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FOREWORD 

The Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project~ under two successive 

contracts with the Law Enfprcement Assistance Administration, had provided 
" 

expert services to over 350 court agency clients between 1972 and 1978. 

These technical assistance assignments covered more than 20 subject areas, 

ranging from appellate court processes to pretrial release programs, and 

involved the provision of services in all 50 states. 

The Project subject area of computerized court information systems 

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 level of activity represents, the 

recipient agencies of this qssistance covered the spectrum of funding 

agencies (state legislatures, SPAls county commissions), user court 

agencies (state supreme courts, tria1 courts, limited and special juris­

diction courts), and implementing or servicing organizations (county data 

processing departments, system design committees, state-level 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 design, etc. - all the 

~/ay through to post-implerrantation evaluation of an operating system. 

On~ result of this diversity of activity was the assembly of a unique 

store of documentation and analyses of th~~otal system developm~nt effort 

in a court 'agency, from a variety of relevant p~rspectives. As time went 

on, this data base permitted the Project ,to substantially curb the le~l 
of effort required on new assignments or to obviate the need forcoutside 

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 avanable~ 

in the planning, implementation and monitoring of automated information 

systems in the ~'ourt environment. 

ThiLrmonograph was commissioned to fill that information gap. It 

provides a framework for systematically assessing needs~ planning a 

management-relevant system~ and implementln~ and maintaining a function­

ing system that furthers the operational miss,'rion of the court. If the 

reader derives onll1 one lesson from the treatment of computer"! use in the 

courts presented by Mr. Polansky, it hopefully will be that an automated 

information system is only an aid to the overall management of a court, 

and not an independent management activity. If this realization per-
,..; 

meates the information system development process, in future efforts, many 

of the problems that confronted court managers who had attempted to implement 

computerized information systems in past years will be avoided. 

Readers are invited to communicate to us any suggestions they may have 

for improving the content or format of any of the publications in the 
., 
- Courts Technical Assistance Monograph Series. 

~J (. iii 

Joseph A. Trotter, Jr. 
Director 
Crimina1 Courts .Technical 

I\s~istance Project 
Th~ I,med can Un i versi ty 

Gregory C. Brady 
Project Monitor 
Adjudication Division 
Office of Criminal Justice 

Programs 
Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration 

u~ Q %~l ________________ . __ ~_·· ______________ ~ 
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PREFACE 

This monograph is an attempt to discuss in layman's language the 

implications of the computer revolution to the admidiistration and op­

.eration of courts. The experi ence of the lEAA courts techni ca 1 assi st­

ance p~ogram bJ;>.ars testimony to the fact that there is :::tg more poorly \1. 

understood area of court management nor any area more frequently approached 

with less understanding or more inadequate preparation. 

Because computerization carries the mantle of modern technological 

advance, many courts enter into 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 ~ at a higher cost or 

a regression in the effectiveness of management with an attendant 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 to mak~ 

logical, information-supported and cost-effecti've decisions more quickly. 
; 

::> 

Used improperly, it is even easier to make illogical, unsupported and 

costly decisions at a faster pace. 

The chapters which follow will describe the alternative paths avail~ 

able to the administrc,ltor who is tempted to venture into this wilderness 

and will f,eview 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 assistance studies of court 

information system specialists", __ ~ho have provided services through The 
\-::: ... 

American University Courts Technical Assistance Pr6ject and ether lEAA-

funded technical assistance programs ever the past six years.* GThe traps 

·---------------~----~~--~G---

* Appendix 0 conta\ins ali st of the cqurt infermation system studi es conducted 
under The American University Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project 
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which have,~een encountered by this writer over the ye;rl have-also been 

analyzed and, where possible, an attempt is made to d~hineate a process 
!I 

/1 
which may help others to avoid the common pitfalls. fI 

1/ (i 

"Murphy's Law,"** quoted extensively by managets, states, among other 
/; 

things, tha~,nothing is as easy as it looks, everithing takes longer than 

you expect, and if anything can go wrong, it Wil,{ Be prepared, for it 

appears that Murphy's Law also governs in courf, computer installations. 
<! 

The secret of success in the computer usage ari~a is to avoid the unpleas-

.and aftereffects of the problems that may occur by anticipating as many 

of t~em as possible and, eyen more importantly, by not allowing the same 

I.pro~~·lem to affect you more than once. 
J 

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

automation planning less mysterious and, a little easier. Much of what 

follows is based on lessons learn~1d ""::. often painfully -- after following 

less structured paths than are recommended in this document. That the 
,; 

:( 

lessons are not easily learned j;§ evidenced by the reports of this writer 
;' 

and others who have provided 11echnical assistance and documeQted the sad 
. ;I 

exoeri ences of court managet1s and thei r data processors who have tri ed to 
j " ~ 

tame,. the computer monster l'd make it work productively for their courts. 

The task is difficuli and the personal rewards elusive, but the poten­
II # 

tial management benefit~which can be derived make consideration of automa-
If 

tion not only worthwhi V~, but a must for the court manafler. 

I 
May 23, 1978 j Larry P. Polansky 
Washington. D.C. I' 

over the. period 19/2-1977, which were analyzed by the author in developjng 
the present mono9;:Ph. . 

•• See Glossa7J Appendix B. 
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I. THE AWAKENING 

A. Hhat Is An Information System? 

A college-level text 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 information, futurE! case schedules and notices, retYre-

ment projections, instant notice of the occurrence of a problem, etc. In 

other words, everything that a mahager' 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. 

Does this mean we immediately must turn to a computer because the prob­

lem of managing is so complex and covers such a multitude of subject areas? 

Of course not. If the court considering the need for good management infor­

mationhappens to be a one-judge, one-courtrOom operation with a 200-case­

per-year activity level and no inventory of aging untried cases, there is no 

data collection need beyond \'/hatever manual system currentiy supports tha 

1. Stanley Rothman and Charles Mossman, Computers and Society, Second Edi­
tion, Science Research Associates, Inc., 1976. 
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court sy~tem and its manager. Perhaps some improvements can be introduoed 

which could lighten the workload of the limited staff supporting such a sys­

tem but, obviously, a computerized information system is not a necessity for 

such a court. 

Remember also that IIcomputerll and lIinformation system" are not synony­

mous. Many manual systems in large ~rban courts produce much more extensive 

management information than the flashy, expensive computer systems 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 

q,ther servi ces • 

The goal should not be to produce neat lists and reports for management, 

,~ judges and the public which are rarely read. Instead, it should be to produce 

meaningful and useful data for the successf\~l management and the public in­

formation responsibility of a large-scale ol>eration which affects the entire 
:\ 

population of the jurisdiction served by thl~ particular court. 
I 

B. Why ~lould A Court Want To Get Involved ',With An Information System? 
i 

One might now ask why anyone should ev~n consider an automated infor-

mation system if the problems are as extensive as indicated above and the 

number of successful installations a~€!' as few as a review of the 1977 Mitre 

Corporation study of Court Information Systems seems to infer. 2 What drives 

court administrators to pursue the development of a Court Information System 

2., Burton Kreindel, et al., Court Information Systems, National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice - National Evaluation Programs -
Phase I Report, March 1977. 

2 



is,.'usual1y, the existence of a series of symptoms leading them to believe 

(not unreasonably) that unless the computer can "bail them out,1I their situa .. 

tion is hopeless. These symptdms include (but are not limited to) the 

fo 11 oW'ing: 

(1) A publicly recognized substandard performance and image of the court; 

(2) A lack of management data .on the status of the court system and its 

component parts; 

(3) The management data provided or developed is stale and useless; 

(4) A very heavy volume of repetitive t~~ks of a relatively simple 

clerical nature; 

(5j 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 causes 

unidentifiable; 

(8) Unexplainable growth in case inventories; 

(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 f\,>und), the administrator is,justi~;ed in turning to an evalua­

tion of whether an automated information system or some level of data pro­

cessing service is warranted for hiscour'tsystem. 

3 

.'.:;. 



I 
-------------------------------------~~--~~----

Much more effort is necessary, however, before one jkcurately 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 Systems 

One must know a great deal more about Court Information Systems before 

embarking on such a costly and time-consuming project. 

The first step would be to read the relatively limited 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 

Search Group, Inc;4 and M'jtre's Court Information Systems report mentioned 

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

Automation in the Courts" might also prove helpful. 6 

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

4. • State JUdicial Information Systems - State of the Art, Search Group, 
Inc. - Technical Memorandum No. 11, June 1977. 

• State JUdicial Information System (SJIS) - Final Report - Phase l, 
Search Group, Inc. Technical Report No. 12, June 1975. 

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

• GAVEL - A National Model Trial Court Information System Project, 
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 Symp~sium-Criminal Justice Information and 
Statistics System - Search Group~ Inc. - 1974. 
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Reference to these reports wil~ provide sufficient information on the 

subjeQt 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 organizations. Attendance 

at a general class on management information systems, however, is recommended 

only if the course is directed toward management-level personnel 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, whict can be extremely beneficial to the prospective court data 
:1 

processing or cQurt information system user. Other programs are offered period-
• If 

ically by I.B.~i. Corporation, 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 understanding 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. 

Prospective users will want to check with various hardware and software 

vendors and to review the literature recommended above to determine those sites 

most closely resembling their court's orgaRization and anticipated approach 

to information systems development. 

7. The Institute for Court Management 
1624 Market Street, Denver, Colorado 

.' 8. International Business Machine Corporation 
(Contact any local office) 

New York University 
New York City, New York 

5 



mentioned above, lists thirteen sites visited during that study9 which, one C 

must assume, have developed significant data processing services. The Nationa1 

Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Information SystemslO reports that at the end 

of 1976 'thE!re were eighty-eight courts serving populations of 100,000 or more 

that were extensively utilizing automated systems, as well as another sixty­

nine Criminal Ju.stice Informati on Systems servicin'g courts. These one hundred 

, and fifty-seven data processing projects utilize seventeen different computer . (". , 

systems produced by ten different manufacturers. In the year now passed, this 

number will have increased significantly and the prospective user can expect 

to find literally dozens of installations in the courtls own geographic area. 

9. Supra, Note 2. 

f Cuyahoga County, Ohio (Cleveland) 

• Dallas County, Texas (Dallas) 

• Tarrant County, Texas (Ft. Worth) 

• Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

• Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh) 

• Beaver County, Pennsylvania 

• Santa Clara County, California (San Jose) 

• Alameda County, California (Oakland) 

• San FranQ,; sCO:r Cali forni a 

.. ,. Union County, New Jersey (Elizabeth) 

• State of Colorado (Denver) 

i Broward County, Florfda (Ft. Lauderdale) 

• Distr'i'ct of Columbia (U.S. District Court) 

10. Search ,.Group, Inc. 
National O'learinghouse for Criminal Justice Information Systems 
1620 35th Avenue, Sacramento, California 95822 
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In deciding where to go, .look for reasonably close sites with a computer 

system similar to the one (if any) available to your court, providing sup­

port functions comparable to what you believe you will want, and evidencing 

some significant level of success in their efforts. No single location will 

satisfy all of your criteria; h.oweveY', selection of sites for visitation 
, ~ 

should be guided by how close a site comes to satisfying as many oT your cri-

teria as possible. 

A site visit should utili.ze a team of people wM~h includes th~ Presi-
" 

dent or Chief Judge~ the court administrator, the data processor and several 

middle management "users" of a prospective system. 

The visit must not be limited to the data processing facility or its 

technical staff. Members of the visiting team should arrange to meet with 

their counterpart;;- at the data processing-supported cmJrt. Care must be taken 

to examine closely the products provided'to those "users,1I 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 products. An important question 

to pose to the users at the:.visited ,,site is IIWhat tasks are not supported 

by the/machines, and why?" Remember to obtain samples of products prOVided' 

to the users from the data processing system, a$' well as the forms and pro-
, ~ 

cedures required to feed the data into the system. 

When and where' possible, man,tdays and cost requirements of the system 
~ ," 

visited should be obtained, along ~ith work 'cV~t~~!l'!!~~~; to permit more accurate 
'-"~::......_<_~~~-;:.~;c.:--~;;::;;::::::-' ,/ 

cost projections for your own project. 
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I I • TP,E FIRST STEPS 
i' 1, 

I! 
1/ 

A. The Feasibility StUd,! 

1. How Do You Kn?w Whether You Need a System? 

In Chapter lit ali st was prav; ded of eleven "symptoms II whi ch SUi~­
,~, 

gest the need to evaluate the feasibility of utilizing computer sup­

port. Typically) fn the past, the existence of several of these symp­

toms has been sufficient to encourage an eager chief judge and/or a_ 

court administrator to jump head first into the installation of a com­

puter system to "solve" the court's problems. Mitre's national study 

suggests strongly that few, if any, courts have gone through a struc­

tured feasi:.bi 1 ity study pri or to deci di ng on the need for computer sup-
, 11"" 

port or t~ ordering a computer~ 

In order 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 proposed that every court with 
12 

more thap three or four judges could benefit from automation. More 
. ;/ 13 

/1 

recent ~nalyses by the National Center for State courts and the 
~ 14 

Institute for Law and Social Research have not specified a "court-si4'e j
, 

11 
Burton Kreindel, et al., Court Information Systems, National Ins­
stitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice - National Evalua­
tion Programs - Phase 1 Report, March 1977."" 

12 ./ 
lIlorbert A. Halloran, a prolific and very early wr:iter and authority 
on courts and computers, is generally quoted as advocating the 
evaluation of any court with four or more judges for p;ossib1e use 
of computer assistance. 

13 
National Center for State Courts - Court Eguipment Analysis Pro­
ject - Phase I; 1976 (Unpublished internal report). 

14 u 

Institute for Law and Social Research ... 1976 - An early internal 
report utilized in support of their Court Scheduling Project. 
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criterion but have shown~ respectively~ that there are an estimated 

500 court systems already using sOlne form of computer services 'and 

that there are approximately 575 courts in the United States with four 

or more judges. 

Unfortunate ly) the criter/i a for many of those courts util i zi ng 

computer services appear to have been: 

• How much money can be obtained through federal grants? 

• What prest)ge win accrue to the court or its administrator 

for embarking on a computer project? 

i 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 computer te~hnology. If a 

court of this size is faced with an abundance of the "symptoms" li~ted 

earlier, it is clear that additional steps are warranted. 

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

determine the/areas that need information, whether or not automated, 

and whether,iit is already adequate'ly provided. It is very important 

to gain ~0urt-wide agreement on the areas that should be analyzed. for 

,no infQrmation system can be successfully implemented without the sup-
,;; ".' 

port;,:'~nd understanding of the judges. Organizational support and assis-
y \' 

tarfte in defining needs and goals must be solicited]i not only from top 
, i' 

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

administrative staff and from all working-l~'ilel personnel of the system 

(including related agencies such as Distr'ict Attorneys, Cl~rks of Court, 

PubH c Defenders, Bar Associ ati ons, etc.) 

----____________________ ~ _ _i// 



. ,~.-

[ 

l 

2. Scope of the Study 

When such internal efforts have been fruitfu'l 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 time 

frame within which it can be done . 

This is the "feasibility study" (as oppo~,~d to the design and 

implementation plan·\hf a systefll as described in Chapter IV) whichshould~ 
,- '" 

at the very least, determine: 

.' Proj'ects or problems which an automated system will and can 

address. 

• 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 - II Every thing costs more 

than you expect".) 

• 
• 

The economic values to be derived through the use of the su13-

port system (dollar savings). 

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

system, e.g., the quality of criminal justice or the earlier 

disposition of civil litigation. 

e A logical and detailed plan for' the tasks necessary tp a.rrive 

at the succe~tsful implementation of the "total project. 

• A' time frame for' each of the tasks and fdr the overa'llj:>Y'ogram. ", 
" . 

(Since many tasks can be performed concurrently, the over'all 
.... ::.> 

time ~equirement is not the sum of the individual tasks.) 

• Ti,me commitment requirements for court personnel (judges, .",. 

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

10 ;) 
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"'~~. ~~, 8 New staff requirements. 

• The availability of funding for the development effort. 

• The extent of funding required for maintaining and modifying 

the "completed" system. (No computer system is ever complete, 

and the need for m~ifying the existing system begins "the day 

before it is operational. II
) 

(' 

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

" is 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 "objectiveh were 

used to describe the required evaluation. 

Although this evaluation must involve court management and staff, 

the use of competent and qualified consultant support is strongly re-
, 

commended during this phase of the effort. The cost of a proper fea-

sibil it}' study is earned many times over in the sa'/ings of the dollars 

whjch are continually wasted in embarking upon unneeded and unwanted systems 

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

tools. 

Approximately ten ye<irs ago, when courts \'/ere first venturing into , ' 

this uncharted area, there were few automation consultants competent to 

, provide professional' court-oriented advi(:e, A wealth of usable data 
.~: 

processing experience was available to help the novice over the basic 
('; 

computer hurdles, but there was no real understanding of co~puter at iplica-

tions in the sometimes peculiar court environment. 

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

11 
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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 men~ioned earlier (encompassing more 

than twenty state-level court administration efforts) have brought a 

wave of professionalism to court data processing and to many of the 

consulting firms servicing the courts. The National Center for State 
15 . 16 

Courts and The American University Courts technical assistance program 

have provided consulting support 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 sUPDort in order to lay a solid foundation for 

decision-making in one of the mo~t important efforts a court can undertake 

d~ring this decade. 

