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Management overview 

The Computer-Aided Transcription (CAT) Analysis Project 
was a l4-month study (January 1, 1980, to February 28, 1981) to 
assess and evaluate the use of computer-aided transcription to 
translate stenotype notes in the state courts. The data were 
gathered by staff visits to eight of the eleven court sites with 
an operational CAT system at the end of 1980 and interviews with 
the administrators and reporters inv,olved, visits to all vendors 
marketing a CAT system at that time, visits to a number of free
lance reporting firms using CAT, and a telephone survey of many 
of the current CAT users. 

The report is divided into four main parts. Part I up
dates the current state of the art of computer-aided transcrip
tion. Part II contains case histories of six sites where official 
state court transcripts are being produced on CAT, and cost
benefit analyses of the way CAT is being utilized in each of those 
sites. Pa,rt III contains methodology for making a decision to 
adopt CAT, while guidelines for implementing a system are found in 
Part IV. 

Part J; of the report provides detailed information in 
Section 1 abouf; the five vendors currently marketing CAT syst.ems, 
all of whom offer various versions of a user-controlled (or stand
alone) traI1.:;lation system. One vendor offers in addition a mod
ified version of the service bureau approach to CAT. One vendor 
offers two separate stand-alone systems. The various system con
figurations and the way they operate are detailed. The second 
section examines the mechanics of using a CAT system in order to 
deal with the requirements that these impose on the court report
er, found in Section 3. Section 4 of Part I provides some sta
tistics on the number of official court reporters using CAT sys
tems and their performance levels, and compares the performance 
of official reporters using state court CATs with production 
volumes coming out of private agencie~ doing various mixes of 
transcript. 

Part II of the report contains six case histories of CAT 
sites, and includes a cost-benefit analysis of the use of CAT in 
each. Three different operating environments were chosen in 
order to explore as wide a range of options for the state courts 
as possible: Two courts are examined where the court installed 
the computer prior to 1980. Two private agencies that have con
tracts to provide reporting services to trial courts are included. 
And two additional courts where the CAT system was installed in 
the spring of 1980 are examined to see if they have avoided some 
of the problems encountered by earlier court users. 

The benefits that can result from the use of CAT can be 
grouped under three broad headings: cost savings, time savings, 
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and intangible benefits. The two private agency studies prove 
clearly that CAT can produce transcript for the same or less cost 
than a page of transcript produced manually. Only one of the 
courts presently using CAT has matched this achievement; the 
others are subsidizing transcription support costs at a level 
higher than manual costs. Reasons are discussed. As for time 
savings, the two private agencies are located in states where 
statutory requirements for transcript submission are enforced, 
while the court CATs studied are not. Time savings have been 
achieved by one or two efficient reporters in the courts, but 
their submission times are no better than those of efficient non
CAT reporters. Some reduction in the use of substitute reporters 
has been achieved by these reporters, however, making cost savings 
possible. 

Part III analyzes the reasons for these findings and 
presents conclusions and recommendations that will permit a court 
to assess whether the use of computer-aided transcription can 
provide benefits sufficient to justify the investment of court 
funds and management time. The criteria that the court needs to 
consider are detailed in order to assess the court commitment to 
reporting efficiency, the reporter commitment to making a court
sponsored CAT work, the way financial responsibilities should be 
distributed, the intangible benefits, and possible ~lternate 
management strategies. A costing methodology is then presented. 
Guidelines for selecting a vendor, overseeing CAT implem0ntation, 
and managing a CAT system, are found in Part IV. 

A glossary provides term definitions, while several 
appendices provide supplementary material or supporting data for 
the summary statistics contained in the body of the report. 
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Introduction 

The review by an appellate court of proceedings in a trial 
court or the review by a trial court of grand jury proceedings, 
arraignments, and preliminary hearings usually requires a verbatim 
record of the proceedings. Court reporters are employed to take 
down the verbatim record, and to prepare a transcript of the rec
ord for the reviewing court. The translation of the shorthand 
symbols into English and the typing up of the record is a time
consuming, labor-intensive process. 

