| - gathering information

- analyzing information

- preparing the preliminary systems design

- considering alternative solutions

- acquiring the system

- implementing the system

- managing and operating the system

- . evaluating the system

- refining the systém

Assuming that such an approach.is to be taken, the following material
attempts to provide a practical organiza}%ona] methodology for performing
several of these tasks, while at the séﬁe time attempting to cultivate the
invaluable interest, support and assistance of those for whom the systems
should be designed. Recognizing that many of thbSé who will be asked tQ‘
help in such an effort will have nénidea of what services might be provided
by an information system, this chapter also includes a section describing .

applications wh1rh have been attempted by court data processing systems around

the country.

27. J. Michael Greenwood, et a1, Court Equipment Analysis Project-Data.
Processing and the Court - Guide for Court Manaqers, National Center
for State Courts’, September 1977.
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A. . Forming the Policy Committee and Determining Goals for the System
"The first question which must be asked and a very difficult one to

answer 1is, VWhatfgo the court and the justice system (not the criminal jus-

tice system) want and expect from the information system?" One will rarely
find any single individual with the knowledge to f%§pond‘to such an inquiry
and it is even less probably that such an 1nd1viduaf\wi]1 have the power and
authority to move forward without the support of othergfjn the justice system
apd/or the zinancia1 structure of the governmental entity:*;

Recbgnizing>this "fact of 1ife," the ﬁnly practical so]htipn is to
develop the goals for the information system through the medium o¥. a policy
committee. Such a committee should consist of the highest possible Tevel
of manager from every court-related agency in the jurisdiction, as we]]xésw
others who can influence the progress of such a project. As an example, it
should include:

- President Judge

- Court Administrator

- Clerk of Court (Civii and Criminal)

- District Attorney |

- Public Defender

- Chief Law Enforcement Officer

t-related dutjes if Taw enforcement is

- Sheriff (for cour
: ided by other than the sheriff)

ou
provide
- Probation Chief
, -,,‘.Ccrrectians Director
- Community Legal Service;
- ,RepreSentativé(é) ef the Civil Trial Bar

- Representative(s) of the Criminal Trial Bar

W
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- Financial Leader(s) of Local Government

- Lead1ng Local Legislator(s)

From this group, initially, must come agreement that the need exists
for an information system, as was d1scussed”1n Chapter II, as well as a

skeletal 1ist of goals for such a system. Extensive staff work must be

performed to prepare clear and concise position papers for presentation at

the few eﬁort meetings which will be possible with such a select group'

The 1n1t1ai "shopping Tist" of goals and needs should be at a very general
Tevel and must have the overwhelming, if not unanimous, support of the high
Tevel policy committee if the goals are to be achieved. Without this sup-
port from the top, the working-level coordination and provision of informa-
tion persdnne], etc., necessary to develop an "impliementable"system will not

be possible. Note particularly the inclusion of local government leaders,

whose support will be needed with the inevitable. funding problems, and of

=

trial bar representatives, constituting the most vocal and active portidn
of the "public" users of services provided by the courts.

B. The Working Committee

It is obvious from the suggested composition of the policy committee

that preparation of an extensive, detailed needs statement cannot be the

< responsibility of such a group. The only poss1b1e soTut1on is to have the

nol1cy commi ttee members name working-level personnel From the1r organiza-

tions to work with the concep6;a11zers to "flesh out" the ske]eta1 ‘goals
\\

deve]oped by the policy comm1ttee “The ut111zat1on of m1dd1e management

personnel who work with (and somet1mes around) . the system everyday will bode

well for 1dent1fy1ng those areas about which a great dea1 more “information

is needed Muhy prob1ems will be art1cu1ated and pract1ca1 soTutaons of- )

fered by such a droup Furthermore, their oart1c1pat1on W1TT nerma11y result ° -

@

\\ ] o B e m o ) o o )
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in gaining grassroots understanding and support for the System, which will
. be necessary for an ultimately successful effort.

C. Interviews and Questionnaires -

If possible, it is most desirable to develop, with the assistance of

\; ) * - . . ) - )
the working committee, .a questionnaire and/or an interview agenda which

can be utilized as extensively as possible within the system and, if prac-
tical, in the community. The purpose of the interviews and questionnaires
would be to determine the various problems encountered by those using the
»court system.

ﬂ” Court or court-related personnel involved in the day-to-day effort do
noﬁ always see what the public, jurors, litigants, the press, the bar or
other governmental employees label as wasteful, ineffective, improper, offén—
sive and avoidable. The'determination of these perceived flaws in the system
can be quite useful in designing a supportive information system that improves
the court's services and image to its real users.

Court or court-related personnel who are not included in a working-
user advisory group need to be heard from as well. The need to work with a
committee whose size is manageable will frequently result iq}missing impor-
tant coment from the rank-and-file employees who make the system work. A
we17~prepared interview program or qugstionnaire.effort can serve to fitl
this gap.

An example of the questions which might be asked: .

(1) Did you get all the information you needed while you were in the

- courthouse? : 1

3%

'

. It
(2) Was it provided to you on a timely basis? ﬁ§
(3) Wnere could you usually get information you neéded?

(4) ﬁg% it accurate?

y :



T T T T T R ‘
: J

(5) Was it useful? If not, why not?

(6) What infermation or kinds of information couldn't you get?

(7) Was yourvisit to the courthouse fruitful? If ngi, why not?

(8) Did you encounter any difficulty filing documents with the court?

(9) ‘What information or information service(s) do you.think it would

be;@ost desirable for the court to provide? ’

These questions should be directed to all who use the court system:
the entirekbench, the cferks and bailiffs who occupy the cqurtrooms‘éVEhy
day, to the litigants, the press who cover the courts, the legislative and
execuﬁive branch staff who interface with the courts, the clerical staff,
the witnesses and jurors, the law enforcemeﬁt and social service personnel
whose work is closely intertwined with tbéﬁcourggeffort, and as many‘othefs
who affect or are affected by the court on almost a daily:basis as can be
identified.

D. Anéiysis of Potential Applications 28
(Adapted from a previous paper by this author)

1. Case Tracking - Civil and Criminal

The most effective use of automation, by far, has been in the
assistance to the day-to-day operation of the courts. A typical system
starts with the capturé of data on each case at the time of its origjna]
filing. In some jurisdictions only the criminal cases are recotded and in
others civil cases have been the top priority. It appears, hoﬁever, that
the only Tlogical method is to capture both for any court whi;h has civil

and criminal jurisdiction due to the daily interaction of parties and

)

28. Larry Polansky, Contemporary Automation in the Courts, Proceedings of
the Second International Symposium - Criminal Justice Information aqd

~ Statistics System - SEARCH Group, Inc. “;]974'

©
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resources.

The extent of the data captured af filing time will very often dictate
the ultimate effectiveness of any automated system. Much care must be taken
in determining the data to be captured and evaluating the costs of data
capture against the expected benefits. It is as easy to decide to capture
valueless data at excessive cost as it is to neglect to collect relatively
inexpensive data items which later will proVe'to‘be vital links in & good
information syste$.

a. Indexing
The first fruit of an automated system is the virtually

Timitless indexing capabi]ities} The first step in most systems has been

the creation of defendant (criminal cases) and 1itigant (civil cases) indi-

~ces which are effortlessly prepared on demand. These indices are not semi-

alphabetic or "partiaily ordered" as most manual systems 4nevitably are,

but are fully and correctly alphabetized indices. Depending on the frequency

and volume of the activity and the need for up-to-date status, these indices

may be on paper or, if time constraints are critical, may be on computer

terminatls. o
Mary systems have incorporated automated name searching techniques

into their index search”cemputer programs, thus making it possible to re-

trieve names even when partially misspelled inquiries are made. o
Party namés; however, are not the only indices available in an automated

file, Once the information is in machine readable form, it is possibie

to index on any piece of dééa in the record. For example, many systems create

1istings or "on-line" indices by attorney, type of case or charges involved,

year of action and many other record characteristics which may aid in managing "

an operation or obtaining information needed for a particular case or situation.

i
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Perhaps the greatest value in indexing available to the court today
is in the automation of the indices for judgmenté and Tiens, The typical
archaic practices for the maintenance of this data are both expensive and -
impractical. The data, on the sther hand, is an integral part of the com-
mercial activity in the community and it is vitally important that it be
accurate, timely and available. Anyone who has ever had the misfortune to
have to searth these records in a manual system can appreciate what the
computer system has to offer. The operation is simple to automate and simple
to operate. Thg major problem encountered is that of "converting" the exiut-
ing manual fi]e;:to automated form, In many cases this conversion is vir-
tually (if not actually) impossible. This should not preclude acting pros-
pectively in this area. It is far better to have a good modern system from
some fixed date forward than to perpetuate a bad one.

b. Docketingﬁ |
There is no more tedious function in any court than the

posting of each substantive action éffecting a case to the log book. In some
jurisdictions this is called docket}%g or making docket entries. These
dockets are often virtually unreadable when entries are handwr1tten and courts
frequently fall far behind in their postings whether by hand or. typewr1ter.

In those jurisdictions with an automated system, it is genera11y nec-

essary to post every substantive case action to the computer file in order”

to keep the automated case record up\to -date. It is no great fask to retain

these traditional postings within the mach1ne and to provide an up-to-date
complete docket. ) ’ :

The major obstacle tglthis use of the avtohated system tﬁus far haé been'
its cost. The price of computer data storage units continues to decrease

stead11y and many 1nsta11at1ons believe fne cost/use ratio, p]us the value
’f"
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of the expected improvement to the court's operation, now can support an
investment in the automated docket to replace the ancient practice of labor-
ious entries in hard-copy docket books. The advantages and savings in man-

power and space are obvious, but along with this comes a standardized and

readable product!

NS

c. Calendars
Whatever the title, the need for the preparation, on a timely
basis, of the Tists of cases to be heard in court on a specific date is one
that every automated court system appears to have recognized and answered,
These Tists range from a simple list ofﬂdeféndant names to a complex report
§bowing name, case number, attorney(s), bail data, jail status, charges,
previous hearing and trial disposition and, with some lists, a criminal his-

tory of the defendant. Practically any piece of data in the file can be

. relevant and the decision as to what to include on the ]ﬁv’~ﬂgpears to Tie with

the users.

One prob]em”f?équently encountered isthe popularity of these 1istings.
Some jurisdictions produce more than 100 copies of each day's lists for
distribution. One court, recognizing the high cost of multiple copy list
preparation by computer, has utilized the computer to produce a d%ttn master
and then runs its additional copies on an inexpensive ditto machine.

d.  Notices
The ﬁreparation of notices appears to be a universal function

of the automated systéms reviewed, Jhe notices range from the automated
preparation of the summons resulting from the filing of a civil complaint
to the remindérs for failure to pay restitution or court fees.

Almost every system provides subpoenas for defendants and witnesses

and notices to counsel of assigned dates for court action. Some” systems i




provide memoranda to defendants reminding them of their trial date and that
they must be represented by counsel at trial. Other systems produce notices'
to attorneys of court appdintment as counsel in a case. Notices to police
officers of trial commitments and to sureties of the failure of their clients
to appear when required are also frequent]y seen as by-products of automated
court information systems. When probation records are maintained in the
information sys;em, automatic notification of arrest, indictment and/or con-

viction of a client is available for judge and probation officer.

e. Attorney reports
One va1uab1eAtoo1 which is readily available in most systems
is the individual attorney workload or "inventory" report. Lists which
identify all cases for which an attorney is noted as counsel ofrrecord are
invaluable both in the operatioh of the court and the scheduling of cases
and are even more of an aid to thew?ttarneys them?é]ves.

From the management perspecti?é, a combinatiﬁn of caseload reports with
reports on disposition activity by counsel enables the‘court to determine
whether counsel is “over1oaded“ and, if attorneys are identified by firm,
whether a firm has sufficient trial counsel to handle its woﬁk1oad. A court
can easily be cognizant of the quantity and‘agé of the caseS‘pending for
every attorney or firm and can act accordingly.

Other jurisdictions have been ablé to analyze v;;ious ﬁttributes of

attorneys and firms to determine which are prone to settle ér to go to trial,

~ which will file numerous delaying motions and which will apbea] an inordin~

ate percentage of the time. In some jurisdictions, where ﬁhe information
is legally available, the same analysis is done of insurande company set-
tlement practices. ’

{
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f. Statistical Reporting

Almost every automated system has utilized the excellent
summarization capabilities of computer-based files to provide statistical
reports. Most typically, the first products are the pure counting type
reports which determine the number of cases entering and leaving the system
and, perhaps, break them down even further by type of case and type of
court action required to effect a disposition. Other reports enable admin-
istrators to inventory the cases on hand and perhaps to break these down by
the type of case and type of court action involved. Automated systems have
also been used to identify the causes and responsibilities for case contin-
uances, probably the largest sing]é deterrent to the completion of the court's
daily work.

The realization that more can be done is now beginning to surface.
Many courts are seriously considering the "weighting" of cases so that admin-
istrators can readily calculate the work effort and manpower required to
handle court workloads. Very serious attention is now being paid to court
control of the time necessary for a case to progress through each stage of
the court process. From a management standpoint, calculated averages are an
excellent method of periodically checking the "vital signs" of a court sys-
tem. Furthermore, the <ame data can be used to identify, by comparison to
these norms, those cases in the system requiring individual attention of the
operations staff because of their deviation from the statistically-identified
norms.

A very sensitive area in which these statistics are being utilized is
that of the analysis of dispositions by judge or by attorney or perhaps
of the sentencing propensities, by charge, by judge or even by race or sex.

This a»ea requires extreme care, for cases are not as fungible as industrial
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units of production. One case is not the same as every other case with a
similar charge, nor is one defendant and his background the same as every
other defendant charged, tried and convicted of a particular crime. Until

one can adequately "weigh" each case for its difficulty and also scientifical-
1y weigh each defendant's prior history and rehabilitative probability,

it is practically meaningless to make sensitive evaluations as to judge
disposition rates and, then, as to sentencing propenéities. The message

here is to step very warily in this area recognizing that the numbers are
simple to produce, but almost impossible to adequately interpret.

Another danger, very aptly identified by Ernest Friesen, a nationally-
recognized expert and leader in the field of court administration, 1is the
phenomenon of what you decide to count dictating what you do. If the need
for meeting statistical goals is the ultimate one, then the workers in the
system will focus their efforts on those tasks which will count toward the
statistical goal and ignore the work that does not contribute to their count:
The lesson here is to be sure that what you count is a proper reflection
of the real purposes of the organization.

2. Scheduling and Automated Zalendaring

From a theoretical standpoint, the greatest advantage to be der-
jved from an\automated system is the utilization of automated scheduling
algorithms which will provide optimum coordination of parties, resources and
facilities. The state of the electronic art is ready for this, but no juris~
diction, no matter how far advanced in the use of technology, has yet been
able to successfully implement the "ultimate" - the fully automated schedule.
Significant analysis in this area has been performed by the Institute for Law
and Social Research and the published materiail of that organization on the

subject is quite worthy of review by the jnterested court administrator and
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by court information system designers.29

3. Jury Management

a. Selection
A vast number of jurisdictions have successfully tackled

the automation of the selection of prospective jurors. The largest single
problem encountered has been the source of the eligible juror 1ist. The
most frequent solution is the use of registered voter lists for the juris-
diction, but there are many variations on this theme. They range from com-
bining voter lists with property owner lists, telephone directories, and
vehicle registration to the "ultimate" and most costly approach of a complete
periodic census, used at one time in the District of Columbia.

Whatever the source, if the original 1ist or 1ists can be put into or,
preferably, are already in machine readable form, the court is well on its
way to the most cost-effective application of automation available in the
courts area today. An added benefit is that, assuming "fairness" in the
source or sources the court selects, the court will no Tonger be challenged
regarding the makeup of the machine-selected jury panels.

The methods for fair selection from the eligible 1ist range from very
simple random selection techniques to a very sophisticated procedure provided
for the Harris County, Texas (Houston) Courts by NASA space systems special-
ists which utilizes a computerized random number generator for selection.

b. Questicnnaires and Notices

A logical foliow-on to selection is the preparation of ques-
tionnaires for the prospective jurors and, in jurisdictions which utilize

interviews, notices for interview. It is easy to visualize how, once capturing

29, Institute for Law and Social Research, Guide to Court Scheduling,
INSLAW ~ 1976.
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the name and address for selection, the machines can provide simple and in-
expensive subsequent mailings.

Additional savings have been effected by using special forms (cé]]ed
mailers) which can be generated by the computer with message, questionnaire
and a stamped return envelope all inside the outer envelope. Several juris-
dictions have developed this combination computer and special form system
to the extent that there is nz need for a single act of human intervention
from the point where selection starts until the items reach the post office
for distribution. The same techniques can, of course, be applied to the pre-
paration of the summons to appear and any other required notices.

Outstanding work has been done by Bird Engineering Research Associates,30
through Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funding, in the juky areas
described above as well as in the dollar-savings and improved juror satis-

faction.

4,  Support and Alimony Payments

One court or court-related area where automation has been a very
effective tool and one which has made extensive use of computer capabili-
ties is the area of support payments. The problem involved here is a typical
business/accounting problem with many items of similar activity and with a

great number of highly repetitive processes.

30. & G.T. (Tom) Munsterman and W.R. (Bi11) Pabst, Jr., A Guide to Juror
Usage, L.E.A.A. - National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, December 1974.

¢ G.T. Munsterman and W.R. Pabst, Jr., A Guide to Jury System quqge-
ment, L.E,A.A. -~ National Institute of Law Enforcement‘and Criminal
Justice, December, 1975. :

j "
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The typical support system provides court grder and payment history

data, as well as current status-of-account information. It produces checks
for the dependants after receipt of payments from the responsible party.
At Teast one system implements court policies by having the computer hold
up the issuance of checks for Targe amounts for several days to insure the
sufficiency of funds in the payor's account and also by having the computer
distribute, in accordance with present court po]fcy, the payments received
from payors who have multiple payees for whose support they are responsible.
In conjunction with automated banks, it is possible to institute a system
of automated check reconciliation and bénk account balancing as well.
Relatively recent and extensive HEW funding in the child support area (see
Chapter IX - Section D) has generated an immense amount of automation work
in this area throughout the nation.

5. Traffic

Automated traffic systems have been in operation longer than
any other type of automated court system. While the criminal and civil
courts were moving slowly toward the use of computers, a number of city courts
boldly entered the field of automation.

As early as 1964, the city of New Orleans implemented a syStem for
handling moving and parking Qfa1atﬁons, which generally consists of key~
punching the tickets and feeding the records to a computer. Later, dis-
position data is fed to the compute%Eyia paper tapes produced by the cash
history records for all cases set fn t;affic court. The system reviews all
unpaid tickets against the motor vehicle fegistration file and then prints
a defendant notice of court arraignment. .Another feature of the system enables -
computer inquiry, tied into the six—month vehicle inspection, showing out-

standing parking violations and denies the owneran inspection sticker until
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disposition of the tickets is accomplished. The cities of San Diego, Cali-
fornia; Chicago, I11inois; Phoenix, Arizona, and Orange County, Ca1ifornia;
among many others, also feature excellent inquiry capability traffic systems.

A review of the available materials on this area shows that major needs
exist for creation of a record of all traffic cases and "bail" deposits.

A1l payments, adjudications and bail forfeitures must subsequently be posted
to the file and, upon failure to close the case prior to trial or failure to
appear at trial, various notices and postings must be recorded. Indices,
available either through inguiry terminals or via printed 1istings, also
appear to be of considerable value. Finally, due to the large flow of cash,
systems have extensive audit control features and reports to ensure the
continuing integrity of the system.