B. System Development Alternatives 
/1 

Early in the development process, the court manager is faced with 

an extremely important decision which has tremendous short- and 10ng­

range implications. 

Court management must decide whether it would be better to have 

the.entire project done by ol,.ltside experts, by a new court staff unit 

of data processing specialists hired especially for the automation 

15 

16 

Nationa1 Center for State Courts - Court Equipment Analysis Pro­
ject - Phase III. 

The American Urdversity Lay~ School, Institute for Advanq~d Studies 
in Justice, Criminal Courts Technical Assistance projeC11" 
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effort, through a combination of both approaches, or by some other approach. 

Each approach has its advantages and dangers. Experience in this 

area has shown that the Uextremes" ("Turnkey" - described in Section 1 

below, and IITotal 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 experienced 

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 possible) 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 "computereseU, the turnkey system is a process 

whereby an independent organization is paid to conceptualize," design and 
. ~ 

implement a total system and turn it over to the user when 'It is uopera-

tional ll
; that is, running exactly as promised. It is a gre~~ temptation 

for the court professional who is a novice in the data processipg area 
Ii 

to pay an outsider to prepare a complete information system an~f to turn 

it over to the court as a running system. 

13 
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When the "key" is turned over to the user, however, usually no sys- ~'j 
. _ 17 

tern expertise remains with the user organization. At best, the vendor's 

task will have been well performed and good documentation for the operation 

of the system will be available. But if, as suggested earlier, changes 

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 de1ay to officially 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 fe\'/ months or years. 

Laws change, as well as the goals and direction~;of the organization 

and its leaders. Budget fluctuations, legally-mandated expansion and, 

occasionally, contracti~,n of the administrative and procedural respon-
,\ 

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

system must provide. 
~ ii 

II 

Even more eXQsperating is the fact that the court will ha-'iie 1.nvested 

untold hours in "court .... training" the vendor and his staff, only to have 

that newly-developed expertise depart at "system turn-over.1I The trauma 

generally associated with extensive in-house involvement with information 

system development and installation will not have been avoided but will 

only have been delayed. 

17 
The word vendor is used throughout this monograph i,llterchangeably with 
consultant, and is meant to describe any individua~(s) or firm pro-

I' 

viding software and/or hardware services. I 
! 
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Meanwhile, many important decisions with which the court will live 

for many years will have been made Ql the vendor. For example, the 

vendor win have selected the equipment and decided upon the programming 

language{s), operating system and data base organization:~ , These ded-
I'! 

sions will control the direction and capability of the court's information 

system for years to come. 

Unless the court has very~xplicitly described and contracted for 
'; 

the system's requirements, including the products 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 lIin-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 woold be extremely desirable and productive 

since those who design and program the system continue as part of the 

court staff and rell!~in available to make necessary changes and/or addi-

tions to the system. /~\ 

(!.>.'r~ 
The cost of a fully "in-ht~ie" I(taffed data processing project 

i s ~ however, prahi bi ti ve. No court(( can, over the 1 ong run, afford to 
. ~ 

support the ~ize staff i~equired for reasonauly speedy implementation of 

a court-wide information system nor can it afford the costly learning 

period required to IIcourt-train" the large number of data processing pro­

feSSionals it will need to hire. 

The 1evel of professional support required for the conceptual design, 
-!.""':'! 

system design, hardware and software selection, and initial programming 

effort is subs'Cantially higher than that which will be necessary for 
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loong-term maintenance and modification of the same system,. The talents 

required are significantly different and the price the court must pay in 

salaries is accordingly higher for development-level personnel. Equally' 

important is the propensity for the interest of the highl¥ 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 frui,tion 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 designt;d and installed, and even 

after the (possibly anticipated) departure of the top level professional(s), 

an even further reduction in staff £ize 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 installation effort. 

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 to make its 

ehanges. Their job priorities while working on the court1s project can 

be changed quickly when a tax or payroll problem arises in other county 

aoencies. Further, one must consider hOlJ/ seriously county. employees would _. , 

/pursue II court-training ll when realizin~l that next week, next month or next 

:;year other projects, closer to the interests of the organizlltion paying 
\' /, 

their salaries, will be their primary responsibility. 
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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 selection, system design, and programming effort. 

This would require a small but skilled in-house staff--skillful 

enough to help with the very technical phases of hardware seleption, 

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 closely with the best consulting support the court can afford 

during the design and implementation phases and, 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 support selected 

for system design be utilized for the implementation effort. Not only 

;5 there an obvious duplicative IIcourt-trainingll problem involved in using 

different vendors, but, more importantly, it is extremely difficult (if not im­

possible) for the implementer to shift criticism to the designer'$ effort 

when the same consultant and staff are responsible for both funct; ons. 

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 availability of federal funding and the tre­

mendous need for improvement in management tools for the courts. 

17 



Computer efforts frequently resulted from high pressure sales tac­

tics by a vendor which sometimes even included the preparation of an 

LEAA grant request that called for the "sole source" 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 
18 

collected and analyzed. A recent PROMIS effort by INSLAW indicates 

that as many as 250 items of information are collected in order to do 

a PROMIS cost-benefit projection. In addition~ the document conf1rms 

that cost-benefit analysis is not a precise effort by suggesting that 

if certain data is unavailab-le, 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 analysis is not a pure science and, at best, 

is an extremely difficult, but a absolutely necessary, task. 

There are many ways to do the study. The Administrative Office of 
19 

the Courts of the State of Washington approached the problem b~ pro-

jecting the Ilcosts of doing bus'iness" for the future and analyzing)the 

18 
INSLAW, Analysis of Costs and Benefits -PROMIS Briefing Paper No. 
~, Institute for Law and Social Research, January 1977. 

19 
Superior Courts Management Information System (SCOMIS) - Cost-Benefit 
Analysis, Office of the Administrator for the COU1"ts of Washington State~ 
June 30, '1977. 
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projected work volumes of the various court modules that were expected 

to be automated. 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 savings in this area wi'll 

generally 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, thereby avoiding the need for additional 

staff). 

The fixed and variable nature of such system costs presents 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 IIbenefits" 

area. Tangible benefits in industry usually relate to personnel reduc­

tion, savings in mailing, printing, paper, typewriters, etc. Some of 

these benefits are slightly more difficult to achieve in government, since 

it does not necessari ly 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 c~used 

by attrition are filled before the incumbent's seat has a chance to gather 

even a pinch of dust. 

For example, one large city, which issues more than one hundred 

thousand (100,000) jury questionnaires each year, processed on 

individually-typed card or envelope each of the six or more times 

it used the prospective juror's name. Automation of 'the jury list not 

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

,~liminate all that typing, but use of alJoto{l13tien-oriented mailer forms 

g 
:r?1 
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also eliminated most envelope stuffing am~ a pre-pY\;inted mail permit number 

on the envelope eliminating th~ stamping effort. Unfortunately, there has 
, ) 

been no reduction in the dozen or more clerical staff persons whose functions 

have been absorbed by the computer. (It is hoped that their efforts are 

now geared toward juror convenience and service.) 

Intangible benefits are almost impossible to relate directly to 

cost and generally defy measurement in dollar va,lue. Yet, in order to just~~y 

a court information system, on~ will eventually have to 'attempt to place 

some dollar value on improvements to IIjustice ll
, lIemployee morale", and/or' 

/ i 

the "public image of the justice system. 1I 

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

1. Fixed Costs 

These costs wi 11 be necessary if an automati on effort of any 

kind is undertaken. They are easily calculable and projectable, are 

practically unchallengeable, and are identified as either one-time or 

continuing charges. (Some cost factors are partially fixed and parti~lly 
(: 

variable and will be shown 'in both sections.) These include for exarrlPle: 

Feasibility study contract (one-time) 

Systems design contract (one-time) 

Management of the information system (continuing) 

In-House systems and programming staff (continuing) 

Training (one-time) 

Basic computer equiplTl~nt and supplies for minimal configuration" 
e.g., computer, terminals, lines, forms, etc. (continuing) 

Office equipment for basic :;taff (one-time) 

Office supplies for basic staff (continuing) 

Space for basic computer ~quipment 'ilild staff (continuing) 

Site preparation costs (one-time) 

20 



2. Variable Costs 

,) Variable cost will be dependent, in many cases~ upon the extent 

of the automated system. Basically, it boils down to lithe more you do, 

the more it costs. 1I For example, a child support payment system will 

requjre the addition of large amounts of data storage equipment and numer­

ous terminals. Each additional moduJe 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 (duY'ing 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 purchas.e or leasing costs (equip­
ment needs increase as new applications are implemented) 

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

Terminals (the more applications in operation, the more 10ca­
D tions will have nee~ to access and/or input data) 

Space requirements for growing equipment and personnel heeds 

Supplies, forms, paper, etc. 

3. Tangible Benefits 

These represent improvements or cost re'tlucti ons that can be ca 1-

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 auto­
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 
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timely information leading to dollar savings in~ for example: 

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 through: 

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 1 arge, they defy fi nand a 1 eva 1 uati on: 

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 employee morale and interest. 

Improved management awareness and control of court operation. 

Improved utilization of courthouse facilities. 

Improved operation and management through the research made 
possible by the extensive data base developed with the system. 

The task is not simple, but it is necessary. Those organizations 

which have done a good job at this level have used the cost-benefit 
., 

st4dy to achieve guaranteed support for the, continuation of the p,ro­

ject by the local funding body before embarking upon implementation 

of the info;rmatioJl_.sY,stem! 
:/ • '-C::: __ ,. 
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III. 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 peculia~ political environment in which the court 

operates. County commissionel~s and state legislators are not normally happy 

about a court (or any other agency in their jurisdiction) operating an inde­

pendent computer facilit)f. Independent computer operations raise questions 

of the cost and efficiency of redundant hardware and staffing. Further, a 

certain amount of 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 decisions which will have to be made 

early in this process. 

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

It has been the consensl.!::::.) for sometime that only the largest urba.n courts 

can afford their own medium- to large-scale computer system. The advent of 

the mini-computer with extensive softl"are availability, however, extended this 
" capability to moderately-sized courts (ten or more judges). Now the emergence 

of the viable and inexpensive mlcrocomputer broadens this availability to any 

multi-judge court with a significant clerical and/or management information 
-',:~;' 

need. (See Chapter V for a discussion of mini- and micro-computer capabil i- ;c 

ties). As the cost of hardware is no longer the overwhelming detriment it has 
,.-::..' 

been in the past, it is necessary to review the other requiremert'ts for a 
" 

successful court-operated computer facility. A court should COh~ider such 

,a review only if it is certain that it can afford a substantial in-house pro­

fessional computer staff and is wi1ling and able to work extensively and 

effectively with that staff. Successful computer installation is not for 
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flshortlw"inded" management, and the failure of a court to successfully imple-
\,-

(;:' 

ment its independent computer effort will be a direct reflection upon that 

court's management. Historically, computer implementation 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. Consideration 
I, 

should be given~ also, to the problems of ef.fective supervision of data pro­

cessing personnel and operations by court management lacking experience in this 

new field, which is in a period of volatile growth and change. 

It should b~'noted that the probability of success is even more depen­

dent upon extenstye 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 local court system will be encouraged to use the county 

data processing facility to imp'lement its court information system and to 

uti 1 ize county data processing. and systems staff for the development effort. . -

Seldom, if ever, does this arrangement work to the total satisfaction of the 
:::.i~) 

cour'lF'sys tern! 
"',<" 

1. System O'esign and Oevelogment 

''''The very first problems occur in the plannIng and development stage, 

_, where the court is, genera lly re 1 ega ted to' the lowes tl eve lin the priority scheme. 
tJ () 

The highest priorities for local government, understandably, are taxes, pro­

perty assessments, utility biltings,etc., which generate the dollars neces-
:;J 

sary to operate county government. This is followed by the he.ed to deveJoi; 
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payroll and budget systems for the administrative management of the jur;s-
-

diction. Usually, the next phase is to undertake 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 

IIfree" feder?-l and state funding and the ease with which those funds can be 

obtained. When one compares the relative 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. is easy to see why it takes so long 

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 opera~ion cannot afford a separate 

criminal justice unit for programming or operation; therefore, the court must 

wait until all the IIhiglier priorityll systems are operational before develop­

ment begins. The personnel assigne~ at best, will be top-rated professional-
'''.'' 

';::..' 

ly in the data processing field, but"wl11 be unfamiliar with the courts. In 

addition, if they have participated in the Ilhigher priorityll projects, their 

work with the court will be co,nstantly interrupted by priority calls for 

improvements, extensions and emergency correct.ions to those earlier projects. 

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

by the need to run tax billings, county payrolls, and the 1ike. When a choice 

, has .to be made by the county data processing director between the county pay­

roll and the court trial listing)i,t is easy to predictc,the decision. o • 0 
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Choices like 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 0, below) which appear to guarantee the 

equitable allocation of resources, services and priorities. However, it is 

~;afe to assume that when the problem actually arises (as it will, very soon 

" and more often than we anticipate), man will react in very predictabl'e 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 like a hammer without 
.j 

a head! 

3. Information 

Another serious conSideration is that of the possession of court infor­

mation. In the sensitive area of individual rights of privacy, the court 

will have placed into a very public and accessibl.7 computer great volumes of 

potentially damaging data regarding large number of persons living in its 

j~risdiction. 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, ?)d care 
~ ~ 

must be taken to assure that whoever operates the data processing facility 

is aware .\of the rul es and faithfully adheres to them. 

Further problems arise from the availability of this data to various 

segments of our local government. Information regarding an individual suspect 

or defendant is a potent weapon in the hands of a political enemy. Executive 

and/or legislative bran&h leaders have used aggregate data regarding a judge 

or a court system to politically oppose election 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 list of 
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potential jurors than they can from the printed street lists provided to the 
(~ 

parties. What access should the Internal Revenue Service have to the numbers, 

names and addresses of a lawyer's clients? Who should have access to the 

l1wio 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 lawyer1s 

record of success or failure before a specific judge? 

Mos t, if not a11,c' of the above i nformat i on has been pub 1 i c 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 G3 below.) 

4." Costs 

Many county data processing directors support court and criminal jus ... 

tice information systems because of the possibility of added funds for their own 

operations and as additional justification for their existence when reviewing 

their programs with county officials. The court, therefore, can frequently 

relY on the data processing office for extensive support in their in"itial 

steps toward automation. This support will disappear if the court pursues 
< .. : ~ 

the use of independent hardware and programming support. 

vJhen the court does use cot:mty facilities, great care must be taken to 

assure that the costs allocated to court work are equitable. .The field of 

data processing is relatively new ~hd mysteriou~'i, and often the basis for cost 

allocation borders on the mystical. It behooves "the court user to carefully 

monitor the basis for cost allocation, as well as the supporting documentation 
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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 that this 

had led to prim·ity 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 investigatirtg of crimes. 

More importantly, ~ 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 information \'/ill frequently be of 

greater imp,ortance to the managi ng board than tri all is ts or ana lyses of the 

caUses of continuances. The greatest frustration occurs be~ause 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 personne'l are most comfortable with straight­

forward projects. Many police and prison automation projects are very much 

like the accounting and inventory functions of industry and, therefore, will 

frequently be addressed earlier by data processing staff who know that,in 

the long run, the permanence of their project ;s 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 compromise between the extremes of expen-
• 1;1 

s;ve independence and subservience ;n a system run by and foy' the eXecll~}ye 

branch. 

D. lnter-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 the 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 
'i 

There is always the possibility that at some future date the 60urt may 

decide it ;s both feasible ai1d necessary t6 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 facility of its choice so 10ng as the selected 

facility shall guarantee the provision of all court case data required by the 

central criminal justice system. 

2. System Staff Management 

It is extremely difficult for a systems-oriented individual to dif­

ferentiate between responsibility to the employer (a central facility) and the 

user (the court). This is ev.en more diffi.cult when the, systems staff pro­

vides services to multiple agency users. Although an employee will naturally 

have a strong tie to the agency which provides his or her paychecks, it is more 

likely that an employee will develop a loyalty to and more effectively rep­

resent a user agency when that agency is his or her sole IIclient.1I 

Sample Clause 2: The central cr.iminal- 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 

implementat'ion of all data-~~apture-and reporting for the court system tht'ough 

the central facility and for coordinating the court activity with the deve­

lopment of the total criminal justice information system. 
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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 earliest possible stage the extent to 

which they will permit oth1?r agencies access to their data and to establish 

strict guidelines which record the limits of this permission. The central 

facility should be restricted from releasing to anyone other than the 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 oT that court. 
t( 

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 regulations are 

faithfully observed~ an agreement must be entered into by all the user agen­

cies and their employees and must i.nclude 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 limited 

to criminal justice agencies and only after the accessing agency has entered 

into a binding user's agreement obligating the agencyaild its employ.ees to 

strictly abide by and enforce the rules and regu1ations of the central cri­

minal justice information system or face the sanctions specifically set forth 

in the agreement. 