Many courts are facing mounting difficulty in preventing 
delays caused by time-consuming manual preparation of transcripts 
as case volume grows, and in supporting the rising salaries and 
fees involved in transcript production. These growing problems 
are focusing increasing attention on the need to effectively 
manage court reporting resources, as well as to examine alternate 
ways of making the court record. Related issues include the 
skills required of an efficient court reporter, standards for 
measuring proficiency, standards for timely .submission of tran
script and the sanctions necessary to enforce these requirements, 
accountability, and the role of the court in operational manage
ment of court reporting resources. 

Several groups are concerned with aspects of these issues. 
Previous studies by the National Center for State Courts have ana
lyzed court reporting services in several states, management of 
court reporting services,l and the use of alternate methods of 
making the record. The American Bar Association Action Commission 
to Reduce Court Costs and Delay is examining alternate appeal 
processes that may reduce reliance on full transcripts. The 
National Shorthand Reporters Association is working on standards 
and tests for certification of a CMR--certified managing reporter. 

This report will deal with only one aspect of court 
reporting--the transcription of shorthand taken by a court report
er on a stenotype machine, which is the predominant shorthand 
method used to record trial court proceedings. (Pen writing, 
stenomask, and audio or video recording are expressly outside the 
scope of this study.) Further,' this report will deal with only 
one method of stenotype transcription--the use of a computer to 
translate machine shorthand notes into English. Computer-aided 
transcription (CAT) is designed to reduce the amount of time re
quired to prepare the transcript by transferring to a computer 
the time-consuming functions of translating shorthand notes into 
English. 

The effective use of CAT is only one aspect of measuring 
the productivity of stenotype reporters. This report does not 

lGreenwood, J. Michael, and Douglas C. Dodge, Management of 
Court Reporting Services (Denver, Colorado: National Center 
for State Courts, 1976) 
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deal with the whole question, but only with the computer's poten
tial to assist in increasing productivity. To assess CAT, both 
court managers (judges and administrat~rs) and court reporters 
need to know whether CAT technology has advanced to a level that 
makes it a viable, cost-effective, and time-saving alternative to 
the traditional manual method of. transcribing court reporters' 
stenotype notes. They also need to know what potential it holds 
for stabilizing or reducing transcript costs while reducing court 
delay by speeding transcript production. The answer to both these 
questions will, of course, depend on how effectively CAT can be 
managed and operated within differing court environments. 

The state of the art in CAT technology is still evolving. 
When this study began, there were seven vendors with operating 
CAT systems. One of these systems was sold to another vendor, 
who now offers two systems, while a second vendor (the only vendqr 
who offered only a service bureau approach to CAT) went out of 
business in December 1980. At least two additional companies are 
developing CAT systems for future markets. Since these were not 
considered viable systems at the time this study was completed, 
they could not be included in this report. Likewise, significant 
technical advances now under development by existing CAT vendors 
could not be included because they were still in research and 
development at year end 1980. 

This report presents the state of the art of computer
aided transcription at the end of 1980. It then analyzes the 
~xperience of courts presently using CAT systems, comparing their 
experience with that of free-lance reporters using CAT in the 
private sector, and drawing conclusions on the cost-effectiveness 
of the systems. Eleven trial courts and one appellate court have 
implemented CAT systems. Most of the court efforts with CAT have 
not been previously documented. This report provides documenta
tion to support conclusions and to provide guidance to other ' 
courts !Ln deciding whether and when to implement a CAT system. A 
final section outlines management strategies for effective use of 
CAT, and provides methodology to monitor and evaluate CAT system 
performance. 
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Section 1: CAT technology 

What is CAT? 

Stenotype transcripts of court proceedings have histori
cally been produced in a time consuming and expensive multi-stage 
prfocess that requires heavy involvement of the court reporter in 
the transcription process. Following the verbatim recordj.ng of 
proceedings on a stenotyp'e machine, a court reporter reviews the 
shorthand notes and then either types them, dictates the entire 
transcript for a typist, or gives it to a notereader·to translate 
and type. In the latter two situat:tons, the notes are translated 
and typed, then returned to the repc)rter for review. The r~porter 
compares the notes with the typed transcript, indicates needed 
corrections, and resubmits the transcript for final typing. Fol
lowing final typing, a final review is made to make sure there 
are no new typographical errors, and the transcript is considered 
complete. In order to produce transcripts, the court reporter 
frequently must use substitutes tq take the record in the court
room, and must spend evenings and weekends preparing transcripts. 
This is an inefficient utilization of the court reporter's short
hand skills, which diminishes optimum productivity. The use of 
substitute reporters to free regular reporters to prepare tran
scripts increases expenses to the f(!Ourts and to litigants needing 
transcripts. 