An interesting feature of many “raffic court systems may be of great
interest to other so-called "inferior" courts. In many traffic cases, the
bail amount is made equivalent to the fine for the charge. A defendant who
fails to appear forfeits the bail and, in effect, pleads guilty, thereby
closing the case., This sounds like a very practical approach to handling
various minor criminal offenses which will eventually result in penalties
no greater than a fine. |

6. Other Applications

Some activity is beginning to be seen in nen-operational court
areas as well. One applicatiun that shows great promise is the combined
payroll/personnel system. For the court responsible for its ownfpayro11
operation, the possibilities are obvious and the avai1a51e‘é§bé§ience almost
unlimited. There is hardly a governmental unit in the country today which

has not automated its payrolls.
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Personnel systems, however, are a 1ittle less frequently seen but,
nevertheless, are fairly common. Systems which track open positions and
annual increment and retirement dates are common in Tocal governments today.
A by-product of personnel control is, normally, standard classification
and salary structure, both of which are absent in most court systems.

Attendance reporting and leave-balance control are other areas in which
the computer can serve the needs of modern court management. Once the
court has put into machine readable form the absence of its employees, it is
able to easily review for "pattern" absences (e.g., the employee who is
frequently i11 on Fridays and Mondays) and to quickly identify units suf-
fering from chronic absence rates. Typical exception reporting techniques
will bring to the attention of management many unusual leave-taking activi-
ties which normally escape notice in the manual system.

Good management principles call for solid control of facilities and
resources. An automated real and personal property inventory system can keep
track of every item and area under court control and can keep management
up-to~-date on the condition of its property and alert to the need for re-
placement or repair.

Although the 1ist of possible applications is virtually limitless, the
following chart which combines the efforts of several writers on the subject
may provide an adequate shopping list for the system designers and the policy
makers: S|

POTENTIAL COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM APPLICATIONS

Management

Case Flow Management (cases overdue, cases behind schedule, cases
listed by age)

s LA

31. Burton Kreindel, et al., Court Information Systems, National Institute

of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice - National Evailuation Programs -

Phase I Report, March 1977.




Attorney, Prosecutor, Judge Assignment
Statistics on Court Activity and Status of Cases
Personnel Manageinent

Courtroom Assignment

Planning, Research and Evaluation

Resource Allocation and Utilization

*Facilities Management

*Workload Analysis (weighted caseloads)

Administration

Accounting and Budgeting

Payroll and Other Financial Functions

Personnel Data Processing and Records

Inventory and Property Control

Purchasing Goods and Services

Jury Selection and Administration

Bond, Fine, Alimony and Child Support Payment Accounting
*Probate Audit

*Wlord Processing (text editing, etc.)

(perational Functions

Case Scheduling (*Assistance)

Docketing

Register of Actions Maintenance

Calendars Preparation

Indices Preparation

Notices, Summons, Subpoenas, and Other Operational Document Preparation
Warrant and Summons Control

Probation Support

Parking Ticket Processing
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Traffic Citation Processing

Prisoner Inventory

Interface with Criminal History System, including Dispositon Reporting
Case Transfer Between Courts

*Joint Use with Microfilm Technology

*Computer-Assisted Transcription

*Legal Research (Appellate-use primarily)

*Sentencing Support

*Appellate Case Tracking, Docketing, etc.

E. The Five~Year Plan

Even a cursory review of the possibilities set forth above should reveal
to the least sophisticated novice that the court is involving itself in a
long-term effort. Many court professionals who are suffering through deve-
Topment of the extensive systems required for a comprehensive court infor-
mation system that truly assists in the effective management of the court
prescribe, as a minimum, a five-year program and call for the policy makers
to set forth their preference for the component applications in a clear
pirority sequence.

While the expectation level of the users and policy makers should

be high, they must be tempered by an understanding of the level of effort

and the period of time required to "get it all together."

* Asterisked items were added to the Kreindel Report List.
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V. SOFTWARE PACKAGES AND HARDWARE CONSIDERATIONS

A recurring dream of the court administrator faced with the need
for automated information is the "instant" purchase and installation
of a pre-packaged court information system. In this fantasy, a rep-
resentative of some nationally-recognized court service organization
provides a prepared federal grant application, which includes all the
necessary justification, system documentation and package description,
and the court administrator merely inserts his own name {as project di-
rector) and the name and address of the court system. Funds are imme-
diately provided and six weeks later the system is in operation.

Unfortunately, the above is pure fanfasy. There is no easy, fool-
proof way to effect instant information system services. There have
been many attempts to produce transferable court system information ser-
vices, but few, if any, successes.

This chapter will be devoted to an analysis of the most visible
package materials available today. Theré'may be other "packages" avail-
able but those discussed on the following pages are the ones a court
administrator is likely to run across during the period just prior to
tackling the toughest task of his administrative career - the implemen-
tation of an automated information system.

A. Levels of Technology Transfer

There are various levels of technology transfer and, generally,
the closer one gets to the coded programs necessary to produce the end -
product document, listing, or report from the machine? the further way

from a transferable unit or module one is. -
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In the area of conceptual design, there is great transferability.
The first chapter in this monograph includes an entire section on visiting
other court locations. This is done to see, touch and evaluate what
others are doing with an eye toward including the best parts of existing
systems into any project which ultimately develops out of the explora-
tepy - hrts. A very quick review of the proliferation of systems around
the country reveals almost instantly that, conceptually, transfer of
the Lasic modules has already occurred. The developers of the "packages"
which are described later 1in this chapter have a1l volunteered that
their products were at least partially built upon early pioneer efforts
in Pittsburgh, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, etc.

Another lavel of transfer might be described as that of general systems

design. At this level, one must find an implemented system which fits
well, at the design level, with the needs and goals of the jurisdiction
searching for a simple route to computer support. The documented design
of the transfer system becomes the basis for the detailed design work of
the transferee's system.

The next level, obviously, would be the transfer of detail design
documentation to a court which merely would be responsible for the coding
and testing of programs. In this era of LEAA-mandated usage of high level

languages, the programming task is theoretically limited to modifying

the transferor's programs to fft the make and model of the transferee's
equipment.

Unfortunately, few if any courts have located systems which are
totally acceptabls down to the detail design and/or codéd program level.
There is no evidence of any total court transfer (even intra-state when

two similar pieces of computer hardware are involved). In other
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words, the work-free/cost-free transfer of information systems by courts
does not exist.

Programs and even modules (a related group of programs to service
a specific area, e.g., jury selection) have, however, been successfully
transferred at all of the levels described.

Specialized computer packages that handle communicatioﬁ activity
between the computer and its terminals or the organization, management and
retrieval of data files have been developed in highly transferable form.
These programs when developed with federal funds are usually available
for transfer at no cost. When they are developed independently by profit-
making organizations (called “software firms"), however, the products can often
be quite expensive.

The use of that level of transfer which dozs exist is the most prac-
tical approach for every court. Months aﬁg even years of difficult ef-
fort can be avoided by adapting designs, aﬁd sometimes entire programs, rather
than starting from scratch. The dollar savings are enormous.

The major word of caution, however, is that the user modify and

adapt the design and coding of the transferor's information system and not

force change upon the operation of the court system just to accommodate

the information system needs. Sometimes changes to the court system are
already necessary and desirable, but changes which are made simply to enable
an easier transfer of a computer system are suspect and usually inde-

fensible.

B. State Judicial Informatijon System (SJIS) and GAVEL: Conceptual Level
Software

A prominent and useful example of formal materials developed at a

conceptual and, perhaps, a general design level fur courts ave the
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publications of the State Judicial Informatjon System Committee (general-
ly for the state court administrator's needs) and the GAVEL Committee
(for trial court needs) of Search Group Incorporated.

1. State Judicial Information System

SJIS, described at length in Chapter X, is an excellent example
of system transfter at a conceptual level. At last count, twenty-three
states had been involved in the effort to design and install the model
State Court Information System. About a dozen now have working systems
and yet not one of the participants has tried successfully to pick up
and transfer a software module from any other participant. The closest
thing to transfer that has occurred during the project has been the use
by two states {Rhode Island and Massachusetts) of the PROMIS package
discussed below; but even the two PROMIS packages, used by two neighboring

New England states, differ significantly both before and after instal-

Tation.
32

The SJIS effort has, however, provided a state-of-the-art report
which describes the information needs and processes of the nation's courts
at the local and state level in the statisztics as well as the judicial |
information systems area and reviews what had or, more frequently, had
not been done by early 1975. This document was soon followed by the final
report of the first phase of SJIS,33 which contains the reports of the
subcommittees of the project and provides a detailed requirements ana-
lysis for criminal trial court, civil trial court and appellate court

information systems that is fully adaptable at the conceptual level.

32
State Judicial Information Systems - State of the Arts, Technical
Memorandum No. 11 - Search Group, Inc., 1975.

33 '
State Judicial Information Systems -~ Final Report (Phase I), Tech-
nical Report No. 12 ~ Search Group, Inc., 1975.

68



Further, the System Design portion of the document provides a very
simple model system that would be capable, again at the conceptual level,
of satisfying the identified requirements.

In 1976, the SJIS Phase II report34 was published and pro-
vides a guide to "system development, implementation and evaluation”
and a very detailed description of the SJIS model.

The guide to development reviews very explicitly the why and how
of organizing, planning, designing and successfully implementing a
judicial information system and the model provides, in detail, an exten-
sive description of the alternative hardware designs, the input data
requirements, and the proposed output reports (with samples.)

Soon to be published are the even more detailed Phase III reports
of the SJIS Committee which will concentrate on how to properly document
a judicial information system35 and, most importantly, how to properly
use the extensive data collected and analyzed to support and improve the
management capabilities of the court.§6

The combination of materials in the reports provides the state court
administrator, and the ftrial court administrator as well, with more than

is needed for an effective transfer of the best ideas for informaticn

support to courts.

34 .
State Judicial Information Systems - Final Report (Phase 1I),
Technical Report No. 17 - Search Group, Inc., 1976.

35
State Judicial Information Systems Documentation, Technical Report
21, Volume 1 - Search Group,; Inc., 1978.

36 : ,
State Judicial, Information Systems - Final Report (Phase III), Topics
in Data Utilization - Technical Report 21, Volume II, Search Group,
Inc., 1978.
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and design transfer at the conceptual and general design level has been
achieved.

37
2. GAVEL

The final report of the GAVEL Committee (a group of court pro-

fessionals which included judges, court administrators, clerks of couri

and court data processing professionals) describes a mode? trial court which

is meant to represent a composite of all the courts of this county. The
report then analyzes the information requirements of the hypothetical
composite model trial court. A "state-of-the-art" of trial court systems
is included as well as a set of development standards for measuring
existing information systems.

Most important to this discussion, however, is the conclusion by
the panel of experts that is was impossible to combine the best parts
of currently operational court information systems into a composite, mod-
ular court information system model which trial courts could adopt and
quickly install in whole or in part. Instead, the group decided it could
do no better service than to put together "a model system design which
incorporated the design concepts in use throughout the country."

To this end, Chapter V of the GAVEL report provides the structure
for a model data base the specific items of information for inclusion
in the automated system; a general overview of the functions to be per-
formed; and, finally, specifications and samples of the useful management

products of the system - the output reports.

37. GAVEL - A Naticnal Model Trial Court Information System Project,
Technical Report No. 22, Search Group, Inc., Spring, 1978.
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Since the project did not culmincte with the actual development
and implementation of a working pilot in a real trial court, it is im-
possible to know whether the conceptual design is implementable, although
it appears to be reasonably comprehensive and, at the same time, practical.
It is indeed a shame that LEAA has not yet seen fit to fund an attempt
to implement an operational model from this conceptual framework.

The BAVEL Model System is designed to service both criminal and civil
Subsystems with modules covering:

] Criminal Subsystem

(1) Criminal File Creation and Maintenance
(2) Criminal Case Indexing

(3) Criminal Case History Data (Ducket Data)
(4) Criminal Case Pnalysis (Case Tracking)
(5) Calendar Reporting

® Civil Subsysten

(1) Civil File Creation and Maintenance

(2) Civil Case Indexing

(3) Civil Case History (Docket Data)

(4) Age of Pending Cases (Case Tracking)

(5) Status and Age at Disposition (Workload Analysis) .

(6) Continuance Analysis (Management Reporting)

(7) cCalendar Reporting

One can readily see that the modules have just begun to scratch

the surface of information needs. The aging, status and continuance
infbrmation subsystem of the civil system would seem to be even more
important to the criminal subsystem, where they appear to be considered

only by inference.
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The sample reports presented are concise and, more importantly,
in many cases the circumstances warranting preparation of such a report
are included in the descriptive material.

In reading Chapter V of that report, it is recommended that the
court manager start with the Functional Specifications and the Qutput
Report Specifications and then read (or skim) the Data Elements section
to understand the extent of data collection necessary to support the
model system. On the other hand, court data processing staff will benefit
more from first thoroughly reading the Data Base Structure and Data
Elements sections and then reviewing the functional and report specifications
for an understanding of what their management wants and why.

It is obvious that additional subsystems will be needed by the
typical multi-purpose trial court (juvenile, probate, domestic relations,
jury management, etc.) but, at the conceptual level, it is an excellent
and practical "starter's set" and more than enough to attempt the ini-
tial effort toward an improved court information system.

C. Basic Court System (BCS) and Justice Data Base

A very early attempt at transferable court information software,
entitled the "Basic Court System," was initiated by International Business
Machines Corporation (IBM) in the form of a set of programs designed to
provide the capture of case data (primarily through on-line terminals), the
automatic creation of indices and a limited report capability.

A number of courts around the country implemented BCS and, al-
though the efforts were generally successful in terms of quickly achiev-
ing an automated case information data file, these courts spent many

man-years developing useful reports to service the management and
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operational needs of their individual systems. The level of user satis- /
faction with BCS was generally low and few, if any, BCS installa-
tion efforts have been initiated in the past several years.

More recently, IBM has concentrated on a system called Justice
Data Base to provide a “starter kit" for courts (and other justice agen-
cies) which want a package product to simplify their entry into automated
court information systems.

Justice Data Base requires the use of a fairly sophisticated computer
and is, therefore, practical only for a court which has access to a com-
puter facility with an I3M 370 computer with a core capacity of 196K
or more.

The package is labeled as a "Field Developed Program" and is dis-
tributed by IBM on an "as is" basis which implies that any and all modi-
fication or extension of the package is the user's responsibility.

On the other hand, the system user is provided wWith more than 50
completed program modules which are extremely well documented. The major
thrust of the package is to create and maintain a compact and flexible
data base with extensive indexing capability and to provide a very power-
ful and generalized report writing program that makes it quite simple
to produce a broad range of management reports without the extensive dif-
ficulty encountered with the Basic Court System.

The Justice Data Base was designed to provide a common data base
for a single information system serving all justice agencies but can be
implemented by either a single agency or a grecup of agencies. fn 1814
brochure38 suggests that:

"If proper security and privacy safeguards are utilized, the same

38 ‘
Justice Data Base, Field-Developed Program Brochure, 1.B.M. Corp., 1976.
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system can be used in the Ciﬁil, Juvenile and Criminal processes,
as we]j as by courts of 1imiﬁed and general jurisdiction. Thus,
all information necessary foﬁ conflict-free scheduling can be
made available."
The system uses a standard IBM data base package called DL/1
which is very flexible and ". . . bermits the data base to be rearranged
modified or expanded with minimal impact on the programs provided."
The data base has six different physical "files" carrying information
on persons, incidents, cases, caleﬁdars, codes and cross references
to the various numbers encounterediin a case (arrest number, courlt case
number, social security number, idﬁntification number, driver's license
number, prisoner number, etc.). The data base design provides the user
with an extensive indexing capabifity among the various data files.
Justice Data Base is a "batch mode" oriented product which I.B.M.
suggests is ". . . designed to facilitate the implementation of on-1ine
terminal-oriented systems." To the user this means that if terminal

entry or retrieval is desired, it is the responsibility of the user to

write that part of the system. This can be an extensive effort depending'
upon the sophistication requirei of the terminal activity.

The cost of the package is;$2,500 per month for twelve months
($30,000), after which time monthly charges are waived. This appears
to be a reasonable charge for the many man-years of effort which are saved
by using the flexibly-designed data base, the 50 plus program modules and
the powerful report writing capabi]fmg'ggz‘much work is required by the
user to effectively install thezsystem.

The prospective user is well advised to consult with several users

of the system before making the decision to implement.




D.  PROMIS

The most successful transfer package developed for court-related
agencies thus far has been the Prosecutor's Management Information System‘
(PROMIS). A recent report by the Institute for Law and Social Research
(INSLAW) reflects seventeer: Tocations where PROMIS is in operation
and includes at least three court systems in that number.39 Ancther
sixteen locations were reported engaged in the process of transfer-
ring the package, with another thirty-five jurisdictions in the plan-
ning stage.

This set of programs was written originally to support the U.S.
Attorney's Office in Washington, D.C., and was specifically designed to
support the prosecutor's office in its criminal case activity. It has
been designated by LEAA as an “Exemplary Project" and was redesigned and
specially packaged by INSLAW in 1974 for transfer to other jurisdictions.
Because of this special packaging, the documentation is extensive
and includes:

L A set of 21 PROMIS Briefing Papers describing different aspects
of the system
A half-hour videotape for non-technical audiences

Six volumes of documentation to support transfer

A Cost/Benefit Analysis

A Manual PROMIS System

39
Cobb County, Georgia
State of Rhode Island
Second Judicial Circuit of Fiordia

40
Documentation is available through the
institute -for Lew and Social Research,
1125 15%th Street, N.W., Suite 625,
Washington, D.C. 20005.

75




The PROMIS system collects, stores, displays and reports information
on criminal cases and defendants and includes:

(1) Defendant Identification Data

(Name, alias, sex, race, birthdate, etc.)
(2) Criminal Incident Data
(Date, time, location, etc.)
(3) Arrest Data
(Date, time, location, arresting officer(s), etc.)
(4) Charge Data
(Charges filed at arrest, in court, etc.)
(5) Court Event Data
(Dates and outcomes of arraignment, motions, hearings, trial,
sentence, etc.)
(6) Witness Data
(Mames, addresses, etc.)

From the above description of the content of PROMIS data files,
it is easy to see that this proven transferable product could easily
support a court's needs as well as a prosecutor's. Why then doesn't
every court opt to implement automation via the PROMIS package?

The major problem is that PROMIS was designed for criminal cases
and does not appear to be able to easily accommodate the remaining non-
criminal caseload of the courts, which has been variously estimated to
encompass frcom 60% to 95% of court activity.

Another drawback has been the fact that the original design was
keyed to a medium~to Targe-scale computer. This may have, heretofore,
Timited consideration of the use of PROMIS to those large urban areas

with large computer facilities. The relative inflexibility of "Maxi
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PROMIS" has also discouraged many users and, finally, court managers haye
just not been receptive to the installation of a prosecutor-designed
system to support court work.

The Tatest efforts of INSLAW have been directed toward the devel-
opment of an extremely flexibie and powerful version of PROMIS which
has thus far been called "Mini-Computer PROMIS." This latest version
can, theoretically, be installed on virtually any maxi or mini-computer
and has been designed to provide the most flexible data base content and
report formats possible with today's technology.

A number of interested court officials and data processing profes-
sionals have been able to review the documentation and early operational
phases of Mini-PROMIS and all have reported an extremely flexible package,
tailored for transfer and for multi-purpose use by courts as well as prose-
cutors, Early releases from INSLAW indicate that efforts to adapt this
system to support non-criminal cases are already underway and that there
appears to be no bar to the eventual use of this package as an all-purpose
court information system package.

It is unfortunate that the name Mini-PROMIS has been assigned to
the package, for it appears to be restricted neither to the mini-computer
nor to prosecutor's use. Court administration and clerk's offices should
find the package just as usable as the prosecutor, and the package might
more apprepriately have been named a multi-purpose computer-oriented legal
case processing system.