5~ Training 

Without substantial staff training~ the data and facilities provid-
o 

ed by an information system are useless. There must be adequate instruction 

to enable 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 ~nderstanding of the restrictions imposed on 

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 IIl egitimateU 

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 procedure~ and operation on a per-
ii 
i' 

\1 iodic 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 of the quality control process will 

be accomplished 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 

shou1dbe located in a well-protected area which provides limited access, re-

i nforced,. wa 11 s and doors, detection and warni ng devi ces, vaul t areas for storage 

-oflrlgr~ecurity data and key back-up files. Preventive measures to provide pro­

tection against environmental hazards such as fire, flood, tornadoes, 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 facili­

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 altlernate emergency data processing facilities, (g) auxiliary power 

systems, (h) constant voltage devices. 

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

minal justice information system facility to assure thf? 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 the 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 priorities. To anticipate this situation, it is recommel'\ded 

that the central facility prepare a schedule of priorities prior to the beg-

inning of operations and as tasks are added to the operation each be assigned (0, 

a priority le'vel. </ 

Sample Clause 8: Priorities will be set by a representative managing 

board (described below) and will be strictly adhered to for the processing 

of participating agency data, thereby assuring that, in the event of unusual 

occurrences, e;~~ age~cy' \t/i 11 be provi ded with their r€!ports and data at the 

earliest possible time consistent with every agency',s needs. 

9, Managing the Central Criminal Justice Information S~stem 

It is extremely important for the chief executive of the court system. 
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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 information system body which can be expected to reasonably and ob­

jectively balance the interests of the individual, the public and the justice 

system itself. 

Sample Clause 9: The management control of the central facility 

sMall be vested in a board of directors which shall consist of ----
;'1 

members. Both the Presiding Judge and the Court Administrator shall be members 

of the Board. In decisions regardin~ information relative to the operation 

or management of the court or concerning the rights of the individual 'i ,the 

Presiding Judge will have the power to nu11ify a vote of the Board. 

10. Limits of Service 

COUl~ts al~e an integrated system which process criminal, ~ivi1, and 

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 provides management reporting relative to IF,1.$s ';_~han one-half iJ 

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 committed to tracking and reporting on all court ac-tivity. 
. ~) 

Sample C1auseJ..Ql. The services provided by the central facility 

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

E. JudiCial Independence 

A 1976 arUcle in Judicature 20 treats very extensively the "threat ll 

20. uJudicial Independence in the Computer Age ll
, David Weinstein~ Judica-

t~, March 1976. \\ 
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to judicial independence arising from the participation of the judiciary 

in the developments of automated systems. This "threatll emanates from the 

pressures to provide data to executive and/or law enforcement agencies regarding 

court activity and to utilize shared facilities. Although the courts must 

not yield to the attempts of the executive and legislative branches to ~~ 

court II 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 alitomation are not so ear'th-shat­

tering that they cannot be overcome by reasonable discussion and contt'act 

agreement. The amount and type of data provided, by whom, and to whom, are 

easily defina/:,le. 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. 

The author of the article mentioned above 2l , 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 i nhe.rent powers of the courts has been invol ved. It shoul d be noted, how­

ever, th29 a well-known Pennsylvania case,22 which determined that the judi-
il 

ciary is entitled to sums" •.• reasonable and necessary to carry out its 

mandated responsibilities •. ,.' did, in fact, include in the financial judge- . 

ment an amount needed to expand computer services. 

(! 

22. Commonwealth ex re1 Carrol v. Tate, 442 PA.45, 274 A.2d~ 193, (1971). 
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It,~',?:ppears, upon reflection" that these clrguments do nothing more than 

delay action on the collection and processing of data important tOI court 

management and may, in fact, be a delay tactic used by court management to 

avoid embarking on an automation project -- a project which will(,~c: dif-
'/ 

ficult, time consuming, and may reveal things, about the operation of our court 

systems which will be less than flattering'\to its judges and managers. 

There are also very real threats to independence arising from ~rie use 

of grant funding, as every grant seems to carry with it conditio'ns which 

impinge on everything from states I rights (versus federal control) to the 
<;, 

-'" right of an organization t9 hire, fire and supe\'vise 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 than' 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 tnformation area are iml~eq~ 

iately faced with a proliferation of acronyms which both amuse and confuse.' 
\ 

'" Very near the top o·e the a 1 phabeti c exerci se are the (acronyms associated 

with a nationwide criminal justice information project which is heavily 

funded by the Law Enfprcement Assistance Administration and which generates 

2~~;:; National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service, Guideline 
ManuaJ - Comprehensive Data Systems Program, ,Law Enforcemen~ Assistance 
Administration, December 31, 1975. 
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many politi.cal and practical considerations for courts. 

This mcst important project is the Comprehensive Data System (CDS) which, 

generally, is an attempt to: 

(1) assis~ the individual states in establishing an extensive and 

reliable criminal justice data collection and analysis capability; 
u 

(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) el iminate unnecessary dupl ic.ation of data collect"ion. 

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 uniform 

crime data, at the state level, for every law enforcement agency in the 

jurisdiction. 

National standards have been jointly 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 data 

directly to the FBI for many years, but the C~~component will centralize 

the collection of UCR data at a state level with the state undertaki-ng the 

responsibility for the timeliness, quality and comparability of the data. 

Courts generally ~ not affectedQy this component of the system. 

2. 

CCH arfd OBTS represent an immense effort to ",track every offender 

through every stage of the criminal justice system, from arrest to final 
,~- ,\ 

disposition (incl uding
i 
the completion of any sentence imposed). Data will 

".l;;" 
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be collected at' ;the state level whlch can. be analyzed in detail and in ,the 

aggregate to pr~~io~ an accurate and up-to-date statistical profile of the 

stare' s ':'r\"iminal'.lJC~$tice system and its components (OBTS) and, at the same Urne, 

will enable statest.!) compile and interchange r.riminal history information 

(rap sheets) forjncl~~vidual defendants (CCH) in a reliable and secure manner. 
i\ ' 

These procedu,Y'e~ require that extensive data be collected from every 

crimi,ral justice ,agel~cy from the moment:, '.arrest (or the initiation of 
~:.; j, '} ~ , 

prosecuti on, whi cheVt~~ comes fi rst:) to the! very 1 ast contact of the defendant 

with the criminal J!Astice system. Ever~y substantive action must be recnrded 

and positH'ely idenf~'1:ffed as to the specific defendant and the specific 

crimi na 1 act. 

Although the syr?t¥m b designed to obtain its data from police, pro-
~-"-' 

,)pcution, co~n-t and IShrrectional agencies, the burden for provision of the 

Ii . 1 argest portion of th~, data falls upon the nation's court system. 
(', 

In order to isolate system weaknesses and points of delay through analysis 
"~I 

i 

of OBTS data:. evgxy 'su~stantive court act.ion which takes time and staff ef-
\, I':<~n 

fort must be chrori9lo~ically identified. The resultant data recording and 
- \\ 

re'porting burden'~jlr'lis,t: upon the courts is almost beyond belief! 
i ; ; 

To compound th',t\ ~~~>urt' s problem, few, if any, states embarking upon 
, I', 

a CCH/OBTS effort and,'h\tatutorily req!Jir'ing the provision of this data have 
!:' ': 'r 

provided Xinancial s'llPi)9rt for thejlproviders of the information. 
'"./ .: 

3. ,§:tatistical ~ti:alysis Center (SA(~ , 

7h~ nucleus o¥:the CDS program ;s the Stat;st~cal Analysis Center, 
{. " " 

whose purpos(Vds to ". ~ t':" provide the state with a professional staff which 
~ ";) , 

",1\ __ '2'1.,[ 
l! \\ . 

Provide obj'.e'Ctive interpretive analysis of criminal justice 

() will: 

II (1) 
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data, including that collected by the various line oper~ting 

agencies. 

II (2) Generate statistical r.eports on crime and on the processing 
. 

of criminal offenders in support of planning and operation~ 

al criminal justice agencies. 

11(3) Provide ana/or coordinate Technical Assistance (TA) in the 

development of the CDS program in the state. 

"(4) Co11ect~ analyze~ and disseminate Management and Administrative 

Statistics (MAS) on the criminal justice resources expended 

in the state. 

11(5) Promote the orderly development of criminal justice informa­

tion and statistical systems in the state. 

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

preparation of national statistical reports. 1I24 

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

performed on court operations and activities, and wi 11 then be interpreted 

and reported upon "objectivelyll 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 and evaluating the system, 

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

required to provide the data and to fairlx and c1ear1x report the results 

of the analytical process, it could cause sigpificant trauma for, partici-

pating courts at the local and state level. 

24. Ibid. 
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G. Security and Privacy 

Along with all the benefits (and problems) 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 ava,1lable and, 

therefore, more likely to affect the individual. In the minds of many. citizens 

(and particularly their elected representatives) this information is subject 

to abuse and the source of possible harm to individuals and ~1i1norlties. 

Federal regulation (LEAA and Department of Justi ce) has \\~~t some gen­

eral'standards for courts and criminal justice systems to f01l~W 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 have 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 P?rticu'lar. 

Muc;h community .heat is generated when security and privacy regulations 

are under consideration, and the court manager is well advised to be thorough­

ly versed in the "public record II status of the information collected by and 

for the court and the limits 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-

ti ce system. 

The federal regulations are particularly geared to "Criminal History 

Record Information" which is best defi ned in the 1 iterature a-s: 

", •• 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. 

40 



"Such information shall be restricteej to that which is recorded 
as there-sult of an arrest, detention or other initiation of cri­
minal proceedings or of any ccnsequent proceedings related thereto. 
It shall be understood to include, where appropriate, such items 
for each person arrested as the following: 

"(a) Personal identification. 

"(b) The fact, date, and arrest charge; whether the indivi­
dual was subsequently released and, if so, by what 
authority and upon what terms. 

"(c) The fact, date, and result of any pretrial proceedings. 

"(d) The fact, date, and result of any trial or proceeding, 
including any sentence or penalty. 

"(e) 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. 

"(f) The fact, date, and result of any release proceeding. 

II (g) The fact, date, and result of any act of pardon or 
clemency. 

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

"(i) The fact, date, and result of any proceedings revoking 
probation or parole. 

lilt shall not include intelligence, analytical, and investigative 
reports and files, nor statistical records and .reports in which 
individuals are not2~dentified 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 lost in the maze. 

Further complicating the problem is a widely accepted and frequently used 

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

"Information collected by criminal justice agencies on indivi\,duals, 
consis~ing o!" i~entifiabl: descri~tions and notations of.a~r~~:Sts, 
detentlons, lndlctments, lnformatlons or other formal crlml~~l 
charges, and any disposition(s) arising therefrom, senterh;~'hig, 

25. Project SEARCH Committee on Security and Privacy~ Security and Privacy 
Publications, Project SEARCH, May, 1973. 
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correctional supervision and release. 1I26 

A first reading of either definition immediately leads the court mana­

ger to believe the court's information system is controlled by any regula­

tions or statutes promulgated regarding such data. The rules and most sta­
/1 

tutes, however, provide specific exception for: 

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

by criminal justice agencies, compiled chronologically and re­

quired by law or long-stand'jng custom to be made public, if such 

records are organized on a coronological basis; 

(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 proceedings; 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 riRidly adhered to when the court 

files are just one part of the IITotal Justice Information System ll of a state, 

reg i on or' county. 

Once the court finds itself controlled by the requirements of su,eh a 
'\~'-~. 

-------------------------"\ "':... --------'/1 
.1 

26. "Federal Rules and Regulations~' Title 28 - Chapter 1 - Part 20.3(b) 
Federai Register - March 19, 1976. 
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regulation or statute, the following series of major issues needs to be ad­

dressed with regard to data in th1e court's .;wtomated information system. 

1. Currency and Scope of Coverage 

During the active life of the case, the automated file represents 

the basic data needed by all using the court system and normally, there­

f01~e, there will be no restriction on the maintenance and provision of "cur­

rent status information" for def;endant or case. When the case terminates, 

however, there is vast disagreerrlent on just how long conviction, non-convic­

tion, or other disposition recoy'ds can be retained. "Current records" for 

both conviction and non-conviction appear to have achieved about a six-month 

life 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?U Unfortunately, 

most, if not all, state and federal legislation has failed to address this 

issue clearly yet. 

2. Comp 1 eteness and Accuracy, 

One of the major reasons for security and privacy legislation is 

to eliminate the use of rap sheets (criminal histories) which carry extensive 

arrest informatitiH but little if any court disposition data. Regulations 

and ~tatutes call for disposition data to be entered into the files, aCCUra­

tely and within 90 days. Corrections are requil"ed to 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 crim:ina 1 justice purposes and to others 

who have been given statutory authorization (e.g., professional licensing 

statutes requiring proof of no crtminal convictions). 
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Media <;:epresentatives, howeverc'((re current1y arguing their First 

Amendment right to(laccess to this data which could result in inst~l1t public 

access to a:great deal, if not all, of the infonnation included in the court's 

automated files. Conceivably, this would extend to individual judge or 

district attorney disposition and sentencing records and other tt'aditionally 

"restricted ll information. 

4. Sealing or Expungement 

Most statutes include some provision for automatic expungement of 

arrest data where Cbnviction does not result within a short period (usually 

6 to 18 months after case initiation), when the case is no longer active and 

further prosecution is not indicated. 

Many statutes go further and provide for sealing or expungement of 
" 

convictions following a specified time pedod after the final conclusion 

of the sentence imposed (usually for the defendant with only one conviction). 

This time period differs greatly 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-
d 

dant, so long as there was no criminal activity for 15 years, or upon ach-

ieving the age of 100 and having been free from any criminal activity fo'y. at 

least 15 years.) 

5. Ph,ys i ca 1,Seturi ty 

All regulations and statutes appropriately call for protection 

against fire~ flood, subVersion, sabptage, etc. 

6. IndiVidual Access and Review 
:1-, 

Every individual who so de$ires (including 'all persons in custody) 
·H 

must be' providedtlii'eright to see an~~ rej/iew his or,;her'tetbtd(S). -'Us'ually -
)T . 'I . ··~O"._" _" c 

this right is subject to ~equiring the individual to identify him Or ,herself 

\\ 

e, 

; II, 
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(f.othe extent that some states require positive fingerprint identification). 

When an individual disagrees with any information contained in the record, 

he or she must be provided with a fair and reasonable means to voice such 

an objection and to pur'sue a hearing before a higher authority if the criminal 

justice agency refuses to make requested corrections (~~e 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 information and usually call for executive 
j/ 

appointment of such councils which normCi"lly include a number of lay citizens 

along with a sprinkling of criminal justice officials. These councils invariab­

ly 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 which 

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 tendenci,es be captured for the protection of incarcerated 

defendants, law enforcement or corrections staff? 

Courts will be required by the statutes to provide case di'sposition 

data (within 90 days) to, usually, an executive agency. TheY,will resent 

this intrusion on judicial independence but they must recognize that the 

eventual result of this effort wilJ be to have available to courts, at bail 
?'.~ 
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setting and sentencing time, a complete and accurate criminal history to 

support the court1s work. 

Security and privacy issues are vol atil e ones and have, in some cases, 

,,\, undermined and actually destroyed criminal justice information system pro­

jects. The area has to be Glddressed i ntell igently and rationally with an 

intent to develop a package within which the community and crilninal justice 

system can operate and live in peace. 

~! 
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IV. DESIGrING YOUR SYSTEM 

(. ) 
A very viable answer to desigring a productive and us-;.}ful system for, 

any organization is utilization of the "systems approach II which is clearly 

described in the National Center for State Courts' data processing guide-

book for managers,27 according to the following outline: 

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 

, eval uating thE;! system 

refining the system 

Assuming that such an approach is to be taken, the following material 

attempts to provide a practical OrganiZ~p~onal methodology for performing 

several of these tasks, while at the s~e time attempting to cultivate the 

invaluable interest, support and assistance of those for whom the systems 

should be designed. Recognizing that many of thoSe who will be asked to, 

help in such an effort will have no.\ idea of what services might be provided 

by an information system, this chapter a'lso includes a section describing 

applications which have been attempted by court data processing systems around 

the country. 

27. J. Michael Greenwood, et al.~ Court Egvipment Analysis Project-Data F 

Processing and the Court - Guide for Court Managers, National Center 
for state Courts~ September 1917. 
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\\ , 
A., Formi n9 the Pol icy Commi ttee and Determi ni n9 Goals for the Sys t,em 

The first question which must be asked and a very difficult one to 

answer' is, l'What !~o 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 indi'vidual with the knowledge to t~spond to .such an inquiry 
\" 

and it is even less probably that such an individual\will have the power and 
fi , 
-, authority to move forward withou1; the support of others'~n the justice system 

and/or the financial structure of the governmental entity. 
... .-::;. 