Many courts are having problems producing transcripts 
within mandated time periods with their present reporting re
sources. There may be any number of reasons for this situation, 
including inadequate standards for hiring reporters, lack of 
enforcement of statutory requirem.ents for submission of tran
scripts, and lack of management of court reporting resources. 
This report will not attempt to analyze the reasons for transcript 
delay, except in so far as volume of transcript work is a factor 
causing delay, and CAT can be used as a viable tool to assist 
courts and court reporters in speeding up the transcription pro
cess, thereby handling a larger volume of transcript more expedi
tiously. 

Computer-aided transcription technology* eliminates some 
of the time-consuming steps in the transcription process. With 
CAT technology, the reporter produces shorthand notes in the same 
manner with a stenotype machine. Howeve',', this CAT stenotype ma
chine s.imultaneously produces a magnetic tape cassette copy of the 
stenoform notes. The cassette is proces13ed by a computer that 
translates the stenographic keystrokes to English language. The 

* A glossary at the end of this report defines technical terms 
used in computer-aided transcription • 
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reporter then reviews the transcript in one of two ways. A paper 
copy of the transcript can b~ produced via high speed printer, or 
the reporter can edit the transcript on a cathode ray tube (CRT) 
video terminal (akin to a TV screen with a keyboard), which per
mits the making of immediate corrections of untranslated stenoform 
outlines, word conflicts (instances where a set of stenographic 
keystrokes are defined as more than one word in the computer 
translation dictionary), or punctuation in the transcript. Fol
lowing this edit, a printer can quickly and economically produce 
one or more copies of the transcript, which will be free of typo
graphical errors. 

The final transcript produced on CAT is generally regarded , 
as superior in the way it is put on paper to that produced manual-
ly, in that no corrections have been made on the final copy and 
typing errors have been circumvented. Mistakes (other than those 
caused by hardware malfunction) can be made only by the reporter 
or other text editor. The quality of the trallscript content de
pends, of course, on the reporter, regardless of how it is pre
pared. 

CAT has the potential to reduce the involvement of the 
reporter to the original note taking and one edit cycle, thus 
saving the court reporter's time. After a reporter's computer 
translation dictionary has been fully developed and shorthand 
style adapted, the reporter should be relieved of some of the 
tedious tasks of reading, translating, dictating, editing, and 
typing transcripts. The computer should perform these tasks many 
times faster and has the potential to perform them more economi
cally and with greater accuracy than traditional methods. In 
turn, the court reporter should be able to devote more time to 
recording court proceedings, where shorthand skills and abilities 
are most productive. This should reduce the need for substitutes 
and save the court money. Increased productivity should help to 
keep pace with growing transcript demands or with periodic surges 
in demand, as well as allow sufficient time to proofread final 
transcripts to ensure high accuracy. (Additional benefits of CAT 
can be enjoyed by clients other than court officials, such as key 
word indexing and litigation support for attorneys, but these are 
not a subject of this report.) 

How has CAT evolved in the last few years? 

The feasibility of using computers to aid in transcript 
production was tested as early as 1971, when a National Bureau of 
Standards research project2 compared computer-assisted methods 

2National Bureau of Standards, A Study of Court Reporting Sys
tems (4 volumes), (Gaithersburg, Md.: National Bureau of Stan
dards, 1971). 
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with several other court reporting methods. Technical difficul
ties at that time pI'evented the implementation of a full demon
stration project for court use. 