Another attractive feature of the various PROMIS packages is the
federally-funded transfer support provided through the Institute for Law
and Social Research to any justice agency interested in anything from a

feasibility study to a full-blown implementation effort. B
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Every court administrator, court clerk or prosecutor interested in
an automation effort is well advised to carefully review and consider
the possible use of a "PROMIS-ING" package.

The following description of Mini-PROMIS appears in an early 1978
draft of the documentation for the software package currently being

prepared for reiease by the Institute for Law and Social Research (INSLAW)
4
znd tells the story weil:

Mini-Promis is a computer-based on-line system to assist
the criminal justice agency to track arrests, ceses, defen-
dants, and parties through the events in the criminal justice
system. In addition to the on-line capability, i1t provides
reports, subpoenas, forms, and statistics. (Emphasis added)

The Mini-PROMIS was not designed for one single juris-
diction or one specific hardware configuration but rather to be
easily installed in any jurisdiction on the hardware of a variety
of manufacturers. To facilitate installation, a tailoring package
is provided to assist the user to alter files, records, data
elements, indexes, and on-line entry and inquiry screens in an
on-1line interactive mode.

The primary concern in the design of Mini-PROMIS was that
it be easily installed in interested jurisdictions. The two
major considerations in attaining this goal are:

- that the system can be easily altered to reflect the
local criminal justice system needs and to accommodate the
intended uses of the system by different jurisdictions;

- that the system can operate on the hardware of many
computer manufacturers so that a jurisdiction has a wide
range of choice when selecting computer hardware.

Making the System Easy to Change

There are several areas where differences might exist
among jurisdictions that decide to use the system:

- The agencies that are to share the system can differ
from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. For example, one

41
Published with minor punctuation change with the permission of the
Institute for Law and Social Research; see INSLAW, Mini-PROMIS -
Volume II System Description, May 4, 1978.




jurisdiction's system may encompass prosecutor and
court agencies, while another could serve police, court
and corrections agencies,

- The extended uses of the system will differ. One juris-
diction might manage witnesses with the system; another
might provide court docketing capability; and another
might use both of these features.

- The steps in the criminal justice system vary widely.
In some jurisdictions, each felon who goes to trial
js first indicted by a grand jury; in others, the grand
jury is rarely or never used.

- Terminology for actions or events is often unique to
the jurisdiction. For example, one city might call the
finding at preliminary hearing “held to answer," while
another might refer to it as "bound over to Superior
Court.

- The data elements that comprise the data base would very
Tikely not be exactly the same in any two jurisdictions.

- The characteristics of key data elements such as case
number may differ. In one jurisdiction the case number
might be eight numeric digits, in another ten alphabetic
and numeric characters.

The Mini-PROMIS uses several techniques to spare the im-
plementing jurisdiction any undue concern with these differences:

- It provides software to redesign the data base, input
transactions, files, records, and indexes.

- It follows certain conventions in program design to en-
sure that the programs are generalized, i.e.:

- avoidance of built-in restrictions that would un-
necessarily 1imit the number of any type of record
so that a case can have a sufficiently large number
of charges, events, parties, ¢r scheduled events, etc.

- a flexible data base so that statistics can be de-
fendant-based or case-based according to the needs
of different user agencies and so that these sta-
tistics will be comparable to presently-produced
manual statistics.

- coding standards which require that structure and
data names in individual programs are as alike as

" possible to assist an implementing jurisdiction's
data processing staff to become more quickly familiar -
with the programs in order to maintain or alter them.
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-~ extensive use of table-driven code

- extensive use of copy Tibrary tables so that changes
which affect more than one program need be made only once.

Making the Software Manufacturer-Independent

The software is written in COBOL since this is the

language supported by the most manufacturers and xnown to the

most programmers. Since most minicomputer COBOL compilers do

not implement the full ANSI 74 COBOL, a subset of ANSI COBOL

is used. The subset was defined after analyzing the COBOL

of approximately 20 manufacturers in order to determine what

common level of COBOL most manufacturers of small machines

implement. The resulting Mini-PROMIS COBOL subset is currently
supported by at least ten manufacturers. Since the trend is

for manufacturers to increase their COBOL capabilities with

each successive release of a COBOL compiler, the number of

manufacturers who support Mini-PROMIS will increase over time.

Consideration was also given to the types of terminals

the system supports. So that users can obtain inexpensive

terminals, the system is designed to run on nonbuffered ter-

minals with or without video display. In addition, a single
system can support various types of terminals.
E. Courtran

Very quietly, over the past six or seven years, the Federal Judi-
cial Center has developed what appears to be a highly flexible and fully
transferable computerized information system to handle criminal case
activity in the larger volume U.S. District Courts.

This system operates through a large central time-sharing computer
complex located in the District of Columbia and is already servicing
ten Targe federal courts. It was dinstalled initially in Chicago and is
now reported as installed in San Diego, Los Angeles, San Francisco,
Oregon, Arizona, Detroit, Atlanta, District of Columbia and New York
Southern (New York City).

Courtran, as the system has been called since the original design,
was described to a national audience in October of 1972 at an Interna-
tional Symposium on Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems
as. a modular management information and research system for courts .

designed to provide information support services for court management
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42
and for study and evaluation of court procedures and processes.

Initially, the concept was developed with the intention of uti-
lizing mini- or small-scale computers in each of the larger U.S. District
Courts, but the approach has been modified to utilize a large central
time-shaye facility thfough input and retrieval cathode ray terminal(s)
along with a hard copy printer at each user location.

It is estimated by the Courtran system managers that it takes about
éeven months to bring a new court into the system and that the seven-
month effort is principally involved with accommodating Tocal paper flow
jdiosyncrasies within the system and, minimally, with minor "local
tailoring” of the basic system.

Criminal Caseflow Management is an extensive application and is
designed to handle docketing, party and case indexing, caseflow and
speedy trial analysis, case scheduling, motion management, sentencing
analysis, attorney §nd firm analysis and probation, marshall and U.S.
Attorney support.

Charles W. (Chuck) Nihan, Director of Innovations and Systems
Development at the Federal Judicial Center, reports . ..enormous suc-
cess in introduciﬁg Courtran 1I applications, which were developed by a
small number of pilot courts, into other federal courts which had no
participation in the design or development of the applications." He
points out that neither the size of the courts, the fact that some operate
in multiple geographic locations nor the fact that they utilize master, .
individual or hybrid calendars has impeded the transferability of the

system.

32 - '

Jeseph L. Ebersole and James A. Hall, Jdr., COURTRAN: A Modular
Management Information and Research System for Courts, Proceedings
oF the International Symposium on Criminal Justice and Statistics
Systems, SEARCH Group, Inc., 1972, p. 203
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Since the Federal Judicial Center and the Administrative Office of
the Courts are arms of the Supreme Court of the United States and are
the administrative managers of the U.S. court systems, it is obviousiy
somewhat easier to mandate that automation will only be accomp]ishéd through
the Gourtran facility and that the Courtran software will be the vehicle.

Being the "only game in town" enhances the transferabiiity of Cour-
tran for if a district court needs automation support, it will have to
use Courtran or forego automation. On the other hand, Courtran seems to
be readily adaptable and quite useful to the ten jurisdictions using the
system. It appears to be contributing extensively to the standardization
of federal court procedure nationally and contributes to the comparability
of court workload analysis.

Other "packages™ 1in operation beside Criminal Case Flow Management
are basically in the Financial Management and Statistics areas, with ef-
forts underway already in the Civil and Appellate Caseflow, Jury Manage-
ment and text Processing areas. Other applications are also under con-
sideration.

The major Timitation on transferability outside the federal system
is the fact that the system is programmed in SAIL, using a data base
manager called DBMS-10, and runs on a DEC system - 10 computer.43

SAIL (Stanford Artificial Intelligence Language) is a programming
language used by a number of academic institufiions and is reported by the
Federal Judicial Centev'44 to be the sole programming language of the

Naticnal Institute of Health (NIH) and the Federal Judicial Center (FJC).

43
Jack R. Buchanan and Richard Fennel, An Intelligent Infurmation
System for Criminal Case Management in the Federal Courts,
Federal Judicial Center, 1977.

44 : . ,
Charles W. Nihan, Director - Innovations and Systems Development,

The Federal Judicial Center, 1978. (Correspondence and Conversation.)
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SAIL appears to be a "high level" programming language which is utilizable
on a fairly wide span of computer hardware, but one must first locate an
organization which has available a computer with a compiler which will
produce machine language for the specific hardware the court will utilize
or arrange for such a compiler to be produced.

F. Programming Languages

Another important decision which the court administrator may be
called upon to make and for which he is, normally, unqualified
is the selection of the programming language to be used for the system.

The use of LEAA funding normally results in avoidance of‘this chore
since LEAA grants involving automation are awarded on the condition that
the grantee use ANSI COBOL or in the alternative ANSI FORTRAN.

It is useful, however, to understand just what choice has been made.
Programming languages come at many levels of sophistication and, basically,
fall into the'f011owing categories:

1. Machine Language

When computer were first invented, this was the only level of
programming available. The programmer fed to the machine instructions
in specific numeric combinations which directed the machine to add,
subtract, move, read data, print, etc. These "numerical” instructions,
since binary is and was the basic Tanguage of the machine, used various
binary numbering combinations such as quinary (base 5), octal (base 8)
or hexadecimal (base 16) to trigger the machine's execution of its
electronic tasks. Today's macﬁines still execute their tasks based on the
binary instruction triggers, but only the home computer enthusiast (or a
masochist) considers writing programs for the computer in the natural

language of the machine.
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2. Symbolic or Assembly Language

Early on, the computer manufacturers and users determined that
programmers were not comfortable or productive with machine Tanguage
and devised easier programming languages which permitted the use of
symbols to represent the instruction to be performed (A for add, S for
subtract) and permitted the substitution of "labels" for the locations
within the machine (Total, Namefield, Taxrate, etc.) so long as the
programmer would somewhere in his program define how large and where these
"labelled" fields would be. The resulting symbolic or assembly-level
language cannot directly instruct the computer, but instead must itself
be fed to the éomputer to be translated (by a program called an
assembler) into the machine's binary-type "object program" language
which can then be fed to the same computer to actually perform the programmed
tasks.

Although a great deal easier to use thankmachine language,

assembly language still required an extensive knowledge of the specific
instruction set of the machine. This meant that the programmer in addition
to being a technical expert, had to be a person who could analyze and fully
comprehend the tasks which were to be performed. It took a very unique
person to fulfill the broad requirements and resulted in a relatively
small cadre of truly competent programmers.

3. High-Level Languages

Because inefficent programming methods were recognized as a
detriment to the expansion rate of computer use and as a signifi-

cant factor in the failure of computers to economically and consistently
achieve the support role they deserved, higher level languages were

designed by academicians and manufacturers which permitted the programmer
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to be 1es§ of a technical specialist and more knowledgeable in the
operation of the task to be performed.

For the mathematician-scientist type who uéed these machines,
FORTRAN (Formula Translation) was developed which enabled the
scientific user to pose the problem in a mathematical format with
which he or she was familiar and comfortable and left it to a compiler’
(a program provided, usually, by the manufacturer) to translate the
equations to one or (usually) more machine instructions which would
actually cause the machine to execute the task.

in the business area a language called COBOL {COmmon Business
Oriented Language) was developed to permit the programmer to
communicate with the machine in business English and, of course, to
‘reduce the need for unique technologists with extensive computer
training to talk to the computer for the businessman.

Since these "high level" languages do not depend upon & knowl-
edge of specific machine instruction and/or addressing, it follows
that programs written in Cobol, or Fortran or other problem-oriented
languages could be4transferab1e from computer to computer so long as
there is a standard form for a high-ievel language and the various
manufacturers provide a compiler for the standard language with their
computer line. |

There has been more than moderate success in this area. Every
major computer manufacturer and most of the mini-computer producers
have produced Fortran and Cobol compilers for their hardware. HNot
all of these compilers fully satisfy the American national standards
promulgated by the industry and its users, and various manufacturers have

provided “extras" in their compilers to provide expanded machine facilities
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to users of their hardware. Transfer from machine to machine therefore
™

requires more than just recompiling programs on the new host computé} but

is a far cry from having to rewrite every instruction for the new machine.

Even without LEAA's conditions, it behooves the court mana-
ger to insist on the utilization of a high-level language to ensure that,
when faced with programmer turnover, the need to change computer hardware
or a desire to transfer programs (in of out), the road will not be blocked
by a plethora of existing software understood only by the original programmer
and cperable only on the current hardware.
From the standpoint of utilizing computer hardware to its
fullest capability, machine and assembly language in the hands of a
competent technician will do the best and most economic job. However, on

balance, the best product, in the fastest time, in the most flexible

form, can only be achieved with the use of higher-level languages.

4. OQther High-Level Languages

Fortran and Cobol are not the only high-level languages, but
they are the most frequently used and the ones which most fréquent]y
are supported by the manufacturers' freely provided software.

Some examples of other high-]eve] languages are:

@  ALGOL - (Algorithmic Language) - Used in scientific
and mathematical areas.

@  APL - (A Programming Language) - A concise language
used extensively for interactive programming (where
the programmer sits at a terminal and "talks" to
the machine).

8  BASIC - (Beginners Al1-Purpose Symbolic Instruction
Code) - Used extensively in the mini- and micro-com-
puter area and for introductory computer programming
training.

0 PL/L -~ A high-level language designed to handle both
scientific (FORTRAN type) and business (COBOL type)
problems by utilizing a broader range of the available
computer capabilities, This language has né% developed
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a user acceptance and utilization level anywhere near
the level of either of its predecessor languages.

) GPSS - (Genera1 Purpose Statistical System) -
An extremely effective and easily-utilized software
package for the manipulation and statistical analysis
of data. ,
¢ SAIL - (Stanford Artificial Intelligence Language) -
Used by a number of academic institutions, the National
Institute of Health, and the Federal Judicial Center.
Most journeyman programmers are more comfortable with assembly-level
programming for it gives them the most extensive possible flexibility with
the machine they are using. It produces a more economical program since
it uses programming tailored to the specific task rather than sets of
generalized routines which must fit a very broad range of possible tasks.
As indicated above, however, the use of assembly-level Tanguages should be
avoided where possible! In the long run, the use of higher-level languages
will be of the greatest benefit to the user.

G. Maxi-Computers, Mini-Computers, Micro-Computers

Today's computer marketplace has created anotner decision-making
problem for the court executive. He or she must now decide what size
computer would be best suited for the court system.

The data processing traditionalists and the county E}D‘P. staff will
insist that centralized medium- to large-scale computers are the only
answer to théﬁmassive information needs of the courts.

More contemporary technologists will just as vocally insist that the
" mini-computer is the equipmentggf the present and can more adequately
handle the job wh11e saving large amounts of money for the organization.

The rugged individualists who are into state-of-the-art hardware"
and futuristi;§ will espouse micro-miniaturization (tremendous space

reduction)landﬁthe énormous dollar savings possible through the use of this’

technological breakthrough.
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B There is no question but that the traditional, centralized medium-
and large-scale computers can and have done the job successfully in an
ever-growing number of jurisdictions. The hardware is reliable and maintenance
services are extensive and quickly provided. The variety of pre-packaged
and well-tested software provided with the computer is almost infinite,
and'there are large numbers of trained systems analysts, programmers and
operators available who have had extensive experience with the equipment.

The basic drawbacks are the high cost of such equipment and the
tendency for control of the hardware to be in the hands'of the executive
branch, inevitably resulting in inter-agency conflict where the court
comes in no better than second place.
| Mini-computers can significantly lower the cost of automation for
the special purpose or less-than- "massive" volume general purpose user.
They can also provide a means for freeing the agency from the restrictive
use of larger executive branch controlled maxi-computers.

With the mini, the drawbacks are of a different nature. Although
software supgﬁrt continues to grow in leaps and bounds for the minis,
it still lags far behind the almost unlimited software availability of the
maxis. (Most well-known minis now support, at the very least, a subset
of ANSI COBOL.) Experienced staff is much more difficult to locate and
attract. It is yirtua11y impossible to find court-experienced data pro-
cessing professiohéls with experience on any particular mini.

One of the benefits of the mini is the independence which comes
wifh court control of its own hardware. (This is a mixed blessing, for
independence also infers total responsfbi1ity for the operation of the
system.)

Mini-computer maintenance and repair services are not nearly as
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readily available as one might desire. The level of service depends upon
the number of organizations utilizing the equipment within the geographic
area. Service response times can vary from minutes to hours, or even days,
when a ;nique piece of mini-computer hardware is used,

As the application needs of the cour{ expand, S0 ddes the mini-
computer. Each app?ication frequently calls for the addition of more disk
or tape storage, more terminals, faster and more reliable printing equip-
ment, and so on. Often these added peripherals are products of
di¥ferent manufacturers, require special connecting devices, and raise the
costs of the mini-computer extensively. Mixing vendor equipment inevitably
increases the number and difficulty of maintenance problems, but this is
frequently a.maxi-computer as well as a mini-computer problem,

The most intriguing technological advance, however, is micro-minia-
turization and the micro-computer. These new computers are very smail,
and a complete system, normally, can be set up on the top of a small card
table.

At least two Firms (Commodore with the "Pet" and Radio Shack with
the TRS 80 "Breakthru") have now produced a micro-computer system se]]ing‘
in the marketplace for a $600 total purchgse price,45 both of which appear
to have the computing capability of the mégor mahufacturers‘ workhorse
computers of the early 1960's (which, incideutly, rented for much more than
$600 per month). These miniature "giants" include a keyboard and usually
utilize a standard black-and-white TV set for screen output. Data and pro-

gram storage in the Tow-price models is accomplished through inexpensive

45
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audio cassette recorder(s). A very easy-to-use and relatively-proficient
programming language called BASIC is the programming language.

The $600-1,000 micro, however, is just not the answer to even
a small court's needs. A recent concept paper, prepared by SEARCH Group,
Inc., suggested configuring a micro-computer system and developing specialized
software to meet the requirements of trial court calendaring and
: scheduh'ng.46 It was estimated that the cost of such a hardware and soft-
ware system, which would require substantially more computing power, data
storage media and input-output than the "home computer" described above,
would be in the $25,000 (total purchase) price range (still a lot cheaper
than the typical "maxi").

A comparable project for jails, Jail Accounting Micro-Computer System

(JAMS),  has been successfully pilot-tested by SEARCH in that price range.

This system requires no air-conditioning and 1ittle space and was no
problem to program since it was a turnkey effort. The deve1opmeﬁt group
claims very little training is required to teach an average clerk to use
the system.

' Software, however, is still a major problem with this equipment,
and it is going to be a slow process developing specialized applications
for the courts, Progress, however, is beingkmade by leaps and bounds
and one can expect, in the next five years, to see extensive use of the

micro approach in the courts as well as in the general business market.

46
Application of Micro-Computer Systems and Court Calendaring and
Scheduling, An unpublished concept paper by SEARCH Group, Inc., staff, 1976.

47
SEARCH Group, inc., JAMS - Jail Accounting Micro- romputer System -
Techn1ca1 Report No. 20 - SEARCH Group. Inc., February 1978.

@
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At the present time, the micros are, for the most part, home com-
puters and a hobby activity. They have tremendous potential and, as
progv&mming languages and support software begin to appear in volume, these
systems will begin to dominate the marketplace. The cost-conscious
court manager is well advised to keep a sharp eye on this developing
technology. |

H. Free TechnoTogy Transfer Support

Several agencies have been funded by LEAA to provide assistance with
technology transfer to criminal juséice agencies, in general, and to courts,
in particular.

, 48

The National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Information Systems
is a program of SEARCH Group, Inc., which maintains the most up-to-date
and complete index of criminal justice automated information systems avail-
able in this country. It contains information on the features of every
system, the hardware and software used, and the applications covered.