Recognizing this "fact of 'Iife," the only practical solutton is to 

develop the goals for the information system through the medium ora policy 

committee. Such a committee should consist of the highest possible level 

of manager from every court-related agency in the jurisdiction, as well as, 
others who can influence the progress of such a project. As an example, it 

should include: 

President Judge 

Court Administrator 

Clerk of Court (eivi'! .:1nd Cl"iminal) 

District Attorney 

Public Defender 

Chief Law Enforcement Officer 

Sheriff (for court-related dut'ies if law enforcement is 
. provided by other than the sher'iff) 

Probation Chief 

Corrections Director 

Community Legal Services 

Representative(s) of the Civil Trial Bar 

Representative(s) of the Criminttl Trial Bar 
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Financial Leader(s) of Local Government 

Leading Local Legislator(s) 

From this group, initially, must come agreement that the need exists 

for an information system, as was discussed in Chapter II, as well as a 

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

performed to prepare clear and concise position papers for presentation at 

the few short meetings which will be possible with such a select group. 
--, 

The initfa.'l "shopping 1 istU of goals and needs should be at a very general 

level and must have the overwhelming, if not unanimous, support of the high 

level 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 personnel, etc., necessary to develop an "implementablellsystem 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 porti6n 

of the upublic ll 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 pos.siblesolution is 'to hiive the 

policy committee members n~me wgrking-level personnel from their organiza­

tions to work with the concept;alizers to "f1esh out" the skeletar'goals . 
\'­

developed by: the policy committee. The utilizati·on of middle management 
c, 

personnel who work with (and sometime; around). the syst~,m everyday will bode 
\) " '" - :,'~ 

well for identifying those areas about which a great deal mor~'inTormation 
c:.' 

is needed. Mciny problems will be articulated and practical"solutions of-
{\ "'\ 0 !.;:; 

fered oy such a ~\roup. Furthermore, their .:participation W;ill norma1ly result :) 
\'. 
I, 
I', 
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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 • 

.. Court or court-related p~rsonnel involved in the day-to-day effort do 

not always see what the public, jurors, litigants, the press, the bar or 

other governmental emploY2es label as wasteful, ineffective, improper, offen­

sive and avoidable. The determination of these perceived flaws in the systesn 

can be quite useful in designing a supportive in'formation system that improves 

the court's services and image to its real users. 

Court or cO!.!rt-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 in missing impor-
I.) 

tant comment from the rank-and-file employees wh!J make the system work. A 

well-prepar,ed interview program or qu~stionnaire effort can serve to fin 

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?· 

(2) Was it provided to you on a timely basis? 

(3) Where could you usually get information you needed? 

(4) W~'~ it accurate? 
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(5) Was it useful? If not~ why not? 

(6) What information or kinds of infor.mation couldn't you get? 

(7) Was your visit to the courthouse fruitful? If n9t, why not? 
'. -

(8) Did you en~ounter any difficulty filing documents with the court? 

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

be-most desirable for the court to provide? 

These questions should be directed to all who use the cuurt system: 

the entire bench, the cler-ks and bail Hfs who occupy the courtrooms every 

day, to the litigants, the press who cover the courts, the legislative and 

executive branch staff who interface with the courts, the clerical staff, 

the witnesses and jurors, the law enforcement and'social service personnel 

whose work is closely intertwined with tt>f?cour:t effort, and as many others 

who affect or are affected by the court on almost a daily basis as can be 

identified. 

D. Analysis 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 capture of data on each case at the time of its ori~inal 

filing. In some jurisdictions only the criminal cases are reco\\ded and in 

others civil cases have been the top priority. It appears, however, that 

the only logical method is to capture both for any court which has civil 

and criminal jurisdiction due to the daily interaction of pa!(.ties and 
~/~ 

28. Larry Polansky, Contemporary Automation in the Courts, ~roceedings of 
the Second International Symposium - Criminal Justice Info~mation and 
Statistics System - SEARCH Group, Inc .... 1974. 

u 
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resources. 

The extent of the data captured at filing time will very often dictate 

the ultimate effectiveness of any automated system. Much care must be taken 

in determirling 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 a good 

information syst/:m. 

a. Indtxing 

The first fruit of an automated system is the virtually 

limitless indexing capabilities-. The first step in most systems has been 

the crsDtion of defendant (criminal cases) and litigant (civil cases) indi­

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

alphabetic or IIpartiaiTy ordered" as most manual systems :inevitably 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 

terminals. 

Many systems have incorporated automated ~ame searching techniques 

into their index search 'computer programs, thus making it possible fo re­

trieve names even when partially misspelled inquiries are made. 

Party names, however, are not the only indices available in an automated 

file"Onoe the information is in machine readable form, it is possible 

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

listings or "on-linea indices by attorney, type of case or charges involved, 

year of action and lna't'ly ot~er record characteristics which may aid in managing 

an operat'lonor obtaining information needed for a particular case or situation. 

() 
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Perhaps the greatest value in indexing available to the court today 

is in the automation of the indices for judgments and liens. The typical 

archaic practices for the maintenance of this data are both expensive and, 

impractical. The data, on the other hand, is an integral part of the com­

mercial activity in the community and it is vitally important that it be 

accurate, ti'inely and available. Anyone who has ever had the misfortune to 

have to search 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. The ma'jor problem encountered is that of lIconvertingll the exi:;t.,. 
t\~ 

ing manual files 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. Docketing 

There is no more tedious function in any court than the 

posting of each substantive action affecting a case to the log book. In some 

jurisdictions this ;s called docketing or making docket entries. These 

dockets are often virtually unreadable when entries are handwritten and courts 
I:· ~_ 

frequently fall far behind in their postings whether by hand or typewriter. 

In those juri sdi cti ons wi th an automated system, it is gerlera l1y nec­

essary to post every substantive case action to the computer fne in order
c

" 

to keep the automated case record uP-ot9:-date. It is no great tas~: to retain 
1 ..... ' :: 

these traditional postings within the !fI~chine and to provide a'n up-to-date 

complete docket. 

The major obstacle to this use of th~ a~tomated system t~us far has been 
'-' ~ . 

its cost. The price of computer dat~ storf-ge units continues t9 decrease 

steadily and many install ations bel ieve th'~ cost/use ratio, plus the val ue 
'i 0 

,F 

if 
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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! 

c. Calendars 

Whatever the title, the need for the preparation, on a timely 

basis, of the lists of cases to be heard in court on a specific date is one 

that every automated court system appears to have recognized and answere.d. 

These lists range from a simple list of defendant names to a complex report 

spowing name, case number, attorney(s), bail data, jail status, charges, 
,~ 

previous hearing and trial d'isposition 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 H-~ ''''npears to lie with 
\ /-' 

the users. 

One problem frequently encountered isthe popularity of these listings. 

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 ditto master 

and then runs its additional copies on an inexpensive ditto machine: 

d. Notices 

The preparation of notices appears to be a universal function 

of the automated systems reviewed. Jhe notices range from the automated 

preparation of the summons resul ting from the fil iog of a civil complaint 

to the reminders for failure to pay restitution or court fees. 

Almost every system provides subpoenas for defe,pdants and witnesses 

and notices to counsel of assigned dates for court action. Some'systems 
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provide memoranda to defendants reminding theni of their trial date and that 

they must be represented by counsel at trial. Other systems produce notices 

to attorneys of court appointment 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 frequently seen as by-products of automated 

court information systems. When probation records are maintained in the 

information system, automatic notification of arrest, indictment and/or con­

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

e. Attorney reports 

One valuable tool 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 of record are 

invaluable both in the operation of the court and the scheduling of cases 

and are even more of an aid to the attorneys them1elves. 

From the management per~pective, a combinatifbn of caseloa,d reports with 

reports on disposition activity by counsel enables the court to determine 

whether counsel is "overloaded" and, if attorneys are identified by firm, 

whether a firm has sufficient trial counsel to handle its woylkload. A court 

can easily be cognizant of the quantity and age of the cases' pending for 

every attorney or firm and can act accordingly. 

Other jurisdictions have been able to analyze various sittributes of 

attorneys and firms to determine which are prone to settl.e /~r tv go to trial, J) 

which will file numerous delaying motions and which will appeal an inordin-

ate percentage of the time. In some jurisdictions, where tihe information 

is legally availabte, 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. Mos t typi ca lly, the fi rst products are the pm e counti ng 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 single 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 ll 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 standpoi nt, cal clil ated 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 sentenC'ing propensities, by charge, by judge or even by race or sex. 

This p~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 IIwe igh ll each case for its difficulty and also scientifical­

ly weigh each defendant's .pr.ior history and rehabilitative probability, 

it is practically meaningless to make sensitive evaluations as to judge 

disposition rates and, then, as to sentencing propensities. 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~ is 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 Calendaring 

From a theoretical standpoint, the greatest advantage to be der­

ived 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 material of that organization on the 

subject is quite worthy of review by the interested 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 list. 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 ~oter lists with property owner lists, telephone directories, and 

vehicle registration to the i'ultimate ll and most costly approach of a complete 

periodic census~ used at one time in the District of Columbia. 

Whatever the source, if the original list or lists can be put into or, 

preferr.bly, 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 longer be challenged 

regarding the makeup of the machine-selected jury panels. 

The methods for fair selection from the eligible list 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. Questionnaires and Notices 

A logical fo1iow-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 (called 

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 n~ 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 jury 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. (Bil1) 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 l~.R. Pabst, Jr., A Guide to Jury System Manage­
ment, L.E.A.A. - National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, December, 1975. 

'. 
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The typical support system provides court order 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 least one system implements court policies by having the computer hold 

up the issuance of checks for 1 arge 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 policy, 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 bank 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 COl.~rt 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 violations, which generally consists of'key­

punching the tickets and feeding the records to a computer. Later, dis­

position data is fed to the computer"¥ia paper tapes produced by the cash 

history records for all cases set in traffic court. The system re'views all 

unpaid tickets against the motor vehicle registration 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 v·iolations and delnies the owneran inspection sticker until 
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disposition of the tickets is accomplished. The cities of San Diego, Cali­

fornia; Chicago, Illinois; Phoenix, Arizona, and Orange County, California, 

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 "bailll deposits. 

All 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 inquiry terminals or via printed listings, 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 i nteres -t:i ng feature of many '~raffi c court sys terns may be of great 

interest to other so-called lIinferior" 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 II 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 m:n-operational court 

areas as well. One applicativn that shows great promise ;s the combined 

payroll/personnp l system. For the court responsible for its own payroll 

operation, the possibilities are obvious and the available exj5erience 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 little less frequently seen but, 

nevertheless, are fairly common. Systems which track open positions and 

annual increment and retirement dates are common in local governments today. 

A by-product of personnel control is, normally, standard classification 

and salary structure, both of which are absent ;n most court systems. 

Attendance reporting and leave-balance control are other areas ;n 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 ill on Fridays and Mondays) and to quickly identify units suf­

fering from chronic absence rates. Typical except?on 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 list 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: 31 

POTENTIAL COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM APPLICATIONS 

Management 

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

31. Burton Kreindel, et al.., Court Information Systems, National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice - National Evaluation Programs -
Phase I Report, March 1977. 
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Attorney, Prosecutor, Judge Assignment 

Statistics on Court Activity and Status of Cases 

Personne 1 Managelnent 

Courtroom Assignment 

Planning, Research and Evaluation 

ReJource 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 

*~.'ord Process i ng (text edi ti ng, etc.) 

Operational 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 H'istory System, incl uding 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

lopment 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 peri od of time requi red to IIget it all together. II 

* 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 aciministrator 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 fantasy. 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. There may be other "packages ll 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. ~evels 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 transfer'able unit or module one is. ' 
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In the area of conceptual design, there is great transferability. 

The first chapter in this mOHograph 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 prnject which ultimately develops out of the explora­

'.":i'Y,· ".,rts. A very quick review of the proliferation of systems around 

the country reveals almost instantly that, conceptually, transfer of 

the basic modules has already occurred. The developers of the "packages" 

which are described later in this chapter have ell volunteered that 

their products were at least partia11y built upon early pioneer efforts 

in PittsbUlr'gh, Washington, D.C., Philadelphia, etc. 

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

4es1.9.!!.. 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 Gesign 

of the transfer system becomes the basis for the detailed design work of 

the transferee1s 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 tl"ansferor1s programs to fit the make and model of the transferee1s 

equipment. 

Unfortunately, few if any courts have located systems which are 

totally acceptabl~ down to the detail design and/or coded 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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Programs and even modules (a related group of programs to service 

a specifi c area, e.g., jury selection) have, however, been successfully 

transferred at all of the levels described. 

Specialized computer packages that handle communication 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 develaped with fedel"al funds are usually available 

for transfer at no cost. When they are developed independently by profit­

lTIaking organizations (called "software firms"), however, the products can often 

be quite expensive. 

The use of that level of transfer whi ch does. exist is the most prac­

tical appraach for every court. Months arl'd even years of difficult ef-

fo..-t can be avaided by adapting designs, ar;d sometimes entire programs, rather 

than starting from scratch. The dollar savings are enormous. 

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

adapt the design and cading .of the transferar':'.. infarmation system and nat 

force change upon the .operation of the caurt system just to accommodate 

the information system needs. Sometimes changes to the court system are 

already necessary and desirable, but changes which are lTIade simply ta enable 

an easier transfer of a camruter system are suspect~nd usually inde­

fensible. 

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

A prominent and useful example of formal materials develaped at a 

conceptual and, perhaps, a general design level fur courts are the 
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publications of the State Judicial Information 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 transfer 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 

di scussed below;. but even the two PROMIS packages, used by two nei ghbori ng 

New England states, differ significantly both before and after instal­

lation. 
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 stati:;tics 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 
33 

report of the first phase of SJIS, 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. 

33 
State Judicial Information Systems - Final Report (Phase I), Tech­
nical Report No. 12 - Search Group, Inc., 1975. 
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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. 
34 

In 1976, the SJIS Phase II report 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 desi9ns~ 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 
35 

a judicial information system and, most importantly, how to properly 

use the extensive data collected and analyzed to support and improve the 
36 

management capabilities of the court.' 

The combination of materials in the reports provides the state court 

administrator, and the trial court administrator as well, with more than 

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

support to courts. 

34 j 

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

35 
State Judicial Information Systems Documentation, Technical Report 
21, Volume I - 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 conceptua.l 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 court 

and court data processing professionals) describes a model 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. Insteqg, 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.1I 

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 National Model Trial Court Information System Project, 
Technical Report No. 22, Search Group, Inc., Spring, 1978. 
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Since the project did not culmin~te 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 s~en fit to fund an attempt 

to implement an operational model from this conceptual framework. 

The G/WEL 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 (Docket Data) 

(4) Criminal Case Analysis (Case Tracking) 

(5) Calendar Reporting 

• Civil Subsystem 

(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) Calendar Reporting 

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

the surface of information needs. The aging, status and continuance 

information 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 readi ng Chapter V lof that report, it is recommended that the 

court manager start with the Functional Specifications and the Output 

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 IIstarter 1 s set ll 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 infonnati on 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 liS tarter kitll for courts (and other ,justice agen­

cies) which want a package product to simplify their entry iinto 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 faci 1 i ty wi th an I3M 370 computer wi th a core capaci ty of 196K 

or more. 

The package is labeled as a IlField Developed Program ll and is dis­

tributed by IBM on an lias isll basis which implies that any and all modi­

fication or extension of the package is the user's responsibility. 

On the other hand, the !;ystem user is provided with 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 wi thout the extens,i ve di f­

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 agencie~ but can be 

implemented by either a single agency or a group of agencies. ;·m IBM 
38 

brochure suggests that: 

IIIf proper security and privacy safeguards are utilized, the same 

38 
Justice Data Base, Field-Developed Program Brochure, I.B.M. Corp., 1976. 
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system can be used in the Ci\ril, Juvenile and Criminal processes, 

as \'Je11 as by courts of limH:ed and general jurisdiction. Thus, 

all information necessary for conflict-free scheduling can be 

made available." 

The system uses a standard IBI'~ data base package called DL/l 

which is very flexible and II ••• permits the data base to be rearranged 

modified or expanded with minimal ;jmpact on the programs provided. II 

The data base has six different ph)ysical "files" carrying information 

on persons, incidents~ cases, cale~dars, codes and cross references 

to the various number's encountered in a case (arrest number, court case 

number, social security number, identification number, driver's license 

number, prisoner number, etc.). Th~ data base design provides the user 

with an extensive indexing capability among the various data files. 

Justice Data Base is a "batch mode ll oriented product which I.B.M. 

suggests is " ... designed to facilitate the implementation of on-line 

terminal-oriented systems. 1I To the user this means that if terminal 

entry or retrieval is desirf~d, it i~ the responsibility of the user to 

write that part of the syst1eln. This can be an extensive effort depending 

upon the sophistication required 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 I~ata base, the 50 plus program modules and 

the powerful report wri ting caPilbi 1 i ty, but much work is requi red by the 

user to effectively install the system. 

The prospective user is well advised to consult with several users 

of the system before making the decisiun to implement. 
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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 r~port by the Institute for Law and Social Research 

(INSLAW) reflects seventeei locations where PRm~IS is in operation 
39 

and includes at least three court systems in that number. Another 

sixteen locations were reported engaged in the process of transfer­

ring the package, with another thirty-five jurisdictions in the plan­

lling 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 ll 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: 

39 

40 

• A set of 21 PROMIS Briefing Pa?ers 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 

Cobb County, Georgia 
State of Rhode Island 
Second Judicial Circuit of Flordia 

Documentation is avanable through the 
Institute.:for Law and Social Research, 
1125 15th Street, N.W., Suite 625~ 
WashinGton, D.C. 20005. 
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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 

(Names, 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 ~ 

criminal caseload of the courts, which has been variously estimated to 

encompass from 60% to 95% of court activity. 