The first court-operated CAT system was installed in 1973. 
In that same-.yeal', the National Center for State Courts (NCSC), 
under a grant from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice (NILECJ) of the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin
istration, undertook a study to determine the feasibility of CAT 
at that time and to provide courts with basic background informa
tion on the process. Early in the study, the staff determined 
that CAT was by then technically feaSible, that nearly all the 
problems addressed by the earlier National Bureau of Standards 
study had been resolved, and that courts could implement a fully 
operational CAT program. 

So that CAT might be demonstrated and evaluated in a major 
court system, the NILECJ grant provided substantial funding to 
establish and initially subsidize a court-operated CAT service 
center in the Philadelphia Court cf Common Pleas. Under this 
pilot project, the court operated and controlled CAT service for 
an initial fifteen reporters on the CAT system. This permitted a 
one-'year, detailed analysis of the cost, time, and quality of 
transcript production and an assessment of all CAT production 
procedures. The Philadelphia CAT experiment was, at that time, 
the largest and longest demonstration of CAT in a state court 
system. In additiDn to Philadelphia, two other courts initiated 
CAT services in 1975, and one started in 1976. The National Cen
ter monitored the progress of the other projects, and in most 
instances made on-site visits to discuss the accomplishments and 
limitations of CAT. 

A 1975 National Center report3 provided courts with de
tailed methodology for examining and comparing CLT to tradition
al transcription techniques in terms of important production 
criteria: time, cost, transcript quality, and reporter util:1.
zation. Potential court users were also provided basic informa
tion describing the then available CAT technology. 

A second NCSC publication, the User's Guidebook to Com
puter-Aided Transcription4 took the examination of CAT one step 

3Greenwood, J. Mi.chael and Jerry R. Tollar., 
to Computer-Aided Transcription (Denver: 
State Courts, 1975). 

Evaluation Guidebook 
National Center for 

4Greenwood, J. Michael and Jerry R. T.~.llar, User's Guidebook to 
Computer-Aided Transcription (Denver: National Center for.State 
Courts, April 1977). 
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further--through a description of the fourteen-month demonstration 
project in the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas. This report 
also explored and assessed the development of CAT up until that 
time. 

The number of court CAT systems has grown since the 1975-
76 time period. Two new court CAT systems were started each year 
in 1978 and 1979, and six new systems were installed in courts in 
1980. An additional five courts have signed contracts to install 
CAT systems in early 1981. Of the 14 CAT systems that have been 
installed in courts, all systems installed since 1975 are still 
operational. The system installed in 1973 and two of the three 
systems installed in 1975 have been terminated, leaving eleven op
erat.ional. court systems. In all instances of termination, the 
courts were involved in a service bureau type of CAT operation, 
and the company providing the service bureau services either went 
out of business or ceased to support the mainframe computer system 
that t.he court was using. The one court which started in 1975 
and is still in operation, was using a service bureau approach; 
however, the service bureau's software had been installed in a 
large mainframe computer owned by the court, and a minicomputer 
was used to access this mainframe. In essence, the court was 
operating its own service bureau. Even this court, is now in the 
process of changing to a user-controlled translation system. Of 
the three companies that were offering service bureau CAT systems 
in 1975-76, none is still marketing this type of CAT system. A 
new service bureau oriented vendor started business in 1978; this 
vendor is now also offering a user-controlled, stand-alone version 
of his system. 

A number of substantial changes have occurred in CAT, the 
most significant of which has been the development and reporter 
acceptance of user-controlled translation (or stand-alone) CAT 
systems. Several of the earlier vendors are no longer in busi
ness. Those who are have significantly modified both their CAT 
hardware and software. 

Current CAT technology 

At the end of 1980, there were five CAT vendors with 
viable operational systems. All five offer various versions of a 
stand-alone CAT system. One also offers a modified version of 
the service bureau approach to CAT. Four vendors are new since 
1977: Cimarron Systems of Greenville, Texas, which has been 
purchased by Stenograph Corporation; Reporter's C.A.T. Systems, 
Inc., or Greenville, South Carolina; Translation Systems, Inc., 
of Rockville, Maryland; and Xscribe Corporation of San Diego, 
California. One of the vendors, Stenograph Corporation of Skokie, 
Illinois, ~~s in busines~ in 1977, but has significantly modified 
its CAT system since then, and has also purchased the Cimarron 
system. Only one vendor, Baron Data, Inc., of San Leandro, Cali
fornia, is marketing the basic system (with modifications) it 
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initiated in 1975-76 B 
of a less sophistica~ed :~~\::~:n~!~sa~~~~~;e!e~~: ava!lability 

basic system. Vendor estimates of the number of s~~~ 0 its 
operating at the end of .1980 are shown in Figure 1. ems 