Services are available to assist in the Tocating and transfer of
developed systems and include:

Requirements and Feasibility Analysis

System and Procedures Analysis

Preparation of Technical Specifications

Donor System Selection

Transfer Coordination

Implementation Support

Since the service is supported by a grant from LEAA, the service is

available free-of-charge to any state or 10ca],governmenta1 agency with

78
National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Information Systems,
SEARCH Group, Inc., 1620 35th Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95822.
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criminal justice responsibitities,

As discussed in Section D, above, the Institute for Law and Social
Research49'$tands prepared (and funded) to provide extensive free sup-
port to federal, state or local justice agencies with a desire to eva-
Juate, analyze and/or implement the transfer of a PROMIS package for
their jurisdiction.

Other sources of LEAA-~funded free support which have been utilized
ét various stagec-of information system review, installation and pre-
or post-installation evaluation are the Criminal Courts Technical Assis-
tance Project of American Universityso and tne Court Improvemert Through

Applied Technology (CITAT) project of the National Center for State
51

~ Courts.

49
Institute for Law and Social Research
1125 15th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

50
Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project
The American University
4900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20Q16

raues)
[ |

<National Center for State Courts

Court Improvement Through Applied Terhnology (CITAT) Project
300 Newport Avenue

Williamsburg, Virginia 32185




VI. THE PROCUREMENT PROCESS

A. Procurement Policies and Procedures

After the multiple phases of computer justification {feasibility
study, cost/benefit analysis, assessment of political and practical issues,
in-house/consultant decisions) have left no alternative but to proceed along
the road toward computer usage, the potential court user is faced with
the most technical and most trying phase of computerization -- objective
screening and selection of the "best" approach and the “best" hardware
and/or software for the "best" possible price. Several approaches are
possible, ranging from hiring a consultant to do the job to a multi-phase,
in-house evaluation project.

From the standpoint of objectivity on the part of éourt management,
the use of an outside consulting firm is the best choice. The use of a
consultant will avoid the danger of even the appearance of impropriety
or favoritism in the selection of the vendor by the court. On the
other hand, one must be careful to avoid the selection of a consulting
firm which invariably selects the same vendor for its clients.

Another factor is cost. Use of in-house staff will not, of course,
require additional funding, but it may delay other development programs.

I¢ the decision is made to contract for the services of an outside
expert, the following materials will be of lesser importance to the
reader but should be helpful in monitoring the work of the contractor.
suffice to say that care must be taken to select a reliable adviser and
to continuously mdnitor the progress of. the effert. At Teast one member
of the court staff, preferably the data process1ng manager, should maintain
constant contact and, if possible, part1c1pate fu]ly in the procurement
process. ’

1

The more1usuaT‘(and probably the better) approach isto perform




the task in-house, One would not normally entrust the selection and hiring
of his/her most important staff member to others, nor should one delegate
to others this stage of tne computerization effort wherein decisions will
be made which wiil control the direction,vpriorities and limits of
computer activity for many years to come. The technical nature of much of
this effort will dictate that most evaluation work be performed by data
processing professionals who, preferably, will be the implementers of the

system, but court management must participate fully in defining., explicitly,

the project's short- and long-range expectation in terms of end products
and capapility of the system to provide specific information.
1. What is a Computer Project RFI (Request for Information), RFP

{Request for Proposal), IFB (Invitation for Bids), SSP (Sole
Source Procurement)?

a. The Request for Information (RFI)

A solicitation for technical information from vendors regarding
the vendors' state-of-the-art "capability” in computer hardware,
communications equipment, data base, system software and/or application
software, available to service a proposed project which is
described in terms of the tasks or services which the system will
be expected to perform, is known as an RFI (Request for Information).

The response is to include pricing, but normally the RFI
process does not represent a commitment by the solicitor to
engage in a procurement. Typically the project @escription will
include a description of the overall purpose of fhe system and reasonable
estimates of the volume and type(s) of data, the number and type(s) of
Tocations where it must be made available, the Speed with which data must
be entered and/or retrieved, the hours of operation ('round the clock, prime
shift, etc), the reliability of the equipment (up-time requirement), the

applications to he implemented, the extent and general form of reports, and

ok
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any special requirements such as computerized microfilm output,
automatic telephone answering or vaice output.

The. RFI approach is recommended highly for the court
which is venturing for the first time into computer hardware
and/or software procurement with a staff which is not totally
familiar with the full range of available vendor products or,
even more importantly, with the full range of court applications.
Describing the proposed system sufficiently to satisfy vendors
attempting to respond adequately will sharpen staff knowledge of the
needs of the court system they are serving and will enhance their ability
to design the best possible system.

b) The Request for Proposal (RFP)

A solicitation for "bids" to provide the equipment and/of
services required, which is issued when one is certain of the
extent and capabilities of the equigment and software necessary to
implement the project in mind, is termed a Request for Proposal (RFP).
Those requirements are documented with particularity and are issued to as
large a group of qualified vendors as is possible, along with the
conditions under which the bids will be accepted and, usually, the
basis upon which the bids will be evaluated.

Assuming that price is one of the important factors in the
evaluation, one can expect the vendors to respond with the most
reascnably-priced equipment and software in their Tine which can
perform within the range of specifications detailed in the RFPR,

Some care must be'taken to assure that the hardware and software in the
response can in fact perform at the levels required, and proof of per;;rmance
yshould be provided by demonstration or benchmark testing (a benchmark

test is a simple test effort designed by the prospective buyer which

i
4
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 wi11 tax the capabilities of fhe equipment and software of each vendor

awl will provide a relatively-fair comparison of competitiva vendors' offerings).

c) The Invitation for Bids (IFB)W

The IFB is most frequentiy used to procure specific
pieces of equipment of equal capability wherein the primary difference
is cost. Tne IFB is geared to award the bid to the vendor
who is most responsive to the specific requirements for the

equipment in the required time frame at the lowest price.

d) The Sole Source Procurement (SSP)
The Sole Source Procurement, as the name suggests, is the
awarding of a contract without the competition normally associated

with Targe dollar procurement in the public market. SSP is not

recommended unless there is no other alternative.
When faced with a situation where the vendor's equipment or

services are unique and necessary or where the vendor is the only

one who can provide what is needed within a mandated time frame,

it is possible to consider the $SP approach. However, it is extremely
advisable to document well the circumstances which led to the
conclusion that SSP was necessary and, if possible, to document

the prior approval of those governmental bodies which have the
responsibility for the review of such actiQities. Any sole source
procurement by a public agency is, on its face, suspect!

2. 1Issuing the Procurement Document

It is extremely desirab1e; especially for a public agency,
to follow the agency's "standard" procedure in undertaking a procurement
effort to ensure an equal opportunity for all qualified vendors.
When the court issues its document, it should first attempt to provide

a copy to as many qualified vendors as it can discover. One successful
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approach has been to request a 1is€ of reputable vendors from a

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration office (or other funding
source) in order to avoid later charges by the funding bOHy that the
dissemination was not broad enough. This should be supplemented

by announcing the procurement effort in a publication such as the
Commerce Business Qa11y,52 which is recognized nationally as the
vehicle for notice to vendors interested in public

undertakings.

The following is a Tist of typical information included in a
53
procurement release:

] Statement of general purpose of the procurement

® Conditions of procurement (i.e., return date, minimal
response data required, benchmark tests, format of
response, requirement for pricing, etc.)

¢  Arrangements for response{s) tovendors' questions. (It is
usually best to formally schedule a meeting for all vendors
at one time to answer specific questions regarding the
procurement document or expected responses to ensure that
no vendor inadvertently gains an advantage from a response
to which no other vendor is privy. The formal meeting,
unfortunately, can inhibit guestions from the vendors, since
a vendor is sometimes loathe to give his competitors
some idea of his approach by asking specific questions. On
balance, however, it is safer for the soliciting agency to
handle this touchy matter in this fashion.)

$ Statement of criteria to be used in evaluating responses_

) Description of proposed system

52
Commerce Business Daily
U.S. Depariment of Commerce
Room 1304
433 West Van Buren Street
Chicago, I1linois 60607
(312/353-2950)

53 : X R
Adapted from a list of typical information for an R.F.P. contained in:

Data Processing and the Courts - Reference Manual, Natjonal Center for
State Courts, September, 1977,
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® ' Time frame for project completicn

L4 Proposed-contract terms

¢ Limits of funding (Optional: Although this tends to
cluster the bids at the funding limit
level, it also eliminates gross overbids
or underbids which are not responsive
te project needs.)

¢ Estimated award date

3. The Review Process

The most important step in the review process is the prior
determination of the factors to be considered in evaluating the
responses and the "weight" to be allocated to each factor. Failure
to determine the most important factors before release of the
procurement announcement can lead fo»suspicion of "fixing" the Tinal

selection by heavily wéightipg those factors best responded to by a

_ favored vendor.

It is adviséb]é, therefore, to carefully assess the values to
be assigned to each factor to assure that the weights reflect their
relative importance to the organization. This is not an easy tésk nor
is it one which can be accomp]iéhed totally and scientifically.

Basic questions to be answe;ed by the evaluation are:

~ a. Fundamental factors

(1) Did fhe vendor respend adequately to your request?
(Is all the information you requested contaized in
the vendor's submission?)

(2) Is the vendor a reliable firm to deal with?
(Financia] stability, user satisfaction, geographic
Tocation, history of successful projects.)

(3) Does the quality of the response indicate high

vendor interest in your project? (Or does it Took
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c)

1ike it was thrown together over the weekend by
his secretary?)

Quantifiable Factors

(1) Capabilities of competitive pieces of equipment
offered (processing speeds, storage capacities,
climate control requirements, etc.)

(2) Software and data base evaluation (Does vendor have
proven software in your areas of need - COBOL
text editing, etc.) -

(3) Maintenance support (How soon can he respond and
how capable is his staff?)

(4) Delivery diﬂes (Can the vendor perform within the

time framegyou have set and will he contractually

commit to benalities for failure to do so?)

(5) Benchmark performance (speed and quality of test.
performances in comparison to cambetitors.) |

(6) Educational opportunities (How iany relevant courses?

In what time frame? Are they taught at a reasonabiy

close location? Who bears the cost of transportation,

as well as the cost of courses?)
(7) Cost and cost ontions (variety and désirabi1ity of
various acquisition possibilities offered)

Qualitative factors

(1) Vendor experience in court projécts

(2) Experience in court projects of vendor staff included
in proposal

(3) Satisfaction of previous court clients

The above list is not all inclusive, but is extensive

" and “should provide a formidable foundation upon which to base the ultimate
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selection. The problem, as suggested above, is thé fair determination
of the weight to be applied to each of these criteria,

It is strongly advised that an evaluation team be formed which consists
of a qombination of technology experts and court personnel (administrators
and jurists), and that this group meet énd discuss at length the relative

importance of the various factors te be considered. A reasonable approach

_wourld be ts have each member of the evaluation team prepare an

htﬁndividual Jist of weights for the factors and, after further discussion

and revision, utilize the democratic process to arrive at consensus
values.

Care must be taken, however, toc ensure that the technologist(s) in
the group do not ove}whelm the lay people with their "expertise" and,

therefore, impose their value judgments upon the effort. The "people

~and problem”" knowledge and experience of the judicial and administrative

members of the team is a valuable asset and is a significant factor in the
successful weighting of the evaluation criteria.

After developing the weighting criteria, the task becomes somewhat
mechanical. A form (Figure 1)54 could be preparéd for entering the |
objective and subjective judgments of each eva]uation‘(each evaiuator

should review every acceptable proposal) and the final mathematical

~calculation will produce an ordered 1ist of vendors.

Occasionally (but very seldom) one vendor will stand out far above
the‘rest, but, more frequently, two or more vendors will have scored

close enough to each other to warrant further validation of the proposal

54 '
Sample form as illustrated in:

Data Processing and The Courts - Reference Manual, Nationa] Center for
State Courts, September, 1977. '

100




I

1715

WX, | EVALUATOR
VENDOR TITLE | SCORE ‘| AND DATE
NORMAL JUDGE
A B C CORPORATION VENDOR CAPABILITY 900 | I.M. MORRIS
MANDATORY CRITERIA
 DESCRIPTION SRITERIA - COMMENTS
1. MAINTENANGE RESPONSE - 2 hours or less _(;EE) NO | 3 local servicemen
2. DELIVERY DATE ~ 10/1/77 + 2 weeks (max.) | YES |(NO)!| on-site by 10/25
3. ABILITY TO DEMONSTRATE EQUIPMENT YES NO Local court using
4. YES | NO
DESIRABLE CRITERIA
WGT.
DESCRIPTION, WGT. | SCORE | ScORE COMMENTS
" 1. FINANCIAL STRENGTH 7 9 63 | One of fortune 500 - ok
2. SYSTEMS SUPPORT 5 5 25 One- "pro” for one month
3. MAINTENANCE SUPPORT 7 5 35 Users report "fair"
4. EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES!| 5 3| 15 |Nearest - 20 miles
‘ Purchase only - make own
5. ACQUISITION PLANS 7 5 35 arrangements for lease
6. DELIVERY DATE 9 | 10 90  |One week ahead
7. TIME IN BUSINESS 7 7 49 5 years
8. COURT EXPERTISE 5 5 25 _|A few court systems _
9. VENDOR INTEREST 5 9 45  IVery responsive
10. CUSTOMER OPINION 7 9 63 Customers report "excellent"
11. EARLY DELIVERY 1 10 10 |Extra-award
TOTALS 455
Evaluation Worksheet

[See Note 54]

FIGURE 1
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process. This is normally accomplished by inviting the “finalists"
(the top scorers) to make a supplemental oral presentation. This step
will sometimes. identify for the team thoséiléndors‘ﬁho can write a good
proposal but drop the ball whan it comes time to do the job. The judicial
and administrative members of the evaluation team are most valuable at
this stage! |

Following the evaluation process,(jt is advisable for the team

to meet and formally decide upon the vendor selection and to have this

‘decision accepted by the applicable authority. Announcement of the

selection should then be forwarded to all vendors who responded to the
proposal. This, of course, would be followed by the formal contractual
procedure required by the jurisdiction.

4. Who Should Make the Final Selection?

The basic selection recommendation will be made by the

evaluation team, but the final selection must be made, objectively,

by the highest possible level of court management. This means the
chief judge, a managing judicial council, the board of judges, or the

court's administrative board, etc. B

P

s

It is imperative tiat the selection be ﬁgﬁe<a?€ér an extensive
explanation by the evaluation team of how the decision was reached
(hopefu]iy the decision maker(s) will have been an active part of that
team) and be joined in by a substantial majority of the decision-making
body. There is no better way to gain management support and commitment

for the project than to have visible and active participation by top-

level management in this process!
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B. Writing a Tight Contract with the Vendor

1. Standard Vendor Contracts

The lack of attention paid by the average user-purchaser to the

dontractual terms of a rental or purchase agreement entered into when

ordering computer hardware and software is amazing. Even more
extraordinary is the failure of the knowledgeable judicial community
to attend to contractual detaiis. Court experts who da11y see the
results of faulty contract construction are jus t as likely (or perhaps
even more 11ke1y) to sign a contract for computer goods or services
which protects the manufacturer and leaves the user with virtually

no rights or remedies.

Most manufacturers will insist upon the use of their standard
contracts. It behooves the user to review the standard document very
thoroughly and to insist upon the inciusion of various proteétive
clauses before signing any formal document. Just as in the field of
real estate transactions, where most mistakeé are made at a very early
stage when an agreement of sale is signed, a letter of infent may
commit much more than the user intends. In real estate transactions, it~k
is advisable to consult an attorney prior to signing an agreeﬁent of sale,
and so 0o is it advisable to confer with the organization's legal
advisor(s) before signing any commitments related to computer hakdware
or software. |

2. Contract Content

55 oy

A recently published comprehensive document - on data‘processiﬁgvuxbl

contracts 1ists two hundred and Fifty-five contract clauses at four

55
Dick H. Brandon and Sidney Segeistein, Esq.,
Data Processing Contracts - Structure, Contents and Negotlat1on,
Van Nostrand Reinhold Company, 1976.
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Tevels of risk (key, important, minor, and ro 1mpact), with nlnnty~n1ne
of these clauses at the “key" and "lmportant" rat1ng level. 1t is not

practical or necessary to cover all of the ninety-nine in this docdment,
but an attempt will be made to ddress the clauses which it i;vfé1t are

the most important to the court user and to explain w __x‘they are

=3

important.

2

a. Complete agreement t fﬁik - &

Most contrau-s will contain a saase indicating that the
document includes all agreements, rights and promises of all parties and
tha; it supersedes all previbus agreements and representaticss. From a
contract construction standpoint this is an excellent clause. The
user must ensure, however, thatggll of the commitments, promises and
Timitations desired are contained in the document in clear and understandable
terms or that other important writteh agreements and oral promises are ‘
incorporated into the document by specific inclusion, referencevor
attachment to the contiract.

Care should also be taken to restrict amendments to written
amending clauses signed by the party or parties charged with a duty
therein. ' (

b. Hardware and software §pec1f1cat1ons

Precise descriptions of the hardware and software. covered by

the contract must, obviously, be included“therein, but it also is very

i :

; ‘ o : . SN\
important to include performance requirements, as well zs the ° . <§$
description and configdrations The manufarfnf@r wiil normally provide - “

the spec1f1cat10ns but it is the respons1h|11ty of the user to rev1ew

- those "specs" in deta11 to ensure that all exNectat1ons are 1nc1uded there1n

c. Pr1c1ng 7
Due to the volatile‘nature of computer bficing‘strhcture,

\  ioh




4 ! &
o ‘ ‘

A g
=

' it is advisable to include a clause or clauses to protect a quoted

o

price during the period prior to delivery and, to the maximum extent
possibie, after delivery. The manufacturer will be more willing to

ﬂ provide short-term price guarantees, while the user should bargain for
Tong-term price guarantees if he is asked to sign Tong-term renta{J
agreements. At a minimum, & ceiling on maxinum increases shéuld be
set by the contract.

d. Implementation support

Vendors will, typically, promise to provfée "necessary"
systems support personnel to assist in the initial stages of
installing and implementing a computer system.

These promises are usually vague and seemingly all-inclusive
until the moment of'truth when one finds that the manpower provided
is not of the highest caliber and that you are sharing their services
with one or more other vendor clients.

Any commitment for technical support must be set fgrth with
particularity in the contract with the qu;niity {(man houég, days or
years) and quality (senior systems analysts with at least x years of
relevant experience) of such support very carefully detailed. It is
even more desirable to describe the products that the vendor‘s:support
will provide and to contractually commft the vendor to those products
withinﬂg specified time period, leaving to the vendor the problem
of hdﬁ much manpower 1is necessary.

e. Maintenance
Every computer requires preventive and emergency mainteﬁénte.
The contracf will normally specify the annual or month]y price of main-
tenance/and should include the cost of all parts, labor, etc. A very “
sophisticated user might be able to arrive at aéigwer annual cost

e
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figure by securing a time-and-materials billing, but this is advised
only for the very highly experienced user.

Most maintenance contracts only cover the prime working hou%s
(approximately 8 A.M, to 5 P.M.) Monday through Friday. If there is an
intention to utilize the sy§§em on more than a one-shift basisz and to
require shift time service é% well as weekend support, it is necessary to
include this service in the coniract with the costs, if any, ciearly
prescribed, ‘

Another impoftant maintenance factor which should be covered con-
tractua11yvﬁs the permissible response time. A computer with only a minor
part inoperative or malfunctioning can, quite frequently, be useless. If
emergency maintenance response is counted in days or even hours, staff
will most 1ikely be totally unproductive dﬁ?%ﬂg that period. It is
advisable, when and if possible, to negotiate for response in two hours or
less.