Another drawback has been the fact that the original design was 

keyed to a medium.to large-scale computer. This may have$ heretofore, 

limited consideration of the use of PROMIS to those large urban areas 

with large compute\~ facilities. The relative inflexibility of "Maxi 
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PROMIS II has also discouraged many users and, finally, court managers have 

just not been receptive to the installation of a prosecutor-designed 

system to support court work. 

The latest efforts of INSLAW have been directed toward the devel­

opment of an extremely flexib'fe and powerful version of PROMIS which 

has thus far been called "Mini-Computer PROMIS.IC This latest version 

can, theoretically, be instnlled on virtually any maxi or mini-computer 

and has been designed to provide the most flexible data base content and 

report formats possible with today1s 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 namp 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 appropriately 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 providGd 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. 
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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 release by the Institute for Law and Social Research (INSLAW) 
41 

?nd tells the story well: 

41 

Mini-Promis is a computer-based on-line system to assist 
the criminal justice agency to track arrests, ceses, defen­
dants, and pa},ti es through the events in the crimi nal justi ce 
system. In addition to the on-line capability, it provides 
reports, subpoenas, forms, and statistics. (Emphasis added) 

The ~1ini-PRmUS 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 lnstallatlon, a tai10ring package 
is provided to assist the user to alter files, records, data 
elements, indexes, and on-line entry and inquiry screens in an 
on-line interactive mode. 

The primary concern in the design of Mini-PROMIS was that 
it be easily installed in interested jurisdictions. The two 
major considfrations 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 OT 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 

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. 

78 



I 

r 

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 
is 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 uheld to answer," while 
another might refer to it as "bound over to Superior 
Court. II 

- The data elements that comprise the data base would very 
likely 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 limit the number of any type of record 
so that a case, can have a sufficiently large number 
of charges, events, parties, or 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 m,ore 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 library 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 Known 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 
manufacturer's 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 large federal courts. It was installed 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-

1izing 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-shaY'e facility through input and retrieval cathode ray teY'lllinal (s) 

along with a hard copy printer at each user location. 

It is estimated by the Courtran system managers that it takes about 

seven months to bring a new court into the system and that the seven­

month effort is principally involved with accommodating local paper flow 

idiosyncrasies 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 and 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 introducing Courtran II 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. 

42 
Jc~~eph L. Ebersole and James A. Hall, .Jr., COURTRAN: A Modular 
Management Information and Rp.search 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 obv;ousiy 

somewhat easier to mandate that automation will only be accomplished through 

the GQurtran facility and that the Courtran software win be the vehicle. 

Being the "only game in town" enhances the transferabi'lity 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 proced~re nationally and contributes to the comparability 

of court workload analysis. 

Other "packages ll in 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 lim'itation on transferability outside the federal systeJr 

is the fact that the system is programmed in SAIL, using a data base 
43 

manager call ed DBMS-1 0, and runs on a DEC system - 10 computer. . 

SAIL (Stanford Artificial Intelligence Language) is a programming 

language used by a number of academic institutions and is reported by the 
44 

Federal Judicial Center to be the sole programming language of the 

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

43 
Jack R. Buchanan and Richar~ Fennel, An Intelligent Information 
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.) 

82 

I 



I--------~-----

I 

SAIL appears to bE: a "high level" programming language which is utilizable 

on a fairly wide span of computer hardware s 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 following 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, pdnt, etc. These "numerical" instructions, 

since binary is and was the banic language of the machines 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 machines 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 language 

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 computer to be translated (by a program called an 

assembler) into the machine1s binary-type "object program" language 

which can then be fed to the same computer to actually perform the program~ed 

tasks. 

Although a great deal easier to use than machine 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 less of a technical specialist and more knowledgeable in the 

operation of the task to be performed. 

For t~e mathematician-scientist type who used these machines, 

FORTRAN (Formula Translation) VJas developed wh'ich enabled the 

scientific user to pose the problem in a mathematical format with 

which he or she ''las 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 ~usiness 

Qriented 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 IIhigh level ll languages do not depend upon a knowl­

edge of specifi.c machine instruction and/or addressing, it follows 

that programs written in Cobol, or Fortran or other problem-oriented 

languages could be tran~ferable from computer to computer so long as 

there is a standard fCirm for a high-level language and the various 

manufacturers provide a compiler for the standard language with their 

computer line. 

There has been more than modek'ate success in this area. Every 

major computer manufacturer and most of the mini-computer pr'oducers 

have produced Fortran and Cobol compilers for their hardware. Not 

all of these compilers fully satisfy the American national standards 

promulgated by the industry and its users, and various manufacturers have 

provided Il extras" in their compilers to provide expanded machine fadl"ities 
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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 computer but 

is a far cry f~om 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 or out), the road will not be blocked 

by a plethora of existing software understood only by the ori'ginal programmer 

and operable only on the curren~ hardware. 

From the standpoint of utilizing comp:Jter 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. Other High-Level Languages 

Fortran and Cobol are not the only high-level languages, but 

they are the most frequently used and the ones which mo~t frequently 

are supported by the manufacturers' freely provided software. 

Some examples of other high-level 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), 

BASIC - (~eginners All-Purpose ~mbolic Instruction 
Code) .. Used extensively in the mini- and micro-com­
puter area and for introductory computer programming 
training. 

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 not developed 
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a user acceptance and utilization level anywhere near 
the level of either of its predecessor languages. 

• GPSS - (~eneral Purpose Statistical §ystem) -
An extremely effective and easily-utilized software 
package for the manipulation and statistical analysis 
of data. 

• SAIL - C~.tanford Artificia" Intelligence hanguage:) -
Used by a number of academic in~titutions~ the National 
Institute of Health, and the Federal Judiciat 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 languages 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 another 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 the massive information needs of the courts. 

More contemporary technologists will just as vocally insist that the 

mini-computer is the equipment.pf the present and can more adequately 

handle the job while saving large amounts of money for the organization. 

The rugged individualists who are into "state-of-the ... art hardware" 

and futuristic~ will espouse micro-miniaturization (tremendous space 

reduction} and the enormous dollar savings possible through the use of this 
I 

technological breakthrough. 
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Ther(~ 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 larg~ 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 supp~\rt 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.,.knovm minis now support, at the very least, a subset 

of ANSI COBOL.) Experienced staff is much more difficult to loc~te and 

attract. It is virtual"\ly impossible to find court ... experienced data pro·~ 

cessing professionals with experience on any particular mini. 

One of the benefits of the mini is the independence which comes 

with court control of its own hardware. (This is a mixed blessing, for 

independence also infers total responsibility 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 ser~ice depends upon 

the num~er of organizations utilizing the equipment within the geographic 

area. Service response times can vary from minutes to hours; or even days, 

when a unique piece of mini-computer hardware is used. 

As"the application needs of the court expand, so does the mini­

computer. Each application 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 

different 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 probl~ms, 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 small, 

and a complete system, normally, can be set up on the top of a small card 

table. 

At least two firms (Commodore with the "Petll and Radio Shack with 

the TRS 80 I1Breakthru l1
) have now produced a micro-computer system selling 

45 
in the marketplace for a $600 total purchase price, both of which appear 

to have the computing capability of the major manufacturers l ~orkhorse 

computers of the early 1960's (which, incidently, rente.d for much more than 

$600 per month). These miniature "giantsH inc1ude a keyboard and usually 

utilize a standard black-and-white TV set for screen output. Data and pro­

gram storage in the low-price Illodels is accomplished through inexpensive 

45 
Chuck Peddle, The Pet Computer, Personal Computing - September - October 1977. 
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audio cassette recorder(s). A very easy-to-use and relatively-proficient 

programming ianguage called BASIC is the programming language. 

Tlie $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" sugg~sted configuring a micro-computer system and developing specialized 

software to meet the requirements of trial court calendaring and 
46 

. scheduling. 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 IIhome computer" described above, 

would be in the $25,000 (total purchase) price range (still a lot cheaper 

than the typi ca 1 "maxi"). 

A comparable project for jails, Jail Accounting Micro-Computer System 
47 

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

This system requires no air-conditioning and little space and was no 

problem to program since it was a turnkey effort. The development 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 being made 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 busines$; market. 

46 

47 

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

SEARCH Group, inc., JAMS - Jail Accounting Micro-Computer System­
Technical Report No, 20 - SEARCH Group, Inc., Febr'uary 1978. . 
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I At the present time, the micros are, for the most pa\~t, home com­

puters and a hobby activity, They have tremendous potential and, as 

pro~>dmming 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 Technology Transfer Support 

Several agencies have been funded by LEAA to provide assistance with 

technology transfer to criminal justice 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 cornplete 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 locating 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 L~AA, the s~rvice is 

available free-of-charge to any state or local governmental agency with 

"lI='----------i--------------------
48 , 

National Clearinghouse fo~ Criminal Justice Information Systems, 
SEARCH Group, Inc., 1620 35th Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95822. 
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criminal justice responsibilities. 

As discussed in Section D, above, the Instttute for Law and Social 
49 

Research . stands prepared (and funded) to provide ext~nsive free sup-

port to federal, state or local justice agencies with a desire to eva­

luate, analyze and/or implement the transfer of a PROMIS package for 

their jurisdiction. 

Other sources of LEAA~funded free support which have been utilized 

at various stagee-/of 'information system review~ installation and pre-

or post-installation evaluation are the Criminal Courts Technical Assis-
50 

tance Project of American University and the Court Improvement Through 

App1i~d Technology (GHAT) project of the National Ce!nter for State 
51 

Courts. 

49 

50 

51 

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

Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project, 
The ,l\merican Universi'ty 
4900 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D,C. 20016 

<:SNati ona 1 Center for State CO,urts 
Court Improvement Through Apj)lied Technology (CITAT) Project 
300 Newport Avenue 
Williamsburg, Virginia 32185 
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VI. THE PROCUREMENT PROCESS 

A. ProcUlement Policies and ProcedtJres 

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" appY'oach and the Ubest ll hardware 

and/oy' software for the "best" poss'ible price. Several approaches are 

possible, ranging from hiring a consultant to do the job to a multi-pha~e, 

in-house evaluation project. 

From the standpoint of objectivity on the part of court 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 thl;! vendor by the court. On the 

other hand, one must be careful to a"oid 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. 

If the decision is made to contNct for the services of an outside 

expert, the following materials will be of lesser importance to the 

reader but should be helpful in monitclring the work of the contractor. 

Suffice to say that care must be taken to select a reliable adviser and 

to continuously mdnitor the progress ot the effort. At 'least one member 

of the CQ.urt staff, preferably the datli processing manager, should maintain 
, ' 

constant contact and,. if possible~ participate fully in the procurement 

process. 

The more usual' (and probably the b~~tter) approach ls:to perform 
~. I 
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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 the computerization effort wherein decisions will 

be made which will control the direction, priorities 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 capability of the system to provide specific information. 

1. 

a. The Request for Information (RFI) 

A solicitation for technical information from vendors regarding 

the vendors' state-of-the-art "capabilityll in computer hardware, 

communications equipment, data base, system sDftware 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 proje.::t description will 

include a description of the overall purpose of the system and reasonable 

estimates of the volume and type(s) of data, the number and type(s) of 

loc(\tions 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 be implemented, the extent and general form of reports, and 
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any special requirements such as computerized microfilm output, 

automatic telephone answering or voice output. 

The .RFl approach is recommended hi gh ly 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 wi llsharpEm 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 IIbids" to provide the equipment and/or 

services required, which is issued when one is certain of the 

extent and capabilities of the equi~~ent 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 

reasonably-priced equipment and software in their line which can 

perform within th~~ range of specifications detailed in the RFP. 

Some care must be taken to assure that the hardware and software in the 
o 

response can in fact perform at the levels required, and proof of performance 

should be provided by demonstration or benchmark testing (a benchmark 

test is a simple test effort designed by the prospective buyer w,hich 
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will tax the capabilities of the equipment and software of each vendor 

a.nd will provide a relatively-fatr comparison of competiti¥~-\",endo;-'s' offeri'ngs). 

c) The Invitation for Bids (IFB) 

The IFB is most frequently used to procure specific 

pieces of equipment of equal capability wherein the primary difference 

is cost. Toe 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 large dollar procurement in the public market. SSP is not 

recommended unless there_is '10 other alternative. 

When faced with a situation where the vendor's equipment or 

services are unique and necessar~ or where the vendor is the only 

one who can provide what is needed within a !1ymdated time frame, 

it is possible to consider the SSP approach. However, it is extremely 

advisable to document well the circumstances which led to the 

conclusion thatSSP was necessary and, if possible, to document 

the prior approval of those governmental bcidies which have the 

responsibility for the review of such activities. Any sole source 

py'ocurement by a public agency is, on its face, suspect! 

2. Issuing the Procurement Document 

It is extremely desirable, especially for a public agency, 

to follow the agency's "standard ll 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 r(~quest a list of reputable vendors from a 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration office (or otheY' funrlin[ 

source) in order to avoid later charges by the funding body that the 

dissemination was not broad enough. This should be supplemented 

by announcing the procurement effort in a publication such as the 
52 

Commerce Business Daily, which is recognized nationally as the 

vehicle for notice to vendors interested in public 

undertakings. 

The following is a 1 ist of typical information included in a 
53 

procurement release: 

53 

• Statement Of genet'a 1 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) to vendors , questions. (It is 
usually best to formally schedule a meeting for all vendors 
at one time to answe~~ 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 questions 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 

Adapted from a list of typi~~l information for an R.F.P. contained in: 

Data Processing and the; Courts - Reference Manual, National Center for 
State Courts, September, 1977. 
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• Time frame fOt' project completicn 

• 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 
to 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 "\'1ei ght ll to be allocated to each factor. Fail ure 

to determine the most important factors before release of the 

procurement announcement can lead to suspicion of IIfixing" the· final 

selection by heavily weighti~g those factors best responded to by a 

favored vendor. 

It is advisable. 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 task nor 

is it one which can be accomplished totally and scientifically. 

Basic questions to be answered by the evaluation are: 

a. Fundamental factors 

(l) Di d the vendor- respond adequately to your request? 

(Is all the information you requested contained in 

the vendorls submission?) 

(2) 15 the vendor a r'eliable firm to deal with? 

(Financial stabi·lity. user satisfaction, geographic 

location, history of successful projects.) 

(3) Does the quality of the response indicate high' 

vendor interest in your project? (Or does it look 
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like it was thrown together over the weekend by 

his secretary?) 

b. Quantifiable Factor's 

(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 daA~es (Can the vendor perfonn within the 
;' 

time frame(iyou have set and wi 11 he contractually 
.. cormnit to pena1ities for failure to do so?) 

(5) Benchmark performance (speed and quality of test, 

performances in comparison to competitors.) 

(6) Educational opportunities (How many relevant courses? 

In what time frame? Are they taught at a reasonablY 

close location? Who bears the cost of transpOi~tation, 

as well as the cost of courses?) 

(7) Cost and cost options (variety and desirability of 

various acquisition possibilities offered) 

c) Qualitative factors 

{l} Vendor experi~nce in court projects 

(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 the 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 combination of technology oxperts and court personnel (administrators 

a~d jurists)~ and that this group meet and discuss at length the relative 

i~portance of the various factors to be considered. A reasonable approach 

would be to have each mamber of the evaluation team prepare an 

'individual list 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, to ensure that the technologist(s) in 

the group do not overwhelm the lay people with their "expertise ll and, 

therefore, impose their value judgments upon the effort. The "people 

and problem ll 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 
54 

mechanical. A form (Figure 1) could be prepared for entering the 

objective and subjective judgments of each evaluation (each evaluator 

should review every acceptable proposal) and the final mathemati~al 

calculation will produce an ordered list 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, National Center for 
State Courts, September, 1977. 
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I 

.• VENDO~~_ _I T~~ . __ , ~~aR~ ]~1ffl " 
J:====:- : . -----1---' NORMAL JUDGE ~l 

A B ~s..qRPORATIO~ J_ VENOO~ABIL!TY _. 900 I.M. MORRIS.J 7/15 

MANDATORY CRITERIA 

f------------------------------------r------.~----------------------_i 
DESCRIPTION CRITERIA COMMENTS 

--.2: MAINTENANCE RESPONSE - 2 hours or 1 ess ®."r;- 3 --1 o-c-a--l -s-e-rV'-i-ce-m-e-n ---I 

2. DELIVERY DATE .. 10/1/77 ... 2 weeks (max,.) YES 1(No) on-site b.Y 10/25 

3. ABILITY TO DEMONST,RATE EQUIPMENT --'-{vES)' NO Local court using 

4. YES ~ 
DESIRABLE CRITERIA - WGT. 

DESCRIPTION, WGT. SCORE SCORE COMMENTS 

'1. FI NANCIAl.STRENGTH 7 } 
J 

9 t 63 

.-
One of fortune 500 - ok 

2. SYSTEMS SUPPORT 5 5 25 One-llprou for one month 
0 

3. MAINTENANCE SUPPORT 7 5 35 Users report "fair" 

4. EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 5 " 3 15 Nearest - 20 miles 

ACQUISITION PLANS 
Purchase' only - make own 

5. 7 5 35 arranqements for lease 

6. DELIVERY DATE 9 10 90 One week ahead 

7. TIMt IN BUSINESS 7 7 49 5 years 

S. COURT EXPERTISE 5 5 25 A few court s~stems 

9. VENDOR INTEREST 5 9 45 Very respons~. ---
10. CUSTOMER OPINION 7 9 63 ..9:!§~s reeort "excel1entll -
11. EARLJ_DELIVE~~_ 1 10 10 Extra :.award , _1-- '-

" - 'J 

1 __________ ~T~OT~A=LS~ ____________ ~4~55~_J _________ , __________ --------

____ , __ ._ •• ___ ,_. _ ....... __ E_va_l_u_at_i_o_n_W_o_rk_s_h_ee .... t ______________ J 
[See Note 54] 

FIGURE J 

101 

" 
~'. 