As will be discussed in more detail in Section 2 use of 
CAT entails several essential operational steps that inciude: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Creation of steno t ( / no es paper and or digital cassette). 

Entry of steno notes to the computer (via digital cas
sette or optical character recognition procedures). 

Translation of steno notes by the computer. 

Editing of translated notes (from printed copy on
line CRT, or remote stand-alone editing statio~). 

Printing of the final transcript (at computer site or 
remote editing station site). 

This report creates a somewhat artificial distin- t" b 
tween CAT syst h c ~on e-
(which can be ~~:r:c~:~i~~~ ~:e~ :~~!~~=:l:~:..t~;::la~ion process 
(~~e~s whe~e the CAT vendor controls the translati~: p;~~:~: CAT 

c can e characterized as a "service bureau" 
cause the terms "t d- 1"" system) • Be-
preted in a numbe~ ~~ a one and service bureau" can be inter-
different t f different ways, the distinction among the 
the tr 1 ~fes 0 systems is based on whether the user controls 

ans.a on process on his own computer (step 3 above). 

At. the present time, the five CAT 1 CAT vendors offer three gen-
era oper~ting configurations. These three configurations are 
depicted in F~gure 2. 

In two of these configurations (Type A and Type B) th 
user (an individual reporter, free lance re' ,e 
;~~c~~~c~:s~~ or leases the CAT sys~em cont~~~~~~~'i!f!:~s~~t~~~rt) 
~he CAT v d sown comlPuter. In the other configuration (Type C) 
~ en or contro s the translation process on hi 
but the user controls the editing and printing proces:e~~mp~~:;~ 
are variations in each of the configurations depicted in Fi ure 2 
depending upon the particular vendor involved. Some of th g . ' 
;:r!~~!Ons.i~volved in the basic configurations will be di:C::;~~ 

i i sect on. A more detailed description of the possible 

;:\;~e~;~xf~rt~a~~i:e~:;~r~~n be found in the CAT vendor profiles 

Type A configuration. The Type A configuration is gen
erally a user-owned or leased computer where all steps in the 
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Figure 1: CAT installations as of 1/15/81 

Vendor 

Baron Data 

Reporter's C.A.T., Inc. 

Stenograph Corporation 
Cimarron System 
Steno-CAT System 

Translation Systems, Inc. 

Xscribe Corporation 

Totals 

Total 
number of 
CATs 
installed* 

250 

1 

75 

18 

1 

345 

Number of 
Number of reporters 
court-sponsored using 
CATs installed vendor 
or ordered system 

9 1,500 

-0- 14 

2 140-170 

5 81 

-0- 30 

15 1,765-1,795 

*Does not include systems ordered but not yet installed. 

Note: Based on a survey of the vendors regarding the number of 
systems that have been ordered for implementation during 
early 1981, and projecting these figures out for the 
entire year, it is estimated that the total number of CAT 
systems installed and pending installation may exceed 600 
by the end of 1981. 
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Figure 2: Three basic CAT configurations 
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transcript production process take place on-site. The CRT is 
directly linked to the computer and operates in an on-line inter
active mode. Current vendors offering systems with this minimum 
configuration are Baron Data, Cimarron Systems of Stenograph Cor
poration, and Stenograph Corporation's Steno-CA'f. Variants of 
this configuration involve systems that can support multiple on
line interactive CRTs that can all operate simultaneously on dif
ferent transcript jobs. Vendors who have developed this more com
plex Type A configuration are Reporter's C.A.T. Systems, Inc. (can 
support 1 to 10+ on-line interactive CRTs) and Translation Sys
tems, Inc. (can support 1 to 7+ on-line interactive CRTs). 