In order for such an agreement to be effective, it is necessary to
pro:-#da for monetary sanctions for failure to respond within the contract .

timé”wﬁich should be significant enough to produce results. It is also

necessary to ensure contractually that, once the maintenance call is

responded to, the repair personnel will work diligently and continuously

to restore the machine to working condition. The quality of the vendor's
maintenance staff is difficult and even impossible to contractually

9
guarantee, but it is certainly advisable to get a good reading of the main-

tenance response provided in your area from other users with similar

equipment before committing to any vendor.

f. Emergency backup I

It is possible for a problem to develop in the equipment or

software which is yery difficult to isolate or repair. A typical computer




installation faces a series of deadlines which must be met, such as the
preparation of daily trial Tlists or the completion of a series of programs
by a necessary target date.

To ensure against lengthy periods of machine unavailability, it is
advisable, where po;sib1e, to provide for backup seryices in the contract.
This is most frequently possible Qhen the vendor has a company data
center in your area which is used for pre-installation testing, education,
etc., and when the user has a reasonab1y.popu1ar configuration of equipment.

It is also usually possible to make separate arrangments, on a
reciprocal basis, with other users of the vendor's equipment who are
located nearby and have the same or similar hardware and software
configurations.

Unique equipment configurations and/or extensive terminal usage
and reliance by the user will, however, 1imit the ability to utilize out-
side backup and could lead to the very expensive alternative of *duplicating"
the equipment which is critical to maintaining the operation even though
only one unit is necessary to do the job.

The computer contract should also cover the protection that will be
provided by the vendor in the event a disaster befalls the user
installation. Fires, floods, bombs, and acts of vandalism have destroyed
organizations which have become dependent upon the computer for day-to-day
support of operational activity.

Typically the manufacturer will be able to guarantee short—term'
replacement by arranging for delivery of rep]acement equipment from their
inventory, if available, or by adjusting priorities for the equipment
currently on their assembly lines. This is a difficuTt step for the
manufacturér to take, for it will normally inConveniénte a number of its
other users. It is, therefore, advisable to include penalty c]auses
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for féi]ure to provide replacement equipment within a specific number of
days from the loss. It is also advisable to negotiate and fix the price for
replacement equipment, hopefully at the existing contract price of the
lost equipment and software.
g. JTest time
Every vendor provides run time on comparable equipment to

that ordered by the user, prior to equipment installation, in order to
fac11itate the preparation and testing of the user's programs.
| Care should be taken to assure that the total free test time permitted
is adequate and that it will be available in reasonable time segments.
Additional consideration must be given to the time of day when the test
time will be made available and the geographic location of the test site.

Most preferable would be prime~time hours (9 A.M. to 5 P.M. - Monday
through Friday) in your own city. If this is not possible, the costs of
user staff travel and overtime must be considered and the bearer of these
costs determined.

It is sometimes possible to arrange with another area user for test
time in exchange for future reciprocal backup arrangments. |

h. Delivery and acceptance

It is difficult to predict a delivery date with any

specificity when the contract is prepared many months and sometimes a year
or more in advance of actual delivery. If, however, the date of delivery is of
dramatic significance to the user, penalty clauses for failure to achieve
delivery by the specified date should be included.

The user will find, however, that there will more Tikely be a need
for both the vendor and the user to be flexible in the selection of
delivery dates. Program design, preparation and testing have a tendency

to drag out, and the typical user will experience the desire to delay
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detivery until the equipment can be properly utilized. Usually clauses
concerning delivery delay requiré thivrty or more days notice., Care
stiould be taken to observe this requirement, for delivery date changes
are not welcomed by factory personnel on tight manufacturing schedules.

The user should demand and contract for notification prior to
delivery and insist upon a “coordinated" delivery, wherein it will be
the vendor's responsibility to arrange for all {or as many as possible)
of the components to be collected at a central point in order to provide
a single delivery. |

Occasionally it is determined that doors and elevators in the
user's facility cannot accommodate the sometimes sizabie and heavy
equipment. This should be determined far in advance of the delivery
date. If special rigging is required, it should be arranged on a timely
basis, with the contract specifying who will be responsible for the
cost. It is not unusual to have to rent a crane and other heavy
rigging gear to install a computer on the 23rd floor of an older
building. This is a complicated and costly process and should be
carefully planned with appropriate contract provisions.

It is also necessary to designate the point at which the equipment
will "go on rental." On the delivery date, a series of units will be
delivered in packing crates and will require uncrating, cabling, testing,
etc. The contract should call for rental to begin when both parties agree
that the equipment is in operable condition and, since this could be anywhere
from a week to a month after delivery, the user will want'to avoid paying for
an expensive and unusable computer during that period.

Further, it is reasonable to expect a "break-in" period after
delivery and “acceptance" wherein extensive maintenance and lengthy

1

periods of system unavailability are 1ikely to occur, To this end, it is

i
4
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appropriate to negotiate for a period of free usage after acceptance to
compensate for the anticipated early "break-in" problems.

i. Lease/purchase option

When one enters into a computer contract, it is normally a
multi-year commitment, whether the contract reads for more than one year
or not. The tremendous preparatory work required and the facilities
and procedure modifications necessary commit the organization to a multi-
year period, no matter what the intent of the user. ’

Recognizing this fact, it is suggested that serious consideration be
given to multi-year leasing at lower arnual cost. Most vendors will be
pleased to make such contracts and will have schedules of reduced rental
rates based on contract length.

Further evaluation is necessary to determine whether, in the
alternative, a long-term purchase arrangement is advantageous to the
user. As a rule of thumb, tﬁe models change in approximately five-year
cycles, with the newer models incorporating tremendous technclogical
advances. If the model type for which the user is about to contract
is, for example, several years old and it is the user's intitial venture
intc computer equipment, he should avoid the higher annual cost of a
lease/purchase arrangement. If, however, it is new (but proven) technology,
one must seriously consider the savings which will accrue after the typical
five-year period is completed.

In any event, it is advisable to negotiate for some purchase option
at the conclusion of a rental agreement to permit the user to take

advantage of the "rent receipts" accumulated during the contract period.

j» Disputes clause (continuation of services during disputes)
Whenever parties contract for services and/or goods, it is

quite possible, if not probable, that problems will arise, many of
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which are not specifically covered by the written contract., These
may result in disagreement and dispute and can, occasionally, lead to
litigation and tremendous delay. This can be devastating to an organization,
particularly if many other key steps are based on the automation project
being completed within a particular span of tiwe.

It is absolutely necessary, therefore, to inciude within the contract
a mutually satisfactory procedure for the continuation of work during the

attempted resolution of disputes.
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION PROéLEM AREAS

The problems and responsibilities relating to the implementation of
an automatedrcourt information system are broad, as well as extensive, and
will tax the court administrator and chief judge to the limits of their
patience and endurance. To effectively monitor this complex process, it
is necessary to have a clear and complete timetable for implementation (see
Appendix A - A Checklist for Action) and to invest many hours of court man-
agement time in understanding and tracking the progress of the project.
The responsibitities will be diverse and will range from hiring and super-
vising fechnica! stéff for duties which the executive barely understands
to the preparation of a site for computer installation (including the satis-
faction of requirements for air-conditioning, power, humidity, lighiing,
etc.). |

Decisions, with the potential for affecting the future operation of the
court, will be made on an almost daily basis. This chapter will attempt
to identify some of the most critical implementation areas and explain the
underlying problems within each
A. Hiring Staff

The mérketp]éce for professional technical personnel improves &very
day as high schools, colleges and technical schools graduate Titerally
hundreds of academically-qualified computer technicians every month. Exper-
jenced data processors seem to be in plentiful supply. So; wherein 1ies
the problem? _

The first problem is to find personnel with some knowledge of court
applications.  The basic background of the journeyman computer profession-

al will have included payroll, inventory, billing, accounts receivable and

)
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accounts payable projects, but the meaning and use of trial listings, sub-
poenas, causes for continuance, bench warrants, and jury panels will be
totally foreign to the average applicant. The heavy activity in court in-
formation systems over the last 5 to ten years has, however, developed a
reasonably-sized pool of court computer professionals throughout the country,
and it behooves court management to attempt to attract them. Advertising
in national court publications can be quite fruitful in accomplishing this.

Whether the effort is an independent one by the court, a criminal
Justice joint effort or an attempt to utilize the full service support of a
centralized governmental data processing facility, it is imperative that
the court have some technical expertise on its own staff. This can range
from a full-scale developmental and operations staff (independent dedicated
system) to the bare minimum of a single court information system coordinator
responsible for expediting all court activity in a centrally-served environ-
ment. |

Serious problems will be ericountered in achieving salary. structures
which will attract these competent professionals. The typical government
data processing salary structure is Tow in comparison to industry and leads
to volatile turnover of staff which is detrimental to successful implementation
of a data processing project. The nature of existing court support staff
salaries also dictates against being able to offer the going rate for compe-
tentkprofessionaT(s). The approval of "reasonable" salaries for data pro-
cessing staff by local government will often cause resentment among lower-
paid, experienced court staff. Unfortunately, this phenomena seems to re-
peatedly result in the hiring of bright, aggressive and ambitious young
trainees in whom the courts invest extensive training time and money, only
to have.them Teave the court employ after veryvshort periods of employment

and, usuaily, at the most inopportune and critical stages of system development.
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After several experiences of this adture, the court begins to éstablish
salary levels necessary to attract employees for:the 1ong~térm,effort, hires
outside consultant support or gives up the attempt to automate.

Selecting the most quaiified from among applicants is another very
difficult task for court management. Reliance on normal governmeﬁ%a] testing
processes leaves much to be desired. On the other hand, court management
is not usually qualified to screen technical applicants. Some support can
be enlisted from agencies such as the National Center for State Courts, which
has assisted a number of jurisdictions in the selection effort. Another
successful approach has been to assemble a selection committee comprised of
governmental and industry computer professionals, along with knowledgeable
members of court management.

Staff hiring must take place very early on the implementation time-
table for, whatever the level of court involvement, court staff must take
an active part in implementation and design from the very first possible
moment! It is also advisable to: (1) hire the chief of data processing -
unit first; (2) utilize this chief in the search and recruiting of the re-
maining staff; and (3) place great weight on this chief's recommendations
for the final selection of the persons who will make up his or her staff.

An open line of communication between §§§%f and court management must
also be established from the very beginning, and it is highly retommended
that the line be directly between the court administrator and or chief judge

and the head of the technical staff.

B. Managing and Evaluating the Progress of an Unknown Process by the Policy
Committee - .

In Chapter IV, the concept of a policy committee and working committees

was introduced as a means of controiling the design of a system so as to
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most capably address the needs of its users. During the implementation
stage, it is necessary to monitor the progress being made and the direction
of such progress to assure that tasks are being.accomplished in a‘logical
and timely fashion and that they are addressing the needs articulated by
the court and the users in the priority sequence vytlined by the designers.
It is not easy for court management and/or policy and user committees

to determine whether the data processors are achieving the appropriate goals
in a timely fashion, especially when the only indication'they have during
the early stages is the verbal assurance of their data processing chief that
"everything is proceeding well." Too many projects have been reported as pro-
ceeding well by data processing chiefs only to have someone discover after
a yéar or two, when the data processor resigns, that no targets have been
met or products produced.

jf‘One way to assure that this does not happen is to insist on a checklist
and timetable (see Appe%dix A) which includes the provision of tangible
evidence of goal achievement at every checkpoint in the development plan.
The first task of the dafﬁ processing Teader must be to prepare and explain

in detail to the policy committee such a checklist/timetable. It is the duty

of the policy committee to insist upon a status report (oral, written or bd%h)
at every meeting inc]udf@g some evidentiary provf of the attainment of a

task or an acceptab1e rationale for a failure to,achieVe completion on time,
along with realistically-revised target dates.

Such a review process, even when conducted by a policy committee totally
unfamiliar with data procesging,vis extremely effective. The data processing
manager faced with this formal feporting proceduré will be a better manager
of his staff and resources and will fihd it difficult to glibly explain

away failures and delays. This process is most effective when the checklist
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and timetable have been prepared by or with the help of the da£é<proces—
sing marager,

The policy committee should enlist the services of an objective and
jmpartial professional outsider to review the progresé,of the autométion
effort periodicaily. Such service can often be provided through federally-
supported agencies at little or no cost to the bmurt. The Mational Cen-
ter for State Courts "CITAT"56 program and SEARCH Group Incorporated's Tech-
nical Assistance Service57 are prfme examples of excellent free monitoring
and evaluation support.

C. Educating Management

The earliest educational activity must take place at the management
level long before any data processing efforts are undertaken. The first need
is for the president judgg, court admiﬁistrator and/or other top court man-
agement to ascertain just what automation has done, is doing, or is used for
by industry, government and, most importantly, by other courts. It is not ~
necessary to Tearn how a computer is engineered or constructed, nor is it
advisable for court management to learn how to program or operate compiter

equipment. The need is only to know what it can do and has done!

This knowledge can best be gleaned by a combination of efforts. It is
suggested that the first simple step ba a perusal. of a National Center for
State Courts publication entitled Data Processing and the Courts - Guide

for Court Managers.58 This should provide the reader with a general feeling

56. National Center for State Courts, Court Improvement Through Applied
Technology (CITAT), 300 Newport Avenue, Williamsburg, VA™ 23185.

57. SEARCH Grbup, Inc., National Clearihghouse for Criminal Justice In-

formation Systems, 1620 35th Avenue, Sacramento, California 95822.

58. J. Michael Greenwood, et al., Court»Eguigment’Ana1xsis Project ~ Data

Processing and the Courts - Guide for Court Managars, National Center
for State Courts, September 1977. , ,
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for what kind of tool the computer is and what general types of support are
available through the use of such a tool.

«y  The next step (perhaps an optional one) would be for management to take

advantage of the free "Executive Concepts" classes, offered by virtually

évery computer vendor, which are geared to educate and interest the execu-
tive in the management uses and benefits of computer support. At least one
of the vendors offers a course geared particularly to criminal justice systems
and/or court managers.59

The court executives, if still interested, are now ready to visit one
or more courts, comparable in size to their own, where automation has been
implemented or, at least, undertaken. A recent survey indicates that Titer-
ally hundreds of courts have attempted automation, and qujte a vew are report-
ed to be successfu]]y utilizing the technolaogy for improved management and
operation. Visit&fshould be made to several succes§fﬁ1 installations and
to at least one unséccessfu1 one. Courf management will profit greatly from
personal, on-site evaluation of why some efforts succeed while others fail,
as well as from vigwﬁngﬂ@he prod&cts of such a system and investigating
the use (or non—uééfiko which su&h products are put.

Before embarking on an expeésive and time-consuming automaé?on effort,
court'management must be thorougﬁ]y coﬁvinced that the benefits to court
operation which will ensue will ﬁe worth such an effort. This is the major
pukpose ofipre-feaéibility managément eddcation. It is strbng]y suggested
tha%ona automation effort be undertaken unless, after such an educational
effort, court management is firm]y convinced that automation will be highly

beneficial to the management and operation of their court system.

59, International Business Machines Corp. (contact any local office).
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‘ _effort. People distrust what they don't understand. Cﬁaﬂgé;ikﬁ at best,

. Educating Staff .

Lack of communication within any organization is often aimajor cause
of problems. Frequently, the first formal indiscation to Tower-Tevel court
employees that an automation effort is being undértaken has béen the deiivery

of a computer terminal or a "Computer Report Formf" Thc>p§yéhologica1 prob-

e AN
lems, as well as the procedural problems, created by the shock ¢f Finstanq(

change" have been sufficiently extensive in many cases to sink the automat&qg

unpleasant to the experienced employee who is comertable‘éith the old ways. 7/ -

7

Forcing change down the throats of unprepared staff is probably the Teast-

effective way to attempt?fmplementation of a new and improved system.

' Aﬁ”gxtensive staff education program, such as is described in the fol-
1owingﬁgépp§g,charts from a text on computer training for court personne1§0‘
must add;é§§ such§ﬁatteréEasE (1) why and how the court feels a computer
can assist in staff work; (2) what tasks will be undertaken; (3) who will
be invoTQéd, and in what way; (4} what effect, 1T any, automation will have
on the administrative organization, number of peésonne], employees duties
and salaries; (5) employee involvemeﬂt during design and implementation;

(6) future training plans; (7) new career opportunities; (8) possible problems

which employees will face; (9) timetables, and many others. Failure to pro- -

vide such educational programming, for all levels of court personnel fggm
. & 3 ‘\;\;\

)
\‘»_«/,

trial judge to messenger, would be a fatal error!

i

60. Maureen M. Solomon, Guide]ines far Deve]opmentvof Computer Training
Curricula for Court Personnel, National Center for State Courtis, Sep-
tember, 1974.
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- Separate presentations
for different audiences
are appropriate

- May be repeated later

- Portions may be presented

i - Repeat for each application
at different times

as nacessary
- Separate presentations for

different gudiences are
appropriate

GUIDE TO FURRICULUM MODULE USE

~ Repeat as often as
necessary for skill
de;;elopment
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FROM:

NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS

GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT QOF COMPUTER

TRAINING CURRICULA FOR COURT PERSONNEL

ACCEPTANCE ~ ORIENTATION MODULE -

PRIORITY
FOR THIS ESTIMATED PROJECT EDUCATIONAL
" SUBJECT AUDIENCE AUDIENCE DURATION INSTRUCTORS PHASE TECHNIQUES

NEED FOR THE PROPOSED 5YSTEM I-A [ 60 minutes Director of Information Systefs and Lead-Analyst Before Lecture; dis-
Problem Description |-B & 1~C ¢ 30 minutes Court Administrator & Dir. of Information Systems project cussion, Q & Ay
Causes It e 11t ¢ 30 minutes Court Administrator & Dir. of lnformation Systems activities fllms, slides,
Alternative Solutions v u 30 minutes Court Administrator ¢ Dir. of Information Systems begin charts, hand-
Expected Benefits of Automation v D memo & press Presiding Judge and Court Administrator outs of com=~
Precedents Set in Other Courts release parative in-

formation

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS iN I-A & 1-8 ¢ 1 hr. max. Director of Information Systems and Lead Analyst Before Same as above
COMPUTER USE ) w/poss.add'l, project plus possible
Impact on Court as a Wholg discussion . activities presentation
Cost vs. Benefits or Other Savings I-c { same as Court Admin., Dir. of Info. System, possibly P. J. ||begin by parsonnpel
Areas of Possible Difficulty 1 above (possibly frem another
Realistic Timetable P11 & 11 [ 30 minutes Court Administrator and Dir. of Information Systems||slightly court

WwWev ] - ——— after above
topic)

PERSONNEL ASPECTS OF CONVERSION 1-A 1 60 minutes Director of Information Systems Before iecture, Q&
TO COMPUTER USE J=8 & 1~C U ——— —— project’ iTA, small group
Common Employee Fears e 1 c 2 hrs. Court administrator and Dir. of Info. Systems activities |}discussions
Possible Re~organizations or possible begin

Reordering of Tasks follow-up (possibly
Potential New Career Paths discussion repeat some
Anticipated Training Programs Iwev u ——— —— portions
Employees' Involvement Throughout : ’ later)
Court-EDP Liaison During Project

ORGANIZATION OF ACTIVITIES FOR I-A I 30 minutes Director of Information Systems Before Lecture and
PROJECT 1-8 & {~C y = - . project discussion
Preject Organization and Managemeat | o c 60 minutes Director of Information Systems and Lead Analyst activities
Project Stages i 4 30 minutes Director of Informatlon Systems and Lead Analyst begin
User Comnittees for Planning ey 1} - - =
Jointly Establishing Priorities

CONCLUSTON
Summary of Major Points all as much Whoever léads the session
Further Questions and Plans for zategories time as

Possible Future Sessions recelving necessary

Program Evaluation

' |

portions of
module above

e il L s et A e i
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Figuré 3

FROM:

NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS

' GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF COMPUTER

TRAINING CURRICULA FOR COURT PERSONNEL

GUIDE TO SUGGESTED PERSONNEL CATEGORIES

Characteristics of the Category

Typical Members of the Category

Determines or recommends oversil court policy; maintains policy-
Tevel relationships with non-court agencles; Is responsible for
program justifjcation to funding authority; initiates major pro-
grams within the court; is a recipient and user of management
information and exception reports

Administrative Officers, Court budget OFficers, Court Legislative
Liaison Personnel

- e m o m om B om Mmoo W W om W oem oA e W Momm oW oe oW @ om e i e wom

Presiding Judges, Judicial Committees

Source of funding for court operations or projects

County Boards of Supervisors, City Councils, State Legislators
and their Staffs, Judicial Councils, State Court Admlnnstrator s
Staff, State Planning Agencies .