I 



process. This is nQrmally accomplished by inviting the ufinalists
" 

(the top scorers) to make a supplemental oral presentation. This step 

will sometimes. identify for the team thos{<.:ndors who can write a good 

proposal but drop the ball when 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. 
\ 

It is imperative tr1at the selection be m~e.after an extensive 

explanation by the evaluation team of how the decision was reached 

(hopefully 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 Contract~ 

The lack of attention paid by the (~.ve~age user-purchaser to the 

~ontractual terms of a rental or purchase agreement entered into when 

or'dering computer hardware and software is amazing. Even more 

extraordinary is the failure of the knowledgeable judicial community 

to attend to contractual details.. Court experts who daily see the 

results of faulty contract construction are just as likely (or perhaps , , 

even more likely) 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 inclusion of various pt~otective 

clauses before signing any formal document. Just as in the field of 

real estate transactions, where most mistakes are made at a very early 

stage when an agreement of sale is signed, a letter of intent may 

commit much more than the user intends. In real estate transactions s it 

is advisable to consult an attorney prior to signing an agreement of sale, 

and so too is it advisable to confer with the organizationls legal 

advisor{s) before signing any commitments re1ated to computer hardware 

or software. 

2. Contract Content 
55 ".' 

A recently publ ished comprehensive document .' on data. processi~'9 

contracts lists two hundred and fifty-five contract clauses at four 

55 
Dick H. Brandon and Sidney Segelstein, Esq" 
Data Processing Contracts .. Structure, Contents and Negotiation, 
'Van Nostrand Reinhol d Company, 1976. 
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levels of risk (key, important; minor, and no impact}, with nin~ty-ni.lle 
-. -./'. 

of these clauses at the "ke,vll and Iltmpo~tantU rating level. It is not 

practical or necessary to cover all of thenlnety-nine in this docum~ut, 

but an attempt will be made to~ddress the clauses which it '$ felt are 

the most important to the court user and to explain why they are 

important. 

" \,,;-.' 
Most contracts will contain a c1:ause" indicating that the 

Complete agreement a. 

document includes all agreements, rights and promises of all parties and 

that it supersedes all previous agreements and representatiG~s. From a 

contract construction standpoint this is an excellent clause. The 

user must ensure, however, that all of the commitments, promises and 

limitations desired are contained in the document in clear and understandable 

terms or that other important written agreements and oral promises are 

incorporated into the document by specific inclusion, reference or 

attachment to the contract. 

Care should also be taken to restrict amendments to writt\~n 

amending clauses signed by the party or parties charged with a duty 

therein. 

b. Hardware and software specifications 
I 

Precise descriptions of the hardware and so;iftware c.\)vered by 

the contract must, obviously, be included \\Trherein, but it also is very 

important to incl ude performance reguirements, as well 0iS the 

description and configUrations. The manufactaf~r will normally provide 
, 

the specifications, but it is the responsilrility of the user to~eview 
)\ 

those "specs!· in detail to ensure that an " expectations are included therein. 

c. Prici,ng 

Due to the volatile;'nature of computer pricing structure, 

~\ 
\\" 
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it ;s advisable to include a clause or clauses to protect a quoted 

price during the period prior to delivery and, to the maximum extent 

possibTe, after delivery. The manufacturer will be more willing to 

provide short ... term price guarantees, while the user should ba\'''gain for 
i) 

long-term price guarantees if he is asked to sign long-term rental 

agreements. At a minimum, a ceiling on maxinum increases should be 

set by the contract. 

d. Impl ementatioll. support 

Vendors will, typi cally, prom; se to proviae IInecessary" 

systems support personnel to assist intht~ initial stages of 

installing and implementing a c~mputer 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 al'e sharing their services 

with one or more other vendor clients. 

Any corrmit'ml'ant for technical support mus,t be set fprth with 

particularity in the contract with the qU9ntity (man hours, days or 

years) and quality (senior systems analysts with at least x years IJf 

relevant experience) of such support very carefully detailed. It is 

even more desirable to describe the products that the vendorts support 

will provide and to contractually commit the vendor to those products 

within} specified time period, leaving to the vendor the problem 

of how much manpower is necessary. 

e. Maintenance 

Every computer requires preventive and emergency maintel'i'cmce. 

The contract ~'Ji11 normally specify the annual or monthly price of main­

tenance ,and should include the cost of all parts, labor, etc. A very 

sophisticated user might be able to arrive at a Jower annual cost 
~ :"'~:'-? 

105 

)1 
\" 

I 

A 

_______ -' - -----'- I~ ,~ __ ~ ____ ~~i\~ ____ ~ __ ~ 



figure by securing a time-and-materials billing, but this is advised 

only for the very highly experienced user~ 

Most maintenance ~iJntracts only cover the prime working hours 

(approximately 8 A.M. to 5 P.M.) Monday through Friday. If there is an 

intention to utilize the sys.tem on more than a one-shift basi~ and to 
{::~/ 

require shift time service r}~ we1l a<; weekend support, it is necessary to 

include this service in the cRntract with the costs, if any, clearly 

prescribed, 

Another important maintenance factor which should be covered con-

tractually is the permis5ible response time. A comput~r with only a minor 

part inoperative or malfunctio~ing can, quite frequently, be useless. If 

emergency maintenance response is counted in days or even hours, staff 

will most likely be totally unproductive d~'tti19 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~'~C': for monetary sanctions for failure to respond within the contract 
, , 

tim~-which should be significant enough to produce r'esults. It is also 

necessary to ensure contractually that, once the maintenance call is 

responded to, the r-epair personnel will work diligently and continuously 

to restore the machine to working condition. The quality of the vendor's 

mainten~~nce staff is difficult and even impossible to contractually 
~ 

guarantE~e, but it is certainly advisable t.o get a good reading of the main-

tenance response provided in your area from other users with similar 

equipmerlt before cOll1l1itting to any vendor. 

f. Emergency backu~ 

It is possible for a problem to develop in the equipment or 

software which is very difficulJ to isolate or repair. A typical computer 
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installation faces a series of deadlines which must be met, such as the 

preparatton of d&i:ly trial lis.ts. Qr th.e complEltjon Qf a series of programs 

by a necessary target date. 

To ensure against lengthy periods of machlne unavailability, it is 

advisable~ where possi.ble, to provide for backup services in the contract. 

This is most frequently possible when the vendot' has a company data 

center in your area which is used for pre-installation testing, education., 

etc., and when the user has a reasonably popular 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 equipm~nt configurations and/or extensi'/e terminal usage 

and reliance by the user will, hQ\lleVer, limit the ability to utilize out­

side backup and could lead to the very expensive a1t~~rnative of "duplicating" 

the equipment which ;s critical to maintaining the opl:ration 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. 

Typi cally the manUfacturer wi 11 be able to guarantee short-term 

replacement by arranging for delivery of replacement equipment from their 

inventory, if available, or by adjusting priorities for the equipment 

currently on their assembly lines. This is a difficult step for the 

manufacturer to take, for it will normally inconvenience a number of its 

other users. It is, therefore, advisable to include penalty c.~lauses 
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for failure to provide replacement equipment within a spE!cific 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. Test time 

Every vendor provides run time on comparable equipment to 

that ordered by the user, prior to equipment installation, in order to 

facilitate 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 prim~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 likely 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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delivery until the equipment can pf'lproperly utilized. Usually clauses 

concerning delivery delay require thli"ty or more days notice. Care 

should 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 ll 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 accomma:date the sometimes sizable and heavy 

equipment. This should be detennined 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 IIgo on rental. II 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'l period after 

delivery and "acceptance!! wherein extensive maintenance and lengthy 

periods of system unavailabi.lity are likely to occur. To th.is end, it is 
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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 annual 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, the models change in approximately five-year 

cycles, with the newer models incorporating tremendous technological 

advances. If the model type for which the user is about to contract 

is, for example, sevel~al years old and it is the user's intitial venture 

into 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 ~'lill accrue after the typical 

five-year period is completed. 

In any event, it is advisable to negotiate for some purchase op'tion 

at the conclusion of a rental agreement to permit the user to take 

advantage of the "rerlt receipts" accumulated during the contract period. 

j. D'isputes clause (continuation of servi ces 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 speci.fically 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~ 

partic41arly if many other key steps are based on the automation project 

being completed within a particular span of time. 

It is absolutely necessary, therefore, to include within the contract 

a mutually satisfactory procedure for the continuation of work during the 

attempted resolution of disputes. 
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VII. IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEM AREAS 

The problems and responsibilities relating to the implementation of 

an automated court information system are broad, as well as extensive, and 

will tax the court administrator and chief judge to the limits of their 

patienc€ 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 responsibilities will be diverse and will range from hiring and super­

vising technical staff 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, lighting, 

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 marketplace for professional technical personnel improves every 

day as high schools, colleges and technical schoois graduate literally 

hundreds of academically-qualified computer technicians every month. Exper­

ienced datli processors seem to be in plentiful supply. So, wherein lies 

the problem? 

The first problem is to find personnel with some knowledge of court 

applicationsi_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 encountered in achieving salary. structures 

which will attract these competent professionals. The typical government 

data processing salary structure is low 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 suppor~ staff 

salaries also dictates against being able to offer the going rate for compe­

tent professional (s). The approval of "reasonable" salaries for data pro­

ce~sing 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 leave the court employ after very short periods of employment 

and, usually, at the most inopportune and critical stages of system development. 

113 



After several experiences of this ;1ature, the court begins to establish 

salary levels necessary to attract employees for the long-term effort, hires 

outside consultant support or gives up the attempt to automate. 

Selecting the most qualified from among applicants is another very 
_ .. > 

difficult task for court management. Reliance on normal governmental 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;s 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 we'ight 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 st;ff and court managen~nt must 

also be established from the very beginning, and it is highly recommended 

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 contra 11 i ng the desi gn of a system so as t() 
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most c~pably address the needs of its users. During the implementation 

stage, it is necessary to monitor the progr€:ss betng 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 pri ori ty sequence()t~tl ined by the desi gners. 

It is not easy for court management and/or policy and us:er 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

ceediJ19 well by data processing chiefs only to have someone discover after 

a year or two, when the data processor resigns, that no targets have been 

met or products produced. 

One way to assure that this does not happen is to insist on a checklist 

and timetable (see Apperidix A) which includes the provision of tangible 

eV'jdence of goal achievement at every checkpoint in the development plan. 

The first task of the data processing leader must be to prepare and explain 

in detail to, the policy committee such a checklist/timetable. It is the duty 
C> 

of the policy committee to insist upon a status report (oral, written or both) 

at every meeting includi~g some evident1lary probfof the attainment of a 
]) -.::-. 

task or an acceptable rationale for a fa~lure to achieve completion on time, 

along with real ist,ical1y-revised target dates. 

'.~ Such a review process, even when conducted by a policy committee totally 
\\ 

unfamiliar with data processing, is extremely effective. The data processing 

manager faced with this formal reporting procedure will be a better manager 

of his staff and resources and will find 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 data proces­

sing manager. 

The policy committee should enlist the services of an objective and 

impartial professional outsider to review the progress of the automation 

effort periodically. Su~h service can often be provided through federally­

supported agencies at little or no cost to the Cl!)Urt. The National Cen-
56 ter for State Courts "CITATI! program and SEARCH Group Incorporated's Tech-

. 1 A . t S . 57 . 1 f 11 f .. nlea SSlS ance erVlce are prlme examp es 0 exce ent ree monltorlng 

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 judge, court administrator 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 learn how a computer is engineered or constructed, nor is it 

advisable for court management to learn how to program or operatf:> computer 

equipment. The need is only to know what it ~ do and has done! 

This know1edge can best be gleaned by a combination of efforts. It is 

suggested that the first simple step be 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 Group, Inc., National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice In­
formation Systems, 1620 35th Avenue, Sacramento, California 95822. 

58. J. Michael Greenwood, et al., Court Equipment Analysis Project - Data 
Processing and the Courts - Guide'for Court Manar~, National Center 
for State Courts, September 1977. 
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for what kind of tool t!le computer is and what general types of support are 

available through the use of such a tool. 

The next step (perhaps an optional one) would be for management to take 

advantage of the fre~ "Executive Concepts" classes~ offered by virtually 

every 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 gea1'ed particularly to criminal justice systems 

and/or court managers. 59 

The court executives, if still interested, are nm'! 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 li.ter-

a llj~ hundreds of courts have attempted automati on, and quite a /ew are report­

ed to be successfully utilizing the technology for improved management and 

operation. Visits~should be made to several successful installations and 

to at least one unsuccessful one. Court management will profit greatly from 

personal, on-site evaluation of why some efforts succeed while others fa.il, 

as well as from vte.W'lng the prodf~cts of such a system and investigating 
,.'; . -, 

the use {or non-uset'to which su<:h products are put. 

Before embarking on an expe~lsive and time-consuming automation effort, 

court management must be thorougf,ly convinced that the benefits to court 

operation whi~h will ensue will ~)e worth such an effort. This is the major 
, 

purpose of pre-feasibility managt~ment education. It is strongly sug~ested 
'.~~. ", 

that no automation effort be undertaken unless, after such an educational 

effort, court management is firmly convinced that automation will be highly 

beneficiai to the management and opel'ation of their court system. 

59, International Business Machines Corp. (contact any local office). 
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o. Educating Staff 

Lack of communication within any organization is often a major cause 

of problems. Frequently, the first formal indi~ation to lower-level court 

employees that an automation. eff()rt is being undertaken has been the delivery 

of a computer terminal or a "CQmput~r Report Form. 1I Thep$ycho.1ogica1 prob-" \\' \, n°,,> 
lems, as well as the procedural problems, created by the 'shock ~f lIinstan1 \J:, 

change ll have been sufficiently extensive in many cases to sin!{'the automat~,{)11'-"';­
effort. People distrust what they don't understand. Cl1aqiqe ,'i.js', at best, 

unpleasant to the experienced employee who is comfortable ~11th the old ways. 

Forcing change down the throats of unprepared staff is probably the least­

effective way to attempt implementation of a new and improved system. 

A~.~xtensive staff education program, such as is described in the fol-

lowing sa~lpJJil: .. charts from a text on computer training for court personnel~O 
, 

",f": 

must addre'ss'such matters as: (l) vihy and how the .court feels a computer 

can assist in staff work; (2) what tasks will be undertaken; (3) who will 

be involvet\, and in what way; (4) what effect, i~: any, automation will have 

on the administrative organization, number of personnel, employees duties 

and salaries; (5) employee involvement during design and implementation; 

(6) futura training plans; (7) new career opportunities; (8) possible problems 

which employe,es will face; (9) timetables, and many others. Failure to pro .. 

vide such educational programming, for all levels of court perspn~el fr"om 
;", .- '\,~\ 

tri a 1 j u<!ge to messenger, waul d be afata 1 error! " ".'~)) 
\:--/ 

60. Maureen M. Solomon, Guidelines fer Development of Comp\lter Training . 
Curricula for Court Personn'el s National Center for State Courts, Sep­
tember, 1974. 
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TRAINING CURRICULA FOR COURT PERSONNEL 

GUIDE TO SUGGESTED PERSONNEL CATEGORIES 

Character/stlcs of the Category 

DetermInes or recommends ove r,r, I I court pol icy; maintains pol icy­
level relationships with non-court agencies; Is responsible for 
program JustifIcation to funding authority; initiates major pro­
gram3 wIthin the court; Is a recipient and user of management 
information and exception reports 

Source of funding for court operations or projects 

Recommeri~s. poi Icy to category I-A and B; supervises operational 
personl),~II; has, mid-level decisIonal responsibility; uses daily 
computar output for management of his department; expects opera­
tlonift changes In his department as a result of computer use 

IJorks with well-defined procedures o~ Integral functions within 
the court system; uses dally operational data In performance of, 
Job; may recommend procedures for case progress control; suppl ies 
data for input to computerized Information system on regular 
ba:;ls 

Operates termInals for input <lnd output of data; perForms 
systems analysis or programming for system 

Potential user of computer system output, but not involved 
In Input of data to system; and court personnel who wi I' not 
be involved in the computer system 

,. 
lr-' 

Typical Members of the Category 

Administrative Officers, Court Budget Officers, Court legislative 
Liaison Personnel 

Presiding Judges. Judicial Committees 

County Boards of Supervisors, City CouncIls, State legislators' 
and their Staffs, Judicial Councils, State Court Administrator's 
Staff. State Planning ~gencles 

Assignment and Scheduling Office Manager~, Chief Deputy Admini­
strators and Clerks, DepartmeQtai Supervisors frem the Court and 
Other Related Agencies, and Data Quality Control Supervisors 

Courtroom Clerks, Minute Clerks, Bailiffs, Docketing Clerks, 
and Other Clerical Personnel 

Computer Operators, Operations Supervisors, Terminal Oper~tors, 
Systems Ana lys ts, Computer Prograllll1ers 

Attorneys, Members or the Public Defender's OffJc;e and Prosecutor's 
Office, Judge's Messengers or Bailiffs (who do not have eny data 
preparation or Input 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 i-· • nevelopment 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

ions 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 for land really need) an irrevocable cOJ11l1itment to the 
"\ 

design for a reasonable period of time so 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 preserve the sanity of the deve­

lopment staff. Subsequent changes which involve only format or content of a 

particular report will be simple fo1l9w-on matters. The only permisSible 

122 



changes after commitment to a final design would b\~ those that j"eflect a 

reversal in overall management goals and, therefore, its basic information 

needs. 