In a Type A configuration, reporters' personal transla
tion dictionaries are stored on either fixed or removable disks 
depending upon the particular vendor involved. Systems with re
movable disks, where each reporter has his dictionary on his own 
personal disk (Baron Data and Stenograph Corporation) are general
ly restricted to translating or editing only the reporter's jobs 
whose personal disk is mounted in the translation computer. Sys
tems which feature fixed disk dictionary storage (Stenograph Cor
poration's Cimarron System, Reporter's C.A.T. Systems, Inc.; 
Translation Systems, Inc.; and Xscribe Corporation's stand-alone 
system) generally can translate and edit multiple reporters' jobs 
simultaneously if the particuiar system can support multiple CRTs. 

All dictionary updates (the addition, modification, or 
deletion of words or phrases in a reporter's personal translation 
dictionary), regardless of the type of dictionary (user-defined 
or partially vendor-defined), are accomplished on-line with all 
Type A configuration systems. With a Type A configuration, trans
lation is accomplished on the user's computer under his control 
and management. Editing and printing functions rely on the trans
lation computer for support. 

Type B configuration. The Type B configuration is also 
generally a user-owned or leased computer where translation and 
printing take place on-site, but editing may take place on-site 
or at a remote site not directly linked to the translation com
puter. The reporter's dictionary (stored on his individual disk) 
is maintained at the central computer site. There are two vari
ants of this configuration. In a Type B-1 configuration, the 
computer is capable of producing a copy of translated notes on a 
floppy diskette as well as on the computer's disk storage medium. 
This floppy diskette is hand-carried to a stand-alone editing 
station (essentially a stand-alone word processing station with. 
specialized editing software), which may be on-site or at some 
distance from the translation computer. The reporter or scoper 
(someone other than the reporter, who edits the transcript) then 
performs editing on a stand-alone unit. Cor\ections to the tran
script are recorded on the diskette, which is then returned to 
the translation computer site, read into the translation computer, 
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and final transcript printing is completed. Updates to the re
porter's dictionary (the addition of new words, phrases, etc.) 
are also handled via the diskette. While editing the transcript, 
the reporter inserts dictionary updates in a separate file on the 
diskette. When the diskette is returned to the translation com
puter and the reporter's personal dictionary is inserted into the 
computer, then dictionary updates contained on the diskette are 
added to the reporter's personal dictionary. 

A Type ~-2 configuration involves the use of phone line 
based telecommunications to transmit data that otherwise would be 
recorded on floppy diskettes and hand-carried between the transla
tion computer and remote editing site. In this configuration, the 
reporter has a cassette reader at the remote site. The cassette 
notes are "read in" and are then transmitted via phone line to 
the translation computer. Following translation, the entire job 
is transmitted back to the remote editing site as a batch file 
transfer for editing by the reporter. Following editing, the 
repor.ter can print the complete job on a printer attached to the 
remote editing station (if so equipped), or can transmit the job 
back to the translation computer for printing at the central site. 
In a Type B-2 configuration, dictionary bUilding and maintenance 
procedures are identical to those outlined for the Type B-1 con
figuration. It should be kept in mind that in either Type B con
figuration, the remote editing stations are capable of edit-only 
functions. They are not on-line interactive terminals in constant 
contact rlith the translation computer. 

One translation computer can support a relatively unlimit
ed number of stand-alone editing stations in either Type B config
uration, assuming the main computer is used primarily fer trans
lation activities. The only vendor offering this specific config-
uration is Baron Data. Either Type B conf:!.guration should be 
viewed as an upgrade to Baron's Type A. configuration in that it is 
a way of making the Type A system more flexible (by decreasing the 
problems associated with scheduling use of the translation com
puter's single CRT) and increasing the throughput of the overall 
system. This Samfi) type of flexibility is, of course, provided by 
those vendors off,c>:ring Type A configurations with mUltiple CRT 
options. 

Type C configuration. The Type C configuration involves 
a combination of a service bureau approach to actual steno note 
translation, combined with stand-alone editing and printing capa
bilities. In this configuration, reporters purchase or lease 
stand-alone editing stations (CRTs) and optionally