121

,Recommends polley to category I=A and B; supervises operational

personna@ has mld-level decisional responsibility; uses daily

_computar optput for management of his departmeént; expects opera-

tiondl changes in his department as a result of computer use

Assignment and Scheduling Office Hanageré, Chief Deputy Admini-
strators and Clerks, Departmeqtal Supervisors frem the Court and
Other Related Agencies, and Data Quality Control Supervisors

11

Vﬁrks with well-defined procedures on integral functions within

the court system; uses daily operational data in performance of-

Jjob; may recommend procedures for case progress control; supplies
data for input to computerized information system on regular
basis .

G

Courtroom Clerks, Minute Clerks, Bailiffs, Docketing CIerks,
and Other clerncal Personnel

Operates términals for input and output of data; performs
systems analysis or programming for system

Coﬁputer Operators, Operations Supervisors, Terminal Operators,
Systems Analysts, Computer Programmers

Potential user of computer system output, but not involved
in input of data to system; and court personnel who will not
be involved in the computer system

Attorneys, Members of the Public Defender's Office and Prosecutor's
0ffice, Judge's Messengers or Bailiffs (who do not have any data
preparation or Iinput responsibilities), and Personnel from the
Court and Related Justice Agencies Who Will Not Be Directly In=
volved in Computer Use, Judges As a Group, Members of the Public
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E. Constantly Evaluating Proposed Products While Limiting Changes During
Implementation ‘

During the design and *" - development of a court information system,
the court itself will cont i« to change. The court system is not as volatile
as the space program; however, le%islation, procedural rules, court opin-
jons and decisions, and financial/status and management changes will all
contribute to changing goals. It is obvious that any rigid system, designed
at "Day 1," which ignores the changes occuring about it will not even come
close to satisfactorily serving the system that exists on the "delivery”"
day.

To this end, it is absolutely necessary that the policy committee and
implementation staff periodically review and evaluate the overall system,
its goals and proposed products to insure that the efforts currently being
undertaken will, when complete, serve (and continue to serve) the real needs
of the court system. It is suggested that such a review be scheduled at
intervals of no longer than three months duration.

Balancing this desire to keep the changing needs of the system in mind
is the effect on systems analysts and programmers of constant requests for
change to the work they have in process. It is possible to wipe out many
man months of progress with just a simple change in goals or desired products.

At some point in the implementation of the automation project, the
‘developers will ask fork(and really need) an irrevocable commitment to the
design for a reasonable period of time\go that they can complete their basic
work. Management should be prepared to do this if only for the sake of pro-
ducing a substantive product and helping to'presefve the sanity of the deve-
lopment staff. Subsequent changes which involve only format or content of a

particular report will be simple follgw-on matters. The only permissible
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changes after commitment to a final design would bg those that reflect a
reversal in overall management goals and, therefore, its basic information
needs, " -

There is no clear-guideline other than to warn of the problem and to

encourage a very careful balancing of decisions to assure that the system

can become operational in a reasonable period of time with a design that,
although not perfect, serves its users well.

F. Site Preparation

The problems of site preparation are normally very technical ones and
are best handled by the technicians. It is only important that the court
realize the extent and the meaning of the problems which will be faced and
be;prepared to address these problems very early in the project,»sfnce much
tfme can be required to locate and prepare the necessary physical plant.

1. Power o

The basic power needs usually involve, firgt, a separate Powér
Tine (not an independent power plant), so that the use of other building

equipmeht does not affect computer oneration. Computer history is resplen-

~dent with stories of elevator motors, garbage disposals or electric shavers

intermittently immobilizing whole computer systems, with the symptoms dis~-
appearing when computer repair personnel arrive; v

Problems with power surges and drops must be anticipated as best as
pos$1b1e, because they can cause extensive damage to equipment and to the
operation of a court dependent upon that equipment. A device such as a
"constant voltage regulator" should be considered if the equipmenf ordered
is sensitive to power level change.

Typically, unique connectors (plugs) will be negded for various pieces

of equipment in the computer vroom and each will usually require special

p—
[
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wiring and voltage.

In preparing for the power needs of the site, the mere omission of
something as seemingly minor as ordinary plug outlets can cause other delays
and initfate additional problems. It is advisable, therefore, for the court
to promptly delegate this aspect of site preparation to a group consisting
of the vendor{s) who will specify the needs, the building electrical depart-
ment (or paid electrical consultant) who will determine the cost and time
frame for installation, and the data processing manager who will try to keep
both of them "honest."

2. Air-Conditioning and Humidity Control

Almost every computer of reasonable size generates heat and 1is,
at the same time, sensitive to heat. In addition, the materials passing
through the system (paper, cards, e]éctrica] impulses, etc.) are extremely
sensitive to humidity variances.

For this reason, as well as for the comfort of the personnel who will
work ﬁirect]y with the equipment, it is almost always necessary to have an
independent air-conditioning/humidifying system in addition to the existing
building temperature control equipment. This equipment is eXpensive and
norma]lycvéquires Tead time for delivery as well as its own "site prepara-
tion" wgrk for water, power, ductWOfk, and the equipment itself. Again,
plan early and in conjunction with the computer vendor{s), your own supplier

and/or adviser and the data processing manager.

3. Lighting and Sound

Lighting requirements for a computer room are not much different
from those for general office working areas, except that specia] attention |
should be given to assure that areas where computer screens or reports are read

or terminal input is entered are relatively free from glare.
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Noise levels in computer rooms are generally very high (especially
near pf}nting gear), suggesting that sound absorbing materials should be
used in the room to protect the data processing workers who must spend much
of their time in the room. Attention should also be paid to protecting the
hearing and concentration of non-data-processing employees working near the
data processing area. ”

4. Raised Flooring

Because of extensivg%gower lines, computer cabling, frequent use of
under-floor air distributionlgucts, etc., it is normally desirable, for
safety as well as for neatness, to have the computer room outfitted with
raised flooring.

5. Telephone and Direct Terminal Cabling

When the use of terminals at Tocations other than the computer room
is considered, it is necessary to plan for the necessary "data" lines. For
devices more than a couple of thousand feet from the computer, it is normally
necessary to utilize telephone connections, resulting in the need for arrange-
ments with the local telephone company for special Tines and connections.

When user Tocations for terminals are relatively close, it is possible”
to run cables through the building (ﬁometimes several buildings in a court
complex) in order to much more inexpensively connect the termina]s'to the
computer. A combination of both approaches‘can frequently be used in the same
insta11ation'and each requires preparation work and "Tead time." |

Decisions must be made early regarding how (telephone or direct cable
connection) and where terminals are to be installed. The time required
to get delivery of the necessary equipmeht and cab]iné.can be as extensive
as the frustrating, traumatic, expensive, and time-consuming task of running

telephone line or leading direct cabling through an old building whose architects
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never considered such a need.

In many courthouses, the noise of drilling holes through concrete to pass
the cable has resulted in judges enjoining all-day time efforts, causing ex-
tensive and expensive additional delay. Suffice it to say, plan and start
cabling activity very early and be sure to forecast cabling needs for a rea-

sonable future period. Frequently forgotten is the need to arrange for at

Teast one conventional voice telephone with a very loud bell in the noisy
computer room so that problems can be reported quicklyand directly to the
computer staff.

6. Space for Machines and People

Equipment vendors will almost always assist in laying out computer
room areas to assure adequaté\space for the equipment and its servicing,

and will help place the equipment in the most efficient sequence. Frequently,

however, the needs of the operation and of operating personnel are overlooked

'during the Tayout phase.

Be sure that adequate space is allocated for the card, disk and tape
cabinets required to store the volume of those materials necessary to operatg
the data processing project. Paper, ribbons, manuals, spare parts, and many
other items will be required inside the computer room. Cabinets or other
covered space should be provided to accommodate these materials, and “to main-
tain the neat appearance that a‘computer room deménds. Additibna1 space
must be allocated for personnel and WOrking areas (including a table.@nd a
desk or two).

Expansion probabilities should be seriously considered during site
preparation to aSsure that predictable growth of thé'opefétion will not
result in the need and cost; as well as the trauma, of'prebaring and moving

to a different site location.

4o
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G. Conversion and Parallel Operation

T

1. Conversion:
As the data processing project begins to take shape, management

is faced with another difficult and important decision regarding how much of

the courts manual information system should be "converted" to machine form. /-

It is obvious that the "best" approach would beyto convert all existing
records which are used, but the cost of such an approach would be prohibi-
tive and would probably take more time than the organization caﬁ spare.

To illustrate, consider a typical support payment file. Eagh accodnt
may contain as many as 52 payments per year over the life of the‘court order.
Many are a dozen or more years old and contain, literally, hundreds‘of cashi
receipts, payments, adjustments, and modifying court orders. Would itrbe
worthwinile to enter every account transaction, back to the initiation of the

¥ w_;~intﬁ*fhéﬁ56%oﬁd£;drfecord? Absolutely not!

Yet, will staff be called upon to provide a complete detailed record to
court or counsel at some future date? Very Tlikely so! What then is the
reasonable compromise? In this example, the most frequent approach has been

to calculate the precise account status as of a specific date (i.e., the

conversion date) and to record the status and complete detail activity from

that date forward on the automated record. Some courts havékﬁheﬁ,microfj?med
the prior records to make the historical record available iqg§andy form and,
perhaps, in mu]tib1e locations. This seems to be a very rat{bnal,apprbach
to a difficult problem. | - :_

From criminal case processing, the solution more 1ike1yf?111{be to
undertake a parallel speration for all new cases (see discusS?bn below)
for a significant period of time (two or three ﬁbnths), at the end of which
time a signiffcant portion (perq§p§ﬁ§0%) of opén cffhinaﬂ cases will be in

the automated file. It is then reasonably inexpensive and extremely desirable
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to undertake the full ‘conversion of all "old" open cases initiated prior to
the parallel prdcess in order to have a complete automated open-case file on
the date the computer officially takes over from the manual operation.

If the civil case file is an open case tracking and indexing system,
the approach suggested for criminal cases may be feasible. On the other
hand, if the civil pﬁosect represents an attempt at total case activity
recording, as well as tracking,and indexing, it may be necessary to utilize
another approach. Some courts have restricted the automated effort to cases
initiated after a specific date and maintain a combination of manual (for -
ol1d cases) and automated systems until all the old cases have closed {which
could take many years in the large urban court). ’

Another approach might be to convert old cases to the automated system
only when a current transaction affects the old casq_ This is cértain]y )
more desirable than continuing the manual maintenance of old case reccrdg
while operating the new system and much less costly than total conversion.
In addition, the conversion of the oid cases will frequently occur over an
extended period of time, with minimum cost and the least strain on operating
staff.

There is no single right answer for any of the above situations. Each\

conversion need must be evaluated for a number of factors:

®  Number of active old cases S

Size of file(s)
Importance of record details
Cost of conversion

Strain on operating personnel

Anticipated accuracy of ccnverted files
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The decision regarding the conversion approach should be made separately

&
for eazn file and only after a thorough evaluation of all possible alter-

natives.

Whatever the ]evé] of convession ;ttempted, it is absolutely necessary
that the conversion effort be controlled and monitored to ensure that every
required record is converted, that all necessary data is captured for the
record and that every item of “"start-up" data is accur~te. Any file which
begins its life incomplete and/or inaccurate will have problems gaining

acceptance from users and will frequently lead to the project's doom or,

at féasf, distrust and disuse of its automated products.

2. Parallel Operation

“Unless a project is new, it is absolutely necessary to operate
the old manua1 yE%em and the new automated system side-by-side for a period
of time to eﬁsure that the new system can provide everything the old system
gguld for every case or unit. Case listings, statistical counts, subpoenas,
génch warrants, checks, and docket postings for both operations must be

compared carefully for any possible discrepancy before eliminating the old

~ approach and labeling the new project operational.

)

n ‘This phase is extremely difficuit as it calls for duplication in recording

.“..(

act1V1ty and a third effort to check one against the other, It is costly,

time consuming, abhorent to staff, and most important, absolutely necessary!

The faster one can endQ%be parallel operation the better, but the completion
of such a process can only be permitted when the organization is certain that
the new'system works better than the old!

Management must p1an for the parallel -activity for every segment of the

ﬁ1nformatnon system project and be prepared to provide extra support for

staff during th1s‘traumat1c perigd. Care must be taken, however, to utilize

129

2 B e



the temporary support staff in auxiliary matters and to ensure that those who
will have to work with the files have absolute responsibiiity for the creation
and maintenance of those files during the parallel process.

H. Documentation

'The most frequently overlooked phase of an information system instal- .
iation effort has, in all industries, been that of documenting the systeh “
for thdﬁe who are to use, modify or even replace the system in the future.

The intensive effort required to design and install a system frequently leaves
staff feeling that there is 1little or no time to stop to document their
blueprint of design, their roadmap to implementation, the requirvements for
programming, or the steps necessary for data preparation and system operation.

Although time consuming and costly, the documentation effort is another
gbso]ute necessity. System designers and programmers leave for greener
pastures or forget why and how certain things were accomplished. Programs
have to be modified and replaced. The right way to do something, once de-
fined, should be known to all who must use the system.

The report of the Documentation Sub-Committee of the State Judicial
Information Systems Project61 reviews a Naticnal Bureau of Standards docu-

ment62 in detail and derives a practical level of documentation for courts.

61. Operational Perspective of SJIS Documentation, S.J.I.S.\Systems
Documentation Subcommittee Final Report, Search Group, Inc., .
March 1978.

62. Guidelines for Documentation of Computer Programs and Automated T
Data Systems, (FIPS PUB 38 - Federal Information Processing Stan-
dards Publication 38) National Bureau of Standards, February 1976.
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In reviewing the importance of documentation, the SJIS report states:

"Documentation is essential to the effective development, implementation,
modification, operation, utilization, and potential transfer of any informa-
tion system -~ whether manual or automated. Despite its importance, it has
been‘a notoriously weak area in the ADP industry -- and one in which there
are few industry-wide standards or guidelines. While there have been numer-
ous books published on programming and documentation techniques, no single
approach to documentation has been accepted for widespread usage. Additional-
1y, funding constraints, tight scheduling and general programmer distaste
for writing have generally relegated program documentation to the lowest
priority. The courts have been no exception to this. In court management,
system documentation is extremely critical. It is essential that the public
records generated by the judicial process be properly stored and the ADP
systems operationalized to support that process be adequately documented."”

The report also lists the following basic document types which the SJIS
group considered as the minimum documentation permissible for a statewide
court information system:

(1) Systems Management Overview Documentation

(2) Feasibility Study Documentation

(3) Project Work P1an

(4) Functional Requirements Documentation

(5) System/Subsystem Specifications

(6)‘ Users Manual

(7) Program Maintenance Specifications

(8) Operations Manual(s)

(9) Test Plan
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VIIT. THE NEED FOR CONTINUOUS EVALUATION OF THE ON-GOING SYSTEM

One of the more subtle dangers inherent in the operation of Court in-
formation systems is the development of the "we've done it:" complex. This
feelihg often develops in court officials and their data processing managers
when the tough years of development effort finally begin to produce results
in the form of readable reports, notices, jury 1ists, instant terminal res-
ponses, etc. Arriving at this stage is a healthy experience but<9oes not
indicate success. Most often the early products Took good andb{ﬁdicate
substantial progress but are only the harbingers of the realization that
several more steps are necessary before the system can truly be classified
as operational.

A. Quality Control

‘ Invariably the first rude awakening relates to the quality of the data
included in the automated system. The first reports reveal inconsistencies
which usually uncover two separate and distinct problems.

The first problem centers on the methods designed to collect data and
the personnel performing the task. Invariably there has been a ¢rash prOgram
to create the base file and the persons utilized for this effort have been
temporarily assigned to the task. Training, when available, has been sketchy
for the "one-time" conversion effort. During the parallel operations the
temporary personnel have Tittle interest in accuracy or completeness. In short,
errors of omission and-commission are frequent and bégin to undermine the
faith of users .in the new system. |

The second problem aggravates the situation even more. For many years
the errors made in the manual system lay hidden in the recesses of individual
files and record books. The automation of the data and the analysis performed

thereon starkly reveals the flaws for all to see: misspelled names, incorrect
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and inconsistent addresses, patently invalid and incorrect dates, incomplete

disposition data, etc. The computer has not caused these probiems. It
only has brought them out in the open to shock and dismay the managers and
users of the system.

Even though inaccurate and incomplete data existed for years in the manual
system, it will not be accented or permifted in the automated system. Sud-
denly and rightfully so, everyone believes that nothing except 100% accuracy
is permissable for the official records of the Court.

Whereas the typical high volume billing process of department stores
or oil companies anticipates an error rate of 2% or more and considers this
an effective operational mode easily correctable through complaint units,
the basic philosophy has to be that where the 1ives, finances and reputations

of the public are concerned, nothing Tess than perfection can be accepted.

Thétso]ution is simple, but expensive. A quality control procedure
must be set up to insure that every bit of data entered in the system is
timely, accurate and complete. This usually means that every entry must be
verified by an objective and independent unit through a procedure which care-
fully dinsures that every transaction is complete and accurate. Unless an
effective on-going quality control process is developed and conversion mis-
takes as well as daily activity is cleaned effectively the automated system
will not achieve acceptability and will fall into disuse.

8.  Complacency

Typically, once a module of the system is operational, attention is
directed elsewhere and unless there are extensive complaints or a need\for
changes to the automation project because of changes to tﬁe Taw or théf{yo—

cedure Tittle attention is given to the "completed" projects.
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On subsequent review of operational modules one is apt to find, however,
that well thought out procedures were difficult to follow precisely or develop-
ed flaws. Adaptable employees in user agencies have "modified" procedures
to accommodate the flaws and ease the wovk effort. In some cases, difficulty
with the use of the computer products results in the development of new and
parallel manual procedures to cover the shortcomings of the automated system
and non-use of the computer products.‘ Complicated coding will have been
"simp]ified" causing the computer prepared management analysis data to reflect
something other than what is really happening.

The only way for management to be sure the procedures are being followed
or that they need to be corrected is to provide for a means of continuously
monitoring the system and evaluating its use. One fHOughtful court adminis-
trator who had noticed many data processing reports in trash baskets has
instituted a "report of the month" program wherein he discontinues delivery
of a different report each month to see if anyone misses it and will complain.
If no complaints are received, he institutes an analysis to determine whether
there is no need for the report or the data. {Sometimes he finds the report
is still needed but personnel are still too much in awe of automation to
complain.)

A veview of various operational reports with the users from time to time

is also always of value. One will find, for example, that there are some
technical flaws in reports which user personnel-overcome with several hours
of manual effort each month but which could be corrected with a very simple
programming change. Frequently, such review reveals the need for additional
reports which wer2 not considered at design time but, based on experience
gained through use of the products provided, can produce another quantum

leap forward in the management and control of court activity.
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Computer development which stands still in a volatile and changing
environment is really falling behind. Periodically, perhaps every two
years or so, an objective evaluation should be performed. Consider a
reciprocal agreement with other court administrators which provides that
the president judge, court administrator and data processing manager of
each organization review and evaluate the other jurisdiction's operation
every few years to provide an objective viewpoint. Pérhaps they will
pick up some ideas from the successes and failures they observe as
evaluators as well as. provide evaluations and recommendations to ihe
organization evaluated.