There is no cl~p.~_c 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 p~riod 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, since much 

time can be required to locate and prepare the necessary physical plant. 

1. Power 

The basic power needs usually involve, first, a separate power 

line (not an independent power plant), so that the use of other building 

equipment does not affect computer ogeration. 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. 

Problems with power surges and drops must be anticipated as best as 

possible, 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 equipment ordered 

1,s sensitive to power level change. 

Typically, unique connectors (plugs) will be needed for various pieces 

of equipment in the computer room and each will usually requir~ special 
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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 initiate additional problems. It is adv'lsable, therefore, for the court 

tQ1lt~omptly 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 tlme 

frame for installation, and the data processing manager who will try to keep 

both of them "honest. 1I 

2. Air-Conditioning and Humidity Control 

Almost every computer of reasonable size generates heat and is, 

at the same time, sensitive to heat. In addition, the materials passing 

through the system (paper, cards, electrical impulses, etc.) are extremely 

sensitive to humidity variances. 

For this reason, as well as for the comfort of the personnel who will 

work directly 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 

normally requires lead time for delivery as well as its own IIsite prepara­

tion" work for water, power, ductwork, 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 special 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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Nqise levels in computer rooms are generally very high (especially 

near printing gear), suggesting that sound absorbing material~ 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 extensive~ower lines, computer cabling, frequent use of 
//' 

.(/ 

under-floor air distribution ducts, 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 locations other than the computer room 

is considered, it is necessary to plan for the necessary IIdata" 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 lines and connections. 

When user locations for terminals are relatively close, it is possible 

to run cables through the building (sometimes several buildings in a court 

complex) in order to much more inexpensively connect the terminals to the 

computer. A combination of both approaches can frequently be used in the same 

installation and each requires preparation work and IIlead time. II 

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 equipment and cabling 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 cabl'ing needs for a rea­

sonable future period. Frequently forgotten is the need to arrange for at 

least one conventional voice telephone with a very loud bell in the noisy 

computer room so that problems can be reported quickly and 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 adequat~' 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 layout phase. 

Be sure that adequate space ;s allocated for the card, disk and tape 

cabinets required to store the volume of those materials necessary to operate 

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 demands. Additional space 

must be allocated for personnel and \'/orking areas (including a tableacod a 

desk or two). 

Expansion probabilities should be seriously considered during site 

preparation to assure that predictable growth of the operation will not 

result in the need and cost, as well as the trauma, of preparing and moving 

to a different site location. 
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G. Convers.ion and Parallel Operation 

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 "Q'.:mverted" to machine form. 

It is obvious that the "best" approach would be to 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 can spare. 

To illustrate, consider a typical support payment file. Each account 
\ ~ 

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 cash 

receipts, payments, adjustments, and modifying court orders. Would it be 

worthwhile to enter every account transaction, back to the initiation of the 

fjJeco.-tnt{y~thCEf~automated record? Absolutely not! 
~ .• --;----

Yet, will staff be called upon to provide a complete detailed record to 

court or counsel at some future date? Very likely so! What then is the 

reasonable compromise? In this example 5 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 have then microfHmed 

the prior records to make the historical record available in.',handy fOl"m and, 

perhaps, in multiple locations. .This seems to be a very rational approach 

to a difficult problem. 

rrom crlminal case processin~, the solution more likely will be to 

undertake a parallel:operation for all new casas. (see discuss~i~n below) 

for a significant period of time (two or three months), at the end of which 

time a significant portion (perhap$,cc:~)I)%} of open ctiminal cases will be in 
;::':'" ,Ii " 

the automated file. It is then reasonably inexpenshe and extremely deSirable 
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to undertake the full 'conversion of all "old" open cases initiated prior to 

the parallel process 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 approa~h suggested for criminal cases may be feasible. On the other 

hand, if the civil pY'oject represents an attempt at total c~se 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 Inanual (for 

old cases) and automated systems until all the old caseYS have closed (which 

could take many years in tht~ large urban court). 

Another approach might be to convert old cases to the automated system 

only when a current transaction affects the old case". Th'is is certainly 
I 

more desirable than continuing the manual maintenante of old case record~ 

while operating the new system and much less costly than total conversion. 

In addition, the conversion of the old 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 

convers i on need mU5,t be evaluated for a number of factors: 

• 
• 
• 

" 

I 

• 
-. 

Number of active old cases 

SiZe of file{s) 

Importance of record details 

Cost of conversion 

Strain on operating personnel 

Anticipated accuracy of converted files 

lZ8 
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The de~ision regarding the conversion approach should be made separately 
" \;, ' 

for ea~ file and only after a thorough evaluation of all possible alter-

natives. 

Whatever the level of conv6t-sion attempted, 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 accurr-":e. Any file which 

begins its life incomplete and/or inaccurate will have problems gaining 

acceptance from users and wi 11 frequently 1 ead to the project I s doom or, 

at least, distrust and d.~suse of its automated products. 

2. Parallel Operation 

. Unless a pY'oject is ne\'I, it is absolutely necessary to ope)'ate 

the old manual /~s~em and the new automated system side-by-si~e for a period 
'I 

of time ~o erlure that the new system can provide everything the old system 

could for every case or unit. case listings, statistical counts, subpo,enas, 
') 

bench 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. 

This phase is extremely difficult as it calls for duplication in recording 

activit~ and a third effort to check one against the other. It is costlYt 

time consuming, abhorent to ~taff) and most important, absolutely necessary! 

The faster one can end'l~e parallel operation the better, but the completion 

of such a process can only be permitted when the organization is certain that 

the new jYS tern works better than the old! --. ---
Management must phn for the para11el "activity for every segment of the 

Ii '. information system project and be prep~red to provide extra support for 

staff during this traumatic periq'd. Care must be taken, however, to uti1ize 
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the temporary support staff in auxiliary matters and to ensure that those who 

will have to work with the files have absolute responsibility for the creation 

and maintenance of those files during the parallel process. 

H. Documentation 

The most frequently overlooked phase of an information system instal­

lation effort has, in all industries) been that of documenting the system 

for those Who are to use, modify or even replace the system in the future. 

The intensive effort required to design and insta1l a system frequently leaves 

staff feeling that there is little or no time to stop to document their 

blueprint of design, their roadmap to implementation, the requirements for 

programming, or the steps necessary for data preparation and system operation. 

Although time consuming and costly, the documentation effort is another 

absolute 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 National Bureau of Standards docu­

ment62 in detail and derives a practical level ~f documentation for courts. 

61. Operational Perspective of SJIS Documentation, S.J. I.S.$ystems 
Documentation Subcommittee Final Report, Search Group, Inc., 
March 1978. 

62. Guide1 ines for Documentation of Com uter Pro rams and Automated'" . 
Data Systems, FIPS PUB 38 - Federal Information Processing Stan­
dards Publication 38) National Bureau of Standards, Febt'uary 1976. 
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In reviewing the importance of documentation, the SJIS report state~: 

IIDocumentation 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 notori ousl~' weak area in the ADP industry -- and one in whi ch 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

ly, 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 operationa1ized .to support that process be adequately documented. 1I 

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 Plan 

(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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VIII. THE NEED FOR CONTINUOUS EVALUATION OF THE ON-GOING SYSTEM 
I:>. " 

One of the more subtle dangers inherent in the operation of Court in­

formation systems is the development of the IIwel ve done it!1I cOTIlplex. This 

feeling 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 r.eadable reports, notices, jury lists, instant terminal res­

ponses, etc. Arriving at this stage is a healthy experience but does not 

indicate success. Most often the early products look good and indicate 

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 re!lates to the quality of the data 

included in the automated system. The first reports reveal inconsistencies 

which usually uncover two separate and dis1;inct problems. 

The first problem centers on the methods designed to coll~ct data and 

the personnel pel~forming the task. Invariably there has been a crash 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 lIone-time" conversion effort. During the parallel operations the 

temporary personnel have little interest in accuracy or completeness. In short, 

errors of omission and',commission are fl'equent and begin to undermine the 

fa i th 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 problems. 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 accepted or permitted 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 unit.s, 

the basic philosophy has to be that where the lives, finances and reputations 

of the public are concerned, nothing less than perfection can be accepted. 

Thl~solution is simple, but expensive. A guality control procedure 

mllst 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

ful'ly insures 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 110t achieve acceptability and will fall int,o disuse. 

o. COTfl81acency 

TYpically, once a module of the system is operational, attention is 

direct(~d elsewhere and unless there are extensive complaints or a need for 

changes to the automati on project because of changes to the 1 aw Oy- th~J'ro-
, i 

cedure little attention is given to the "completed" projects. 
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On subsequent review of operational modules one is apt to f'fnd, however, 

that well thought out procedures were difficult to follow py'ecisely or develop­

ed flaws. Adaptable employees in user agencies have IImodified li procedures 

to acconmodate the flaws and ease the wm:,k effort. In some cases, difficulty 

with the use of the computer products results in the development of new and 

para'ilel manual procedures to cover the shortcomings of the automated system 

and non-use of the computer products. Compl'icated coding will have been 

"simplified ll 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 thoughtful court adminis­

trator who had noticed many data processing reports in trash baskets has 

instituted a IIreport of the month II 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 review of various operational reports with jhe ~ 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. Fl~equently, such review reveals the need for additional 

reports which wer;~ 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 juri$diction·s operation 

every few years to provide an objective viewpoint. Perhaps they will 

pick up some ideas from the successes and failures they observe as 

evaluators as well as provide evaluations and recommendations to the 

organization evaluated. 

One should also consider periodically requesting an evaluation from 

one of the free LEAA technical assistance programs such as the National 

Center for State Courts· Court Improvement Through Applied Technology 

Project, the Criminal Courts Technical A~sistance 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 thi s tremendous growth peri od for computers, software and court 

applications, the technology which might provide groat opportunity for 

further improvement 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 IInewest 

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 yearllgeneration ll 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 rep1aced terminals, disk drives, printers, 

and even computer cores with competitive, reliable and easily interchange­

able equipment which comes onto the market. 

Tape and disk storage media improvements occur almost 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 problems 

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 properly service theprojeGt~ _ 

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 testimony, or reviewing software for pi"obate, 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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I X.- FUNDING THE PROJ EeT 

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 local funds to pay for expenses of a 

continuing nature. In addition, since LEAAls interest lies predominantly 

in the criminal 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 less 

than 50% of court activity with the expensive automated system. 

A. LEAA Funding 'I 

I'!, 1 _____ _ 

I' 
63 , 

JUdicial Planning Committees have been authorized I;and encouraged 
if 

by recent amendments to the Safe Streets Act and have resulter) in most 
'/ 
'I 

state court systems developing a plan for the effective stat1wide use of 

LEAA court dollars. The court manager should investigate thfb status of 

such efforts in his/her own state to determine the proper a~proach to LEAA 
'/ 

funding, which, for purposes of potential information SystJ~ development 
i/ 

! 
63 u 

For extensive informat~on on the court planning Pl~ocesst one is directed 
to a variety of materials published by: J 

I F State Court Plg~,"ing Capabil ities Project 
Nati ana 1 Cenbil' for State Courts 
1150 17th Stre.et, N.W. 
Washington, q,'~;~. 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-supolitted plan. The plan indicates t.he type of 

projects 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 the identification of court projects 

worthy of sharing the block grant monies provided for court purposes is vested 

in the JPC. 

Grant requests are reviewed by the JPC for conformity 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 mferride 

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 programs 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 aRplicabi1ity to courts throughout the nation, 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 

preparation 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 III-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

minaljustice 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§tate 
\,', 

budget as well as in LEAA discretionary and block grants. 

It is possible that local court units, which will be the pY'1nc'ipal 

data suppliers to these state systems, will be able to share the funds pro­

vided by the sta~e for this purpose. In any event, it is worthY of pursuing , 

cooperative efforts with the state-level system and attemptiryg to have some 

of those state funds programmed for lotal ;mproven~eht. 

64. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
Adjudication Di~ision 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, ,.I).C.. 20531 
Telephone: 202/376-3615 
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development costs borne by the SJIS project may very well produce standar-
!J 

dized software' packages which· local courts can implement<at tremendous savings. 

Some state 'systems contemplate the u~se-c0t\ mini,,-computers and/or intelligent 

terminals at the local l~vel for data input which Ce\!1 provide a state-funded 

vehicle for various local projects. 

C. bocal Funds 

Local criminal justice information 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 data from the courts. 

The court manager is well advised to trade on this lIinformation providing" 

requirement to gain concessions for court services 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 iire 
. , 

frequently used to provide th'is jusfification. 

D. Other Sources 

There are several other good sources for funds to help support an infor­

mation system effort. 

1. Traffic-Related Programs 
/' 

/(1 
'I 

The traffic area has proven 

to support a court automation effort. 

to be a fertile one fer finding monies 
. /1 

This is usually a very hi9h..;volumeF 

activity with simple data input needs and high revenue value resulting from 

installation of a good system (i.e., it is frequently a cost/beneficial 

and self-supporting effort). 

In addition, the U.S. Department of Transportation and state motor 

vehi cl e bureaus frequently will provi de funds to hel p improve the op~·.;;tion 
f/ 
,} of local traffic violation procedures and reportingL 
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2. Support 'tor Dependent Children65 

The U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of 

Child Support Enforcement, under the Child Support Enforcement Act (P.L. 

93-647, as .alilended by P.L. 94-88) i5 sponsoring an extensive program in the 

domestic relations area. This program is commonly called the IV-D Program 

(referring to Title IV-P of the Social Security Act) and includes as one of 

its components a "parent locator" moduleiiwhich 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 chi'ld support 

upon parents, rather than taxpayers, by obtaining support from absent parents ~ 

particularly where the absent parent is a wage earne\' and the children are 

recipients o'f 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, whi<:h then contracts with the individual courts who wish to 
" . ".;/ 

take part in the program. The Act specifically provid'es for'federal reim-

bursement of 75% of administrative costs incurred by the jur;ic::diction pursuant 

to an approved IV-O plan, plus incentive payments of 15 percent 'of the amount 

collected in Aid for Dependent Children (AFDC) cases. Combined,. th~se pay-
;;:-"'::::::-;:...;:- "\ .. \ 

ments have by far ex.ceeded the costs of setting up and operating extrePlelY 

effective programs and have covered everything from salaries and typewriters 

to the design~ purchase and installation of automation systems. 

65~ Marvin O. Weintraub, Esquire, npe!1nsylvania I S Child Support £nfot~ce­
ment Programs In a Nutshell,U unpublished presentation - Mays 1978. 
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X. gATEWIDE JUDICIAL INFORMATlON SYSTEMS (SJIS) 

Recent developments in court automation have led to emergence of 

various types of State Judicial Information Systems in the central admin­

istrative offices of the state court systems. This effort has been 
67 

underway since late 1973 when LEAA funded Project SEARCH 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: 

66 

• 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 

implemented on a manual or automated basis in different 

jurisdictions. 

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. 

• SJIS- State Judicial Information Systems'" Fi'nal Repol"t ... Phase I 
S.G.I. Technical Report No. 12 ... Sacramento, C~lifornia. ... June, 1975. 

• SJIS ... State JUdicial Information Systems'" Fina1 Repot"t ... Phase II 
S.G.I. Technical Report r:o. 17 ... Sacramento, Californta ... September, 1976. 

67 

• 
• 

SJIS ... St!3-te Judicial Information Systems'" Final Repm't ... Phase III 
$.G.I. - April, 1978. 

SJIS ... Proceedings of The Data Utilization Workshop ... Dallas, Texas -
January, 1978 (to be released 1978). ' 

larry Polansky, "The Courts and Project SEARCH," :The Justice System Journal ... 
Volume 1/3, InstitlJte for Court Management, Denver ... September, 1975. 
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• 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, especially, the Offender Based Ti"ansaction Stattstics (OBTS) 

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. 
68 

Initially, eleven states 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 in the state. Ovei~ half of 

the fifty states have now participated or are participating in the SJIS 
69 

program to deve-lpp 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 IIComprehensi ve Court Managemen: 

Information System" which was the real goal of the group which pioneered 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 partially attributable to participation in this 

program. 

68 

69 

California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Louisiana, Massachusetts, 
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, and Oregon. 

Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Illinois, LOUisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey', New Mexico~ New York, North Carolina, 
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and 
~Iashi ngton. 
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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 longer an executive secretary to 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. Feasi bil i ty 

Can a centralized state court information system work? Is it cost 

effective? Will local courts .utilize the system? Should there be region­

al data centers? All of these questions (and many more) need to be answered 

for individual states. 

There is little doubt that a single centr~lized system can "fully" 

support a geographically compact state like Rhode Island, and further agY'ee­

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 IOf "large" and active county 

court centers, and a history of passive relationships between state and loc\ll 

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 

executive and legislative branch interference in the operation of the courts 

(and the possible political analysis of court data) to extensive cost savings 

through the elimination of costly duplicative computer hardwar~ procurement 

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 

bil~ings and payrolls wi115 predictably, always be more 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 local 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-l ine ll total servi ces 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 termina'ls, mini-computers and, now, 

microcompuf~rs can be utilized throughout the state to provide tailored 10-
" cal services with minimal reliance on the central facility for daily opera-

~;onal support. The larger jurisdictions, which can support the costs, 
'" ,~ 

,', 

could have an extensive computer capability to provide daily services for 

their own \lperations, with only a perioq,ic tran'lfer of summary data to the 

central facility. The smaller courts requiring automation support can, when 

necessary, 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 services. 

In oth~r words, lithe best of all worlds ll0is available when a sophisti­

cated state':court information system is intelligently designed to serve the 
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true needs of the components of the statewide court system. Technology 

has progressed to the level 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 bes~ serve the idiosyncrasies of its organizational and workload 

structure. Some will best be served by establishing regional facilities 

to serve logical groupings, others will rely on stand-alone units in each 

courthouse which will feed summary data periodically 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 feasible 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 developed to service operating court systems., Recent local 

efforts to implement 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 justice agencies. 

Many times this involvement has substantially benefited the efficiency and 

management capability of the court; but even more freq~ently, the involvemen~ 
(? 

has resulted in a large increase in the r.mount and type of data supplied by 
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the court and court clerks with little or no court benefit resulting from 

the extensive 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-benefi':t" 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 of 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 implementing 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 of 

those applications (technology transfer) in various local courts of that 

state (primarily on centralized hardware). 

A less obvious side benefit of such development is standardization. One 

of the most frequently articulated problems of management evaluation of court 

activity and progressls the lack 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 local court information systems could co.ntribute substantially 

to ameiiorating this problem and to making it possible for a local court operation 
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to fairly, accurately and tnt~lltgently measure its activity and prog~ess 

against that of similar courts within (and perhaps even outside of) the 

state system. 

Unfortunatley, JOost frequently, the involvement of local courts in the 

development of a statewide judicial information system, has been limited to 

representation on "rubber stamplt statewide user advisory corrmittees. This 

is most likely due to a lack of understanding of local court problems and 

needs on the part of the state system development staffs, which aloe usually 

made up of very competent data processing professionals with little or no 

local 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 co~ts in SJIS development thus far has 

been that of the "patsy" that does the hard \'/ork and gets very 1 ittl e 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 limited in scope. Many on-line users complain of poor 

response time, limited applications, and system design that serves the 

central state administration with little 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 

(geographically) sma11 stat.es with an integrated, unified and well-structured 

, court organization. In the larger and less rigidly structured states, the 
() 

philosophy of distributed data processing, coupled with the' rapidly diminish­
Ij 

ing cost and size of computer equipment, is engendering the broader thinking 
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necessary to conceptualize statewide systems that accommodate local court 

informati on systems (even as a sub-unit of a lo~al.criminal justice infor­
Ij:-:' / 

mation system) yet lend themselves to helping the local 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 intelligently 

analyzed and quickly reacted to by the overall managers of the system. To 

the extent that central 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 

loca') court system, and the advent of computer support will not c:hange this 

situation. The totality of information necessary to operate a local court 

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, state court admtnistration, no matter how extensive and 
C:: 

capable the statewide information system deveioped, 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 admi.nistration 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 ti1mes the data collection process 

will require changes in procedure that were recognized loctl.lly as being 

necessary, but were not feasible due to local funding or personnel 

constraints. 

Long-desired modernization of filing systems and streamlining"of 

procedures can be implemented over the objections of old-fashioned and 

adamant court clerks, lawyers, and judges by utilizing the influence and 

authority of that central administrative body which is mandating timely, 

complete and accurate submission of information. 

Insj·stence on a quid pro guo for the provision of the extensive data 

required by state administration can result in timely turn-aroundreportil19 

from the central faci lity which could satisfy the weekly, monthly, quarterly, 

and annual reporting needs of the local court. 

Offers of automateQ support from a central court facility have had an 

amazingly positive effect upon the cost and timeliness of services provided 

by the 1 oca 1 government computer facil ity. The real poss i bi 11 ty of los i ng 

a significant part of the workload, which has been used to justify not only 

the original installation of the local computer but, probably, virtually 
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every improvement to that system and additions to the local developme~t 

staff, will truly quicken the interest of the county data processing 

director and staff. 

State judicial information system development efforts will uncover 

varied and numerous automation efforts throughout the state. SJIS staff 

will know that is being dO!1e by local G~urts and where. It is possible that 

some of these effort:; wi 11 be tra~,!if~rab 1 e to other 1 oca 1 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 systems that have developed, independently and with little 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 local data feeder. The choice is clear. 
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APPENDIX A: A CHECKLIST FOR ACTION 

1. As a very first step, an anaiysis of the court system itself 

to determine its needs and gaalso 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-
70 

proach to determining the overall needs of the system. Almost assured-

ly, information system needs will be developed and revealed by any sub~~. 

analysis. 

2. Top management and those personnel who will take part in fea­

sibil ity studies must learn as much as possible, at an executive level, " 

about the use of computers ancuspecially 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 

limits of the possible scope of a computer effort. 

4. The next step will be to util';ze some cost evaluation methods 

to determine a fair picture of the overall benefits to be attained. ~he 
\~ -'~ 

determinatiipn of relative cost/benefit effects of utilizing data proces-

sing for support in the so luti on of the co/urts' problems is an extreme­

ly difficult task for, frequently, 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 documenf pr~pared by 
this writer and is provided with the permission of Dr. Michael Wong,· 
court architectural expert, for whose book Court Facilities and Archi­
tecture, scheduled to be ,published in 1978, it\<las prepared. 

70. For extensive i nforr,lati on on.'tne"court planning process one is 
directed to a variety of maj:erfals published by: 

State Court Planpir.lr~eapabilities Project 
National Center for State Courts 
1150 17th <Jtreet, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
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the quality af the court aperation. 

5. It is 'strangly suggested that, canCUl~rent with in-hause evalua-

tian, a'professianal feasibility study be perfarmed at this paint by an 

outside cansultant. It J5 extremely desirable to. get an abjective pro­

fess"anal viewpo~ ,it k..":lre praceeding into. this very difficult and ex­

pensive 'operation. \ 

6. The results af the in-hause'~cost benefit analysis and the can­

sultant1sfeasibil"ity study shau'ldthen be campared and evaluated by tap 
I( \' '. 

management af the court system. 

7. Assuming a decisian bas been made to. implement the dgta praces-

sing effart, it is even mare i,npartant at this time that substantial 

inva1vement and suppart af tap management be pravided. 

8. At this paint, it· will be desirable to. hire a system degign 

cansultant. This wi1l require the preparatian af a detailed request 

far bids which must cantain as specific a descriptian af the system 

desired as is passible. 

A management cammittee shauld take tatal respansibility for the 

review ~f respanses to. the "RFP" and make the final selection af the 

system cqnsultant. The criteria far selectian shauld be adopted priar 

to. the receipt af the first respanse in arder to assure the abjectivity 

of the evaluatian. 

9. In-hou.e staff should be hired and caurt training begun priar 
\. r ~ 

to. the selection af the system design cansultant since the in-hause staff, 

as well as tap management, must b~' invalved in all stages af 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 must also remain deeply involved in the design effort.) The users 

group should continue to be utilized throughout the life of the infor­

mation systew. 

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, software and a data base management approach. 
\\ 

The consultant as welJ as the in-ho.use staff should take part in 

this activity which will require another "RFp lI and a bid evaluation process. 

12. The consultant performing the systems design work, assuming good 

results were obtained during the system design process,should als~)be 

responsible for the implementatton effort. It is extremely important 

that the consultant know this while doing the design wor~ 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 electrir,al power~ peripheral storage areas, air-conditioning, 

raised flooring, etc. There are extensive and specific requirements for 

each service and engineering specifications and advice are usually readily 

qvaHable from the hardware supplier selected . 
. 1) 

14. Upon completion of the programming effort, it will be necessary 

to go through a paralle] checking operation in order to assure zhat the 

computer system will provide all the information currently being provided 
\/ 
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and be responsive to the needs of the court system. This parallel ef­

fort? is time consuming and expensive but absol utely necessar,x. 

15. Continuing review, monitoring, maintenance and updating of the 

; information system. 

( < 
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ACTIVITY 
Analysis of Court System and 
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Applications 

Correlation of Ngeds apd Goals 
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Preliminary 
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Consultant Feasibility Study 
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System Design RFP 

~iring and Training 
In-House 

Selection of System Design 
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System Design 

Hardware & Software Selection 

System Implementation 

Site Preparation 
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Full Implementation 

Review. Monitor, Maintain and 
Update System 
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APPENDIX 8: GLOSSARY OF DATA PROCESSING TERMS FOR THE COURT ADMINISTP~TOR 

Adapted (with minor additions) from 
Data Processing and the Courts:' 
Guide for Court ~lnagers published 
by the National Center for State 
Courts (Denver, 1977) 

access time: The time interval between the instant at which a record ;s 
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 language: A language for writing programs which is, generally, 
indigenous toa specific computer. The progral11l1er writes in this "english-
1i ke" symbolic ,1 anguage and the computer through a program called an 
Assembler, 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}.II 

auxiliarY storage: A storage medium used irl addition to the main comp,Jter 
memory for storing large amounts of information; e.9., magnetic tap€l" 
disk, or drum. 

background program: Usually a batch program which can be executed whenever 
the facilities of (\ multiprogral11lled computey' system are not required by 
real-time programs or other programs of higher priority. ' 

kackup: The security provisions which enable the organization to continue 
, operating when primary files or equipment become unavailable. 

basic: A relatively simple programming language which is designed primarily, 
for the novice and low-intermediate program for "interactive" (conversattjonal 
made) programming. ' <', 

\" ,? 

batch processing: A technique by which records"are codecl and collected into "0 

groups prior to processing.' 

binary digit: A number in the base two numbering system, either zero (0) or 
one (1); it may be equivalent to an "on" or "off" condition, a "yes" or 
IInoil, etc. 

bit: Same as IIbinary'digit." 

buffer: A storage"rea that temporarily holds data as it it transferred from 
one computer compunent to, .another. 

J /1 



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 amount of storage required to store one character (letter, number, or 
symbol). 

cathode ray tube (CRT): An electronic display terminal device with a 
television-like screen which is used to enter or display information. 

central processing unit (CPU): The main section of a COfil~uter which decodes 
and executes program instructions; it contains the control logic, main 
memory, and arithmetic unit. 

centralized data processing: Data processing performed at a single central 
location on data obtained from several geographical locations, managerial 
levels, 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 0 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 
~hly recommended for court use. 

communication: The transmission of information betwe"en a computer and iii 
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 different manufacturers. 

compHer: A computer program which translates source programs such as those 
written in COBOL into machine language for ptocessing 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 f.lpet;,?tions on it, and repol"ting the results. 

configuration: A combii~ation of machines, devic:es, and programs which make 
up the data processing system. . 

control unit: A device which controls input/output operations. 

conversion:, The process of changing from the current method of operation to 
--a-new metgod; e.g., from a manual system to a data processing system • 

.J 

~: A ~ype 'of internal memory that consists of tiny magnetic rings which 
i;{re wi r,rJd together; each core can store one bit of data. 

cursor: ·A mOVab1e'"spot of light on a cathode ray tube that indicates where 
the next charaeter will be entered. 

data.:;: A set of c~aractei"s, words, or~umbers whi ch co 11 ecti vely represent 
information. 

,data base: A coYlection of data,flhich are usually related in some way. 
It 
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data base managem~nt sxstem: The consolidation of all data elements and data 
files into one locat;o~1 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 entry: The procedure by which data is submitt~d to the computer for 
processing. 

data processing: The performance of a plann~d sequence of operations upon 
data; source data (input) 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 compJ)ter program or 
any malfunction in a computer. , 

dedicated comQuter 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 p~rformed remotely on mini­
computers or intelligent terminals with each remote location linked to a 
central computer via communication lines; complete files, or selected 
portions of files, may be stored and processed in eitl;er or both locations. 

documentation: Instructions and explanations of a softW'are program, such 
as flow charts, block diagrams, and operating directi(~ns. 

downtime: The time during whi~h a computer is unavailable for productive 
use because of preventive maintenance or equipment malfunctions. 

drum: A direct access storage device which records data magnetically on a 
~tating cylinder. 

EAM: Electrical Accounting 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. 

field: See "data element." 

file: A set of related records which are treated collectively as a unit; e.g. 
~e voter's registration file. 

file maintenance: The pro1cess of keeping a file up-to·,date by adding, ' 
modifying, or deleting data. " 

flowchart: A graphical representation of pr'ocedures, flQW 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 TRANslating system; a ~omputer language used primarily for 
mathematical or scientif~~ programming •. 

~neral purpose computer: A computer designed to solve a large variety of 
problems thrDugh a stored pl'ogram which may be adopted for any of a large 
class of business and scientific applications. 

"glitch": A particularly annoying IIbug ll that is extremely difficult to isolate. 

hard copy: A printed pager copy of computer output; e.g., reports, listings, 
documents, and summaries. 

hardware: The physical equipment of a computer system. 

index: An ordered listing of items cOl'ttained in a file together with the 
information necessary to retrieve those items. 

informati'on retrieval: The process of recovering 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 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/O: Input/Output 

K: Kilo; equivalent to 1,000 in decimal notation and 1,024 in computer 
terminology; for example, 1 KB = 1,024 bytes. 

lead time: Delay which must b~ anticipated for hardware delivery, site 
preparati on, contract deta i ] s'~, sys tems and programmi n9 start-up, etc. 

machine language: The form into which instructions to the machine (programs) 
must be translated in order that the instructions can be understood and 
interpreted by the internal circuitry of the machine. 

magnetic tap~: The tape with a magnetic 'surface on which data is usuall!, 
stored in sequential order. .' 

i:main frame: The central proceSSing Ui-:,jt. 

I 
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Management Information ~tem; 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, eXercise control, and plan 
for th\~ short- and long.-range future of the organization. 

\~ 
mass stora~: The storage of a large 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 \'1here data and software programs 
are stored during processing. 

merge: To combin!? tt'lO or mOi'e 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 I sLaw: 

Murphy's Law of Perversity 
Nothing is as easy as it looks. 
Everything takes longer than you expect. 
If anything can go wrong it will. 
If 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 
~nough to "improve" it, it will break. 

If you think everything will be OK 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 p}'ocessing which interact directly with 
the centra1 processing unit. 

operating system: Software which controls the execution of computer programs 
and which may provirie scheduling, debugging, i,rput/output)pnptrol, account­
ing, compilation, storage assignment, data management, ar:d related services. 

optical character recognition (OCR): The machine identification of printed 
characters through the use of light sensitive devices, 

output: Data transferred from the memory of the computer to auxiliary storage 
or to a printing OI' display q~vice. 

output device: A device that c'6nverts information to a form desired' by ttte 
user; e.g., line printer, terminal. 
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password; A code that a program, computer operator, or user must provde 
in order to gain access to the computer sy~;tem or to the data. 

perieheral equipment: Equipment which is connected to the central processing 
unlt by cable to provide the system with increased storage capacity or with 
input/output capability; e.g., mass storage devices;, line printers. 

PERT; Program Evaluat;,on and Review Technique; a mathematical method for 
-"determining the minim\lm time needed to complete a con,plex project. 

Qrjnter: A .device whicf) converts output data from a computer system into a 
"eadab 1 e; :pri nted forni. 

printout: The printed output. 

priority: TEe 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 i.nformation or data in a 
sJ1fficiently rapid manner so that responses to inquiries or transactions 
are received in a few seconds •. 

record: A collectbn 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 pr'ocess of recording data onto a medium off-line and then 
'tra~smitting the cat a on-line via communication lines between the remote 
location and the tompqter . 

. 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 1 computer facilities and equipment. 

o sequential access: The storage and retrieval of information for which the 
time to access specific information is dependent upon the location of the 
information qp the medium. Records are stored in serial order on the 
medium. ' 

software: A set of instructions Which directs the operation of a data 
p~ocessing system. 

To arrange data or items in a sequence. 



storage medium: Same as "medium. 1I 
f 

subroutine: A program module thc,t 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. 

~tems 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 to the computer 
directly or by a communication line. 

throughput: The rate at which useful work can be performed by a data process­
ing system; a measure of systE>m 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 c(3pacity of the computer at his command. 

turnaround time: The elapsed time between the submission clf 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 pr~ fined 
standards. 

~ndor; The word vendor is used throughout the monograph, interchangeably 
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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