One should also consider periodically requesting an evaluation from
one of the free LEAA technical assistance programs such as thé National
Center for State Courts' Court Improvement Through Applied Technology
Project, the Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project at The American
University, or INSLAW. which have been previously mentioned (in Chapter V,
Section H and Chapter VII, Section B).

C. Obsolescence

In this tremendous growth period for computers,-software and court
applications, the techno]ogy which might provide great opportunity for
further improvemehi of the court's information system can be passing by.

Computer manufacters announce a new and advanced generation of
hardware about every five years. If the court is utilizing hardware
which does the job, it is not necessary to change just to have the "newest
and best" but it is worthwhile to see if there are improvements available
in cost, operation and/or capability which can make change worthwhile.

In addition to the five year "generation" cycle, the computer peri-
pherals industry is constantly changing to meet competitive activity.

Careful observance of the market place has saved thousands of dollars
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- for alert managers who have replaced terminals, disk drives, printers, i

and even computer cores with competitive, reliable and easily interchange{
able equipment which comes onto the market.

vTape and disk storage media improvements occur aimost monthly, with
today's media holding 5 to 10 times the data of just five years ago for the
same or even lower costs. Failure to keep abreast of these developments
can be an expensive mistake!

Software efforts are continuously underway. Anyone using communica-
tions programs for terminals or a data base designed more than five or
six years ago must look at current improvements. Response time prcblems
inevitably arise for those with on-line systems, and sometimes new soft~-
ware can be a godsend.

Perhaps the court decided against some applications(s) during the

original feasibility study because of the level of difficulty or the

inability of the equipment and/or software to proper]y service the projeet. .. . =

A review of the current applications in operation around the country and
improvements in hardware and software capability could reveal that it is
time to support with automation a part of the organization that was
ignored initially.

D. Taking Advantage of Technological Advances

There are many technological advances which could be helpful to a
court and which should be evaluated by court management.

Court managers who are not looking into the computer-related areas
of‘word—processing, microforms and computer-assisted transcription of
court testim&ﬁy, or reviewing software for probate, personnel, finance

and budget, etc., are missing the boat.
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Every technological advance is not for every court, but it should
be carefully evaluated for its applicability and value. If the court
manager doesn't wish to suffer the trials of the pioneer he is, perhaps,
Justified in waiting; but, once the trail has been blazed, it is advisable
to "check it out" to see if it travels in the direction of the court's

needs.
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IX. FUNDING THE PROJECT

A major problem associated with court information systems has been
and will continue to be the securing of funds for an automation effort.

Federal support, usually in the form of LEAA discretionary or block
grants, has been the primary source of funds for almost every automated
court system in this country. One of the most important lessons learned
by those utilizing the LEAA funding source has been to use these funds
for non-recurring development costs and to supplement this support,

right from the beginning, with Tocal funds to pay for expenses of a

continuing nature. In addition, since LEAA's interest lies predominantly
in the criminail justice area, it behooves the jurisdiction to fund the

concurrent development of non-criminal justice automation (with local or
other non-LEAA funds) or suffer the embarrassment of supporting much Tess

than 50% of court activity with the expensive automated system.

A
il

A.  LEAA Funding ﬂ
. 63 I

Judicial Planning Committees have been author1zed’and encouraged

by recent amendments to the Safe Streets Act and have resulteé in most
state court systems developing a plan for the effective statiW1de use of
LEAA court do]]ars The court manager should 1nvestigate thb status of
such efforts in his/her own state to determ1ne the proper aﬂproach to LEAA
funding, which, for purposes of potential information systh development

/f

63 "
For extensive 1nformat1on on the court planning process% one is directed
to a variety of materials published by: /

State Court Pisening Capabilities Project /
National Center for State Courts . |
1150 17th Strest, N.W. /
Washington, D.C. 20036 ~/
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support, consists of three categories of funds: ‘block grants, discretionary
grants, and special CDS monies.

1.  Block Grant Funds

These monies are allocated proportionately to each state by LEAA
on the basis of a state-suhmitted plan. The plan ‘indicates the type of
prajects which will be funded and the guidelines that the grantor and grantee
will follow. ,

In those states where a Judicial Planning Committee (JPC) has been
formed, the initial responsibility for theujdentification of court projects
worthy of sharing the block grant monies p;ovided for court purposes is vested
in the JPC.

Grant requests are reviewed by the JPC for confdrmity with the judicial
plan as well as for the substance of the grant proposal. The JPC then recom-
mends approval or rejection of the grant to the state planning agency, which
has final authority over the distribution of the federal funds. It is hard
to conceive of a situation in which a state planning agency would override
the recommendation of the judicial planning committee, which consists of a
variety of court officials. It behooves the prospective grantee, therefore,'
to work with the JPC on the grant request.

2. National Discretionary Grants

A small percentage of LEAA's funds are retained at the national
level to fund pfdgrams of national significance. When a court agency believes
it has an idea worthy of being attempted not only for the benefit of its
Jurisdiction but because it is felt to be an effort which, is successful,
has agﬁ1fcabi]ity to courts throughout the natibn, an attempt can be ini-
tiated to seek support through a national discretionary grant. Inquiries

regarding these funds should be directed to the Adjudication Division of
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LEAA,64 and it is strongly advised that the concepts be discussed thoroughly
with that office prior to any extensive time and effort being invested in the
preparaticn of a grant request. (It is also advisable to coordinate such
activity with the state JPC and SPA.)

.3. Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS) Funds (See Chapter 1I1I-Section F)

Courts have been continually encouraged and cajoled to take part
in the CDS program which, basically, represents an effort to improve uniform

crime reporting, criminal history compilation, and the development of cri-

minal justice system statistics. This national discretionary effort has been ~

funded at a substantial level (approximately $20,000,000 annually) by LEAA
and relies heavily on courts to provide case disposition information.

The informed court manager, therefore, is well advised to become familiar

‘with his state's CDS effort and to determine how and where the courts' share

of those funds is distributed and used.

B.  State Funding

Many state court -administrators are beginning to develop State Judicial
Information Systems for improved management of the statewide court system.
{See Chapter X). Funds are frequently provided for this effort in the state
budget as well as in LEAA discretionary and block grants.

It is possibie that local court uhits, which will be the principal
data suppliers to these state systems, will be able to share the funds pro-
vided by the state for this purpose. In any event, it is worthy Qf pursuing
cooperative efforts with the state-level system and attemptipéfto have some

of those state funds programmed for local improve@gnt. FogféXamp1e, software

Y S

s

64. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
Adjudication Division
O0ffice of Criminal Justice Programs
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, .D.C. 20531
Telephone: 2(32/376-3615
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deve1opment costs borne by the SJIS project may very well produce standar-
dized software packages which-Tocal courts can implement-at tremendous savings.

Somg state.systems contemplate the qyeggf;mlnmrcomputers and/or intelligent

"terminals at the Tocal Tlevel for data input which can provide a state-funded

vehicle for various Tocal projects.
C. Local Funds
Local criminal justice informdtion systems (CJIS) are being developed
all over the country. These systems most frequently are developed primarily
to support law enforcement and require great volumes of déta from the courts.
The court manager is well adviséd to trade on th%s "information providing"
requirement to gain concessions for court servﬁces to be provided by the CJIS.
The typical county data processing center is looking for customers
and for justification to improve and expand its facility. Court projects are
frequently used to provide th%% jus%#fication.

D. Other Sources

There are several other good sources for funds to help support an infor- .
mation system effort.

- 1.  Traffic-Related Programs

7
S
i

The traffic area has proven to be a fertile one fer finding moni@é
. - ; . i
to support a court automation effort. This is usually a very high-volume

activitykwith simple data input needs and high revenue value resulting from

.»insta]]atibn of a good system (i.e., it is frequently a cost/beneficial

and self-supporting effort). | . |
In addition, the U.S, Department of Transportatian and state motor
vehicle bureaus frequently will provide funds to help 1mprove ‘the opca$t1on

I
of local traffic v1o1at1on procedures and repovt1ng‘ - v
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2. Suppor{ for Dependent Children®®

“The U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of
Child Support Enforcement, under the Child Support Enfdrcement Act (P L.
93-647, as amended by P.L. 94 88) i3 sponsoring an extensive program in the
domestic relations area. Th1s program is commonly called the IV- D Program .
(referring to Title I¥-D of the Social Securwty Act) and includes as one of
its components a "parent locator” moduTeﬁwhich utilizes the national social
security files. |
The Act provides for a combination of programs undertaken on the federal,

state and local levels which attempt to place responsibility for child support

upon parents, rather than taxpayers, by obtaining support from absentmparents -

particularly where the absent parent is a wage earner and the children are
recipients oF public welfare monies. In states where this has been imple-
mented, the decrease in welfare payments has far exceeded the costs of the
program. ;

From a funding standpoint, funds are provided through HEW to the state's
welfare agency, which then contracts with the 1nd1v1dua1 courts who wish te

take part in the program. The Act specifically pr0v1des for federal reim-

bursement of 75% of administrative costs incurred by thé“jgrisdiction pursuant

to an approved IV-D plan, plus incentive payments of 15 percenfiof the amount
collected in Aid for Dependent Children (AFDC) cases Combined,. thése pay-
ments have by far exceeded the costs of sett1ng up and operating extrémely

effective programs and have covered everyth1ng from salaries and typewr1ters

to the design, purchase and installation Qf_automation systems.

65. Marvin D. Weintraub, Esquire, “Pennsyivan1a s Child Support Enforce-
mant Programs In a Nutshe11 * unpublished presentation - May, 1978.

1
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X. STATEWIDE JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS (SJIS)

Recent developments in court automation have fed to emergence of
various types of State Judicial Information Systems in the central admin-
istrative offices of the state court systems. Thi§ effort has been
underway since late 1973 when LEAA funded Project SEARCH67 for a
requirements analysis for the development and demonstration of an
SJIS and, concurrently, funded eleven separate state implementation
efforts. The broad goals of this project were to:

0 Establish the minimum judicial data elements and statistics re-
quired for centralized court information, trial court management,
research, and planning.

[ Design a model for collecting and analyzing judicial information
and statistics by state judicial departments which could be

jmplemented on a manual or automated basis in different

jurisdictions.

66 .
Various publications of SEARCH Group, Inc. (S.G.I.):

®  SJIS - State Judicial Information Systems - State of the Art, S.G.I.
Technical Memorandum No. 11 - Sacramento, California - June, 1975.

8 SJI$ - State Judicial Information Systems - Final Repdft - Phase 1
$.G.1, Technical Report No, 12 - Sacramento, Cslifornia - June, 1975.

e SJIS - State Judicial Information Systems - Final Report - Phase 1I

5.G.1. Technical Report Lo. 17 - Sacramento, California - September, 1976.‘f

) SJIS - State Judicial Information Systems - Final Report - Phase III
SQGDI. - Apy‘i]g 1978- \ R

®  SJIS - Proceedings of The Data Utilization Workshop - Dallas, Texas -/

January, 1978 (to be released 1978). g

67 ‘ , .
Larry Polansky, "The Courts and Project SEARCH," The dJustice System Journal -
Volume 1/3, Institute for Court Management, Denver - September, 1975.

144

/
/
/




) Provide the design and documentation needed for implementation of
the model in several states as the judicial segment of the LEAA
sponsored (and funded) Comprehensive Data System (CDS) program
and, especiai]y, the Offender Based Transaction Statistics (0BTS)
and Computerized Criminal Histories (CCH) modules of that program.

) Ensure that adequate provisions would be made for system security,
the protection of individual privacy, and insurance of the integrity
and accuracy of data collection.

: Initially, eleven state568 were funded to implement such programs and
were provided with $200,000 each as the first half of a $400,000 LEAA subsidy
toward the production of an effective SJIS 1in the state. Over half of
the fifty states have now participated or are participating in the SJIS
program to develop some form of state court information system. The broad-
est goals of the SJIS venture have‘already been achieved. On the other
hand; no state has yet produced the model "Comprehensive Court Mahagemen{A~l»
Information System" which was the real goal of the group which pioﬁeered this
program. The effort continues with substantial federal funding and, for at

least the next two years, will be under the umbrella of the National Center

for State Courts and an advisory group of twenty-two state court administrators.

A recent evaluation of the overall effort indicates that many mistakes
were made and that progress has been relatively slow. There is nationwide
agreement, however, that the most significant advances in statewide court
management are more than partia11y attributable to participation in this

program.

68 ;
California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Louisiana, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, and Oregon.

69
Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Idaho, I11inois, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and
* Washington. . :
145
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“through the elimination of costly duplicative computer hardware procurement

Those who have attempted to implement statewide court information systems have,
at the very least, begun to actively monitor and manage the courts of their
state. The state court administrator who has participated in this program
is no Tonger an executive secretary tc the highest appellate body, but is
an "activist" pulling together data to keep the management of a state's
court system alert to the status and the needs of that system through the
use of accurate and timely information flowing through a developing infor-
mation system.
A. Feasibility

Can a centralized state court information system work? Is it cost
effective? Will local courts utilize the system? Should there be fegion—
al data cénters? A11 of these questions (and many more) need to be answered
for individual states. |

There is 1ittle doubt that a single centralized system can "fully"
support a geographically compact state Tike Rhode Island, and further agree-
ment that the computer system has not been designed that will be capable
of adequately supporting a large state like California, with multiple large
urban population centers, literally hundreds of "large” and active county
court centers, and a history of passive relationships between state and 10c§1
court organizations. Given the "right" jurisdictional and organizational
structure, however, the centralized state system is undoubtedly the most
desirable. |
The advantages of a centralized system range from the avoidance of local
execu%fve and legislative branch interference in the operation of the cuurts |

(and the possible political analysis of court data) to extensive cost savings ¥

and software development efforts throughout a state.
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Courts utilizing local government automation support services suffer con-
tinually from the low priority allocated to their efforts. County tax

biliings and payrolls will, predictably, always be tore important to the
managers of the county data center than any trial list or court reminder

notice. A review of the political considerations discussed in Chapter III

will serve to remind the Tocal court user of the reasons for seeking
alternatives to executive branch computer services.

On the other hand, few, if any, state court administrators will truly
desire to be responsible for direct automated support of the daily operation
of the numerous and varied-size courts of their state. The implication of
full-time "on-Tine" total services to fifty or more courthouses throughout
a beautifully-populated state is overwhelming. Hardware maintenance and
repair alone would be enough to discourage even the most experienced
court administrator or computer expert.

... The apparent solution is now at hand. In the age of distributed data

processing systems, a combination of terminals, mini-computers and, now,

SRR ——

microcompu%@rs can be utilized throughout the state to provide tailored lo-

cal services with minimal reliance on the central facility for daily opera-

‘yional support. The larger jurisdictions, which can support the costs,

could have a%ﬁextensive computer capability to provide daily services for
their own ope;étions, with only a periocic tranifer of summary data to the
central facility. The smaller courts requiring automation support can, when
nacessary, be directly connected to the central facility, while the moderate-
sized courts could make use of a combination of stand-alone and central auto-
mation servﬁces.

In oth%r words, "the best of all wor]ds"ois available when a sophisti-

cated state court information system is intelligently designed to serve the

1 o
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true needs of the components of the statewide court system. Technology
has progressed to the Jevel necessary to achieve effective distributed
systems and the costs of supportive equipment are beginning to approach
realistically afforable levels, Each state, however, must design its
system to best serve the idiosyncrasies of its organizational and workload
structure. Some will best be served by estab]fshing regional facilities
10 serve logical groupings, others will rely on stand-alone units in each
courthouse which will feed summary data periodicaily to a large central
facility, while still others will need to combine both of the above with
manual-form data submission for some parts of their state, as well as machine-
ready data from highly automated urban courts with highly developed and
operational computer services (perhaps far more extensive and expensive
than those of the central agency).

In summary, state-level judicial information systems are feasihle and
will be developed. There will not, however, be a single state prototype for
such systems. They must be developed to serve the particular needs of each
state with care taken to utilize the most cost-effective approach available.

B. Local Court Involvement

Chapter IV (Section D) describes in some detail the many applications
developed or being deve1opedrto service operating court systems.. Recent local
efforts to 1mp1ement computer systems to support the daily needs of courts
and related agencies have been, for the most part, geared to court involvement
in the criminal justice system and with other criminal justicebagencies.

Many times this involvement has substantially benefited the eff%ciency'and
managementcgapability of the court; but even more frequently, the jnvolvement

has resulted in a large increase in thejamount and,tyﬁé of data supplied by

o
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the court and court clerks with little or no court benefit resulting from
the éxtensive effort. Although there are many explanations for this pheno-
menon, we can safely say that in a substantial number of such instances
studied, this "limited-benefit" result is due to the mandated exclusion from
the automation effort of the non-criminal justice activities of the court
(due to federal funding'restrictiOns) which are conservatively estimated

to represent from 60% to 90% of the court's work.

It is imperative, therefore, for the effective local and statewide
management of court systems that the local court expand its automation
efforts to encompass as much of the workload as is possible.

Since the interests df state court administration far transcend
criminal justice system needs, the state court administrator usually desires
to monitor the operation of all phases of the court system. One, can expect,
therefore, assistance from statewide administration in conceptualizing, de-
signing and perhaps even imp]ementing‘software applications servicing many,
if not all, of the facets of court activity. At least one state court system
(Michigan) has followed the practice of developing pilot applications
in different local court locations and then assisting in the installation ﬁf
those applications {technology transfer) in various local courts of that
state (primari]y‘on centralized hardware).

A Tess obvious side benefit of such development is standardization. One
of the most frequently articulated problems of management evaluation of court
activity and progress is the Tack of standardized procedures, practices
and even definitions of terms. This is not only among the states but, even
more frequently, within individual state systems. The coordinated state-
wide development of 1oca1‘court information systems could contribute substantially

to amé?iorating this pr6b1em and to making it possible for a local court opera%ioh
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to fairly, accurately and intzlligently measure its activity and progress
against that of similar courts within (and perhaps even outside of) the
state system.

Unfortunatiey, most frequently, the involvement of local courts in the
development of a statewide judicial information system, has been limited to
representation on "rubber stamp" statewide user advisory committees. This
is most Tikely due to a lack of understanding of local court problems and
needs on the part of the state system development staffs, which are usually
made up of very competent data processing professionals with 1ittle or no
Tocal court experience. Local courts should, therefore, strive to place their
most vocal and knowledgable representatives on such advisory committees and
supplement this with steady communication with the developers of the state~
wide system.

Too often, the role of local courts in SJIS development thus far has
been that of the "patsy" that does the hard work and gets very little in
return for its efforts. Even in the state(s) where on-line services
have been provided for larger local courts, the service has been
spotty and 1imited in scope. Many on-line users complain of poor
response time, limited applications, and system design that serves the
central state administration with 1ittle or no benefit to the "worker
in the pit".

Take heart, for we are only experiencing the necessary growing pains
that accompany progress. . Many court administrators are realizing that the
single statewide court computer facility will only be practical in the
‘(geograbhica11y) smail states with an integrated, unified and well-structured

" court organization. In the Targer and less rigidly structured states, the

=

" philosophy of distributed data processing, coupled with the rapidly diminish-

| l 77 - // N ’ 3 -
ing cost and size of computer equipment, is engendering the broadgrrthznklng
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necessary to conceptualize statewide systems that accommodate Tocal court
information systems (even as a sub-unit of a 1og§j/crimina1 justice infor-
mation system) yet lend themselves to helping t;é‘1oca1 systems develop in
a fashion that provides statewide data as a by-product of a local system
supporting the effective operation of the working court and its staff.

C. A Tool to Consolidate Control of the Local Courts

Many local courts feel that the statewide judicial information system
is an attempt to gain direct control over the operating court. In a sense
this is true, for effective central management is only possible with the

timely and accurate flow of relevant information which can be inteliigently

k analyzed and quickly reacted to by the overall managers of the system. To

the extent that éentra] management wants to quickly isolate the trouble spots

and problems in the administration of the statewide system, the stand-
ardized summary information which will flow through a statewide service
will be the primary tool; On the other hand, no reasonable state court
administrator would directly interfere with the daily operation of a

local court system, and the advent of computer support will not change this
situation. The totality of information necessary to operate a local courﬁj
system would be useless to the state-level administrator and would

inundate the state with.meaningless information and time-consuming

tasks. The day-to-day‘problems of operating a courthouse are not solvable
through the machinations of a remote centralized computer facility, nor can
central administration react quickly enough to solve the multitude of

problems facing local court administration personnel,
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In sum, then, statg court administration, no matter how extensive and
capable the statewide i;formationfsystem developed, will come no closer to
directly administering the local trial court than the local court adminis-
trator has come to making judicial decisions in a courtroom.

D. How to Make It Work for You

Local court administration has a great opportunity today to capitalize
upon the desire of state court administration to know what is happening
within the state court system. The central office is often willing to
subsidize the efforts necessary to capture and transmit the information
needed by the central system. Many times the data collection process
will require changes in procedure that were recognized locally as being
necessary, but were not feasible due to local funding or personnel
constraints,

Long-desired modernization of filing systems};nd stream]iningﬁgf
procedures can be implemented over the objections of old-fashioned and
adamant court clerks, lawyers, and judges bykuti]izing the influence and
authority of that central administrative body which is mandating timely,
complete and accurate submission of information.

Insistence on a guid pro quo for the provision of the extensive data
required by state administration can result in timely turn-around reporting

from the central facility which could satisfy the weekly, monthly, quarterly,

i
B

and annual reporting needs of the Tocal court.

Offers of automated support from a central court facility have had an
amazingly positive effect upon the cost and timelinéss of services provided
by the local government computer facility. The real possibility of losing
a significant part of the workIOad, which has been used to justify not’only

the original installation of the local computer but, probably, virtually

o Y
e
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every improvement to that system and additions to the local development
staff, will truly quicken the interest of the county data processing
director and staff.

State»judicia1 information system development efforts will uncover
varied and numerous automation efforts throughout the state. SJIS staff
will know that is being dope by local courts and where. It is possible that
some of these efforts will be trausferab]e to other local computer operations
with minor modification, and it will, therefore, be worthwhile to keep in
touch with the SJIS developers to eliminate as much re-invention of local
wheels as possible. The number of excellent jury management and support
payment gystems that have developed, independently and with 1ittle fanfare,
throughout many states is amazing.

State judicial information systems are the wave of the present. They can
be made to work for the benefit of all the participants or they can be an

added burden upon the Tocal data feeder. The choice is clear.

153




APPENDICES

A Checkiist for Action

Glossary of Data Processing
Terms for the Court Adminis-
trator

Bib1iography

List of Criminal Courts
Technical Assistance Project
Assignments in Information
Systems Subject Area







e

S9
APPENDIX A: A CHECKLIST FOR ACTION

o

1. As a very first step, an analysis of the court system itself
to determine its needs and goals is strongly suggested. The judicial
planning process described in several recent National Center for State
Courts® documents on planning is highly recommended as a feasible ap-
proach to determining the overall needs of the system.70 Almost assured-
ly, information system needs will be developed and reveated by any Sdﬁg
analysis. ‘H )

2. Top management and those personnel who will take part in fea-
sibility studies must learn as much as possible, at an executive level, -
about the use of computers and especially their use in the courts.

3. It would then be necessary to determine which shortcomings re-
vealed by the planning analysis could be addressed through the use of .
the computer. This determination will provide for the organization the
1imits of the possible scope of a computer effort.

4. The next step will be to utilize some cost evaluation methods
to determine a fair picture of the overall benefits to be attained. .The
determinat%bn of relative cost/benefit effects of uti]izing‘ﬁéta proces-
sing for support in the solution of the courts' problems is an extreme-
ly difficult task for, frequént1y, there will only be intuitive methods

for comparing costs to court improvements when the improvements are to

69. This appendix is adapted from a section of a d0cumeqfiprgpaféd by
this writer and is provided with the permission of Df.iM!chael Wong,
court architectural expert, for whose book Court Facilities and Archi-

tecture, scheduled to beopubTished in 19783wit‘Wa§vprepared. i

70. For extensive information on ke court planning process one is
directed to a variety of materials published by:
State Court Planning Capabilities Project
National Cernter for State Courts S i ce
1150 .17th Gtreet, N.W. : , — N
Washington, D.C. 20036 . ' ; . h
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the quality of the court operation.

5. It is'strongly suggested that, concurrent with in-house evalua-

"tion, a-professional fgasibi]ity study be performed at this point by an

outside consultant. It is extreme1y desirable tc. get an objective'bro-

fessional viewpu?&t beiure proceeding into this very difficult and ex-

" pensive operation.

| 6. The resultsisf the in-houseﬁtpst benefit analysis and the con-
sﬁ]tant's feasibility study §hou1d then be compared anq evaluated by top
managem;nt of the court system. |
7. Assuming a decision has been made to 1mp1emént_the data proces~-
sing effort, it is even more"iﬁportant at this time that substantial
involvement and suﬁport‘of top management be provided. |
8. At this point, it wiil be desirabie to hire a system design

consultant. This will reduire the preparation of a detailed request

for bids which must contain as specific a description of the system

- desired as is possible.

A management committee should take total responsibility fqr the
review of responses to the "RFP" and make the final selection of the
system consultant. The criteria for selection should be adecpted prior
o the receipt of the first response in order to assure the objectivity
of the evaluation.

8. In-hou'e staff should be_hired and court training begun prior

to the selection of the system design consultant since the in-house staff,

as well as. top management, must be involved in all stages of the system

design.




10. The users must also be involved in the system design effort.
A user working committee should be formed and utilized (but, top manage~
ment wust also remain deeply involved in the design effort.) The users
group should continue to be utilized throughout the life of the infor-
mation system.

11. When design work has progressed to the point where hardware
and software needs can be defined, it will be time to select and order
computer hardware, softwarg and a data base management approach.

The consultant as we]j as the in-house staff should take part in
this activity which will reauire another "RFP" and a bid evaluation process.

12. The consultant performing the systems design work, assuming good

results were obtained during the system design process,should alse.be
responsible for the implementaf?on effort. It is extremely important
that the consultant know this while doing the design work for experience
has shown that the design work product is much more explicit and imple-
mentable when the designers know they are going to be responsible for the
implementation effort.

13. Site preparation must begin early in the game and usually, im-
mediately after hardware selection. Care must be taken to provide suf-
ficient electrical power, per1phera1 storage areas, air-conditioning,

raised flooring, etc. There are extensive and specific requirements for

each service and engineering specifications and advice are usually rgadi]y
available from the hardware supplier se1ected ' o

14. Upon completion of the programm1ng effort, it will be necessary
to go through a parallel checking operation in order to assure{%hat the

computer system will provide all the jnformation currently being provided

N




and be responsive to the needs of the court system. This parallel ef-

fort' is time consuming and expensive but absolutely necessary.

15. Continuing review, monitoring, maintenance and updating of the

“ 4nformation system.
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CHECKLIST CHART

S - .. TIME FRAME (MONTHS) ,
106-12 | 13-15 | 16-18 | a9-21 | 22-28 | 25-2F | 28-36 CONTINGING

ACTIVITY

Analysis of Court System and
Definition of Needs and Goals

Executive Level Education
in Uses of Computers and Court
Applications P -
Correlation of Needs and Goals . h
with Computer Capabilities

In-House Feasibility Study
Preliminary
Detailed Study

Consultant Feasibility Study

Correlation of Feasibility Studies
Formation of Working User Group
System Design RFP

Hiring and Training
In-House s ]

Selection of System Design

Consultant n

System Design
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Hardware & Software Selection

System Implementation

Site Preparation “
Parallel Testing , - EEETERRN
Full Implementation m

RN

Review, Monitor, Maintain and
Update System
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APPENDIX B: GLOSSARY OF DATA PROCESSING TERMS FOR THE COURT ADMINISTRATOR

Adapted (with minor additions) from
Data Processing and the Courts:-
Guide for Court Managers published
by the National Center for State
Courts {Denver, 1977)

access time: The time interval between the instant at which a record is
requested from a storage davice and the instant delivery begins.

algorithm: A series of steps in a procedure to solve a problem; a formula.

application program: A computer program which performs user-oriented func-
tions and solves user problems.

arithmetic unit: A component in the central processing unit which performs
arithmetic operations.

assembly lanquage: A language for writing programs which is, generally,
indigenous to a specific computer. The programmer writes in this "english-
Tike" symbolic-language and the computer through a program cailed an
AssembTier, translates the symbolic statements to the machine language
necessary to perform the "symbolic® statements written by the programmer.

audit trail: A procedure for recording additions, deletions, and changes
to data at each step of computer processing.

automatic data processing {(ADP): See "electronic data processing (EDP)."

auxiliary storage: A storage medium used ir addition to the main compater
memory for storing large amounts of information; e.g., magnetic tape,
disk, or drum.

background program: Usually a batch program which can be executed whenever
the facilities of a multiprogrammed computer system are not required by
real-time programs or other programs of higher priority.

backug Tha secur1ty provisions which enable the organization to continue
operating when primary files or equipment become unavailable.

basic: A re]at1ve1/ simple programming language which is des1gned primarily,

~ for the novice and low-intermediate program for "interactive" (conversatuonai

made) programwing.

batch processing: A technique by which records are coded and collected 1nto
groups prior to processing.

binary digit: A number in the base two numbering system, e1ther zero (0) or
one (1); it may be equivalent to an "on“ or "off" cond1t1on, a yes" or
"no™, etc.

bit: Same as "binary digit."

4

‘buffer: A storage 3rea that temporarily holds data as 1t it transferred from ?

one computer compinent to. another.




bug: A mistake in a computer program or a malfunction in the computer, to
"debug” is to detect, locate, and correct the mistake or malfunction.

byte: A sequence of eight adjacent binary digits which form a unit; normally
the am?unt of storage required to store one character (letter, number, or
symbol

cathode ray tube (CRT): An electronic display terminal device with a
television-1ike screen which is used to enter or display information.

central processing unit (CPU): The main section of a computer which decodes
and executes program instructions; it contains the control logic, main
memory, and arithmetic unit.

6entra1ized data processing: Data processing performed at a single central
lTocation on data obtained from several geographical locations, managerial
Tevels, or sources.

character: One symbol in a set of elementary symbols, such as those correspond-
ing to the keys on a typewriter; the decimal digits O through 9, the letters
A through Z, and punctuation marks, operation symbols, and any other single
symbol that a computer may read, store, or write.

COBOL: Common Business Oriented Language: A business data processing language
highly recommended for court use.

communication: The transmission of information between a computer and a
remote station through a wire or telephone circuit.

compatibility: The quality of an instruction to be translatable or
executable on more than one class of computer; generally the ability to
utilize data processing facilities of differant manufacturers.

compiler: A computer program which translates source programs such as those
written in COBOL into machine language for processing by the computer.

computer: An electro-mechanical device operating under the control of a
stored program which is capable of accepting information, performing logical
and arithmetical npewat1ons on it, and reporting the results.

configuration: A comb1mat1on of machines, devices, and programs which make
up the data processing system. '

control unit: A device'which controls input/output operations.

conveirsion: - The process of changing from the current method of operation to
a new method; e.g., from a manual system to a data processing system.

core: A t/be ‘of internal memory that cons1sts of tiny magnetic rings which
" are w1rﬂd “together; each core can store one bit of data.

cursor: Armovableéspot of Tight on a cathode ray tube that indicates where
the next character will be entered.

data4 A set of cnaracters words, or numbers which collectively represent
1nformat10n S
jdata base: A collection of data wh1ch are usualiy related in some way.

;
#
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data base management system. The consolidation of a11 data e1ements and data
files 1into one Tocation in such a way that all information is readily
accessible to authorized users.

data element: A field or unit of information within a record; e.g., defendant
name.

data entrx' The procedure by which data is submittad to the computer for
processing.

data processing: The performance of a planned sequence of operations upon
data; source data (1nput) are converted into machine readable records
which may be classified, sorted, calculated, and summarized to produce
reports (output).

debug: To detect, locate, and correct any errors in a computer program or
any malfunction in a computer.

dedicated computer system: A computer system controlled and operated by one
user group or used only for one specific task.

disk: A flat circular plate on which data can be stored by magnetizing
" portions of its surface.

disk pack: An assembly of several disks which can be removed from the disk
drive as a unit.

distributed data processing: Data processing parformed remotely on mini-
computers or intelligent terminals with each remote location Tinked to a
central computer via communication lines; complete files, or selected
portions of files, may be stored and processed in either or both locations.

documentation: Instructions and exp1anat10ns of a sofﬁWare program, such
as flow charts, block diagrams, and operating d1rect10ns

downtime: The time during which a computer is unava11ab1e for productive
use because of preventive maintenance or equipment malfunctions.

drum: A direct access storage device which records data magnetically on a
rotating cylinder.

EAM: Electrical Account1ng Machines; various machines used in punched card
" processing such as keypunches, sorters, and collators.

electronic data processing (EDP): The recording, analyzing, and reporting

of date by use of an electronic computer system and auxiliary equipment.

fier" See "data element."

‘f11e' A set of related records which are treated collectively as a un1t, e.g.

“the voter's registration file.

file maintenance: The process of keeping a file up-to -date by add1nq, :
modifying, or deleting data.

flowchart: A graphical representation of procedures, flow of data, growth,
equipment, methods, documents, and machine instructions. :
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foreground program: A program operating in a multiprogramming environment
that requires real-time responses, has a high priority, and therefore takes
precedence over other currently operating programs.

FORTRAN: FORmula TRANs]at1ng system; a computer language used primarily for
mathematical or sc1ent1f1@ programming.

general purpose computer: A computer designed to solve a large variety of
problems through a stored program which may be adopted for any of a large
class of business and scientific appiications.

"glitch": A particularly annoying "bug" that is extremely difficult to isolate.
gliten

hard copy: A printed pager copy of computer output; e.g., reports, listings,
documents, and summaries,

hardware: The physica1 equipment of a computer system.

index: An ordered 1listing of items contained in a file together with the
1nformat1on necessary to retrieve those 1tems.

information retrieval: The process of recover1ng desired information or data
from a collection of records.

information system: See Management Information System.

input: Information to be transferred into the internal storage of the computer,

input device: A piece of equipment which transfers information from an input
medium to fo the computer; e.g., magnetic tape unit, card reader.

inquiry: A user's request for stored information.

instruction: A statement in a computer program which performs a particular
operation.

interactive: A data processing application in which each query elicits a
" response. ‘

I/0: Input/Output
K: Kilo; equivalent to 1,000 in decimal notation and 1,024 in computer
terminology; for examp]e,»] KB = 1,024 bytes.

lead time: Delay which must BP anticipated for hardware delivery, site
preparation, contract aetails, systems and programming start-up, etc.

machine 1anguag¥, The form 1nuo wﬁ1ch instructions to the machine (programs)
must be translated in order that the instructions can be understood and
1nterpreted by the internal c1rcu1t y of the machine.

magnetic tap The tape with a,magnet1c surface on which data is usually
stored in sequent1a1 order.

«main frame: The central processing urit.

@




Management Information System: A system, whether manual, automated or a
combination of both, that supplies the data to the management of an organiza-
tion that is required to make decisions, exsrcise control, and plan
for thg short- and long-range future of the organization.

N

mass stof&ge: The storage of a Targe amount of data which is readily

accessible to the central processing unit of the computer.

master file: The main file for an application which contains the most
tape, magnetic disk, punched cards.

memory: A volatile, temporary storage area where data and software programs
are stored during processing. .

merge: To combine two or moie items into one set, usually in a specific
sequence; the process of combining records from the master file with new
transactions to produce an update master file.

multiprogramming: The concurrent execution of two or more programs by a
computer.

Murphy's Law:

Murphy's Law of Perversity
Nothing is as easy as it Tlooks.
Everything takes longer than you expect.
If anything can go wrong it will.
IT there is a possibility of several things
going wrong, the one that will go wrong
will be the one that will do the most damage.
Left to themselves, all things go from
bad to worse, ” If you work on a thing long
2nough to "improve" it, it will break.
If you think everything will be 0K you have
surely overlooked something. Mother Nature
always sides with the hidden flaw.

off-line: Equipment, devices, or processing which does not interact directly
with the central processing unit.

‘on-line: Equipment, devices, or processing which interact directly with
the centrai processing unit.

operating system: Software which controls the execution of computer programs
and which may provide scheduling, debugging, input/output, control, account-
ing, compilation, storage assignment, data management, ard related services.

optical character recognition (OCR): The machine identification of printed
characters through the use of light sensitive devices,

output: Data fransferred from the memory of the computer to auxiliary storage .
or to a printing or display device. ‘ .

output device: A device that converts information to a form desired by the
user; e.g., line printer, terminal.
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gassword A code that a program, computer operator, or user must prov de
in order to gain access to the computer system or to the data,

peripheral equipment: Equipment which 1s connected to the central processing
unit by cable to provide the system with increased storage capacity or with
jnput/output capability; e.g., mass storage devices, line printers.

PERT: Program Evaluation and Review Technique; a mathematical method for
" determining the minimum time needed to complete a complex project.

printer: A device whick converts output data from a computer system into a
~“gadable, printed form.

printout: The printed output.

priority: The basis of selecting the sequence in which various entries and
tasks are processed by the computer.

program: A set of instructions in logical sequence for directing the pro-
cessing operation of a computer.

random access: The storage or retrieval of information where the time to
record or access such information is not dependent on its location on the
medium.

real-time processing: The processing of information or data in a
sufficiently rap1d manner so that responses to inquiries or transact1ons
are rece1ved in a few seconds.

record: A co11ect1on of related data elements treated as a unit.

- record length: The size of a record generally given in units such as
characters or bytes.

remote batch: The process of recording data onto a medium off-line and then
transm1tt1ng the data on-line via communication lines belween the remote
Tocation and the computer.

_response time: The time that elapses between an inquiry to the computer
and the reply.

security: The prevention of access to the computer facility or to computer
data or programs without authorization; also, the physical protection of
data, programs, computer facilities and equipment.

Osequgnﬁia1faccess: The storage and retrieval of information for which the
time to access specific information is dependent upon the location of the
information on the medium. Records are stored in serial order eon the
medium. ~

software: A set of instructions which directs the operat1on of a data
pvocess1ng system

| sortfn To arrange data or items in a sequence,
[
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storage medium: Same as “medium.“'

subroutine: A program module that might be used frequently within the main
program,

system: An entity composed of all the equipment, personnel, and procedures
necessary for accomplishing some defined function.

systems analysis: The examination of an activity, procedure, method,
technique, or organization to determine what must be accomplished and how the
necessary operations may best be accomplished to achieve predetermined
objectives. :

systems analyst: A person skilled in uncovering problems and developing
solutions and/or systems to solve them.

telecommunications: The transmission of data between a computer system and
remotely located devices through telephone lines.

terminal: An input/output device that may be connected tc the computer
directly or by a comunication line.

throughput: The rate at which useful work can be performed by a data process-
ing system; a measure of system efficiency.

time sharing: The use of a computer by two or more users in such a way that
it appears that each user has the total capacity of the computer at his command.

turnaround time: The elapsed time between the submission of a job
to a computer center and the return of the results.

update: To add, delete, or modify the information in a master file.

uptime: The time during which equipment is fully operational and available
for processing. .

validation: The computer checking of data to ensure that it meets pre fined
standards.

vendor: The word vendor is used throughout the monograph, interchangeabiyv; ,
with consultant and is meant to describe any individual(s) or firm providing
software and/or hardware services.

virtual memory: A data processing technique for combining main memory and
auxiliary storage in such a way that it appears that main memory is
significantly larger than it actually is.

word: A combination of bits stored and retrieved as a unit.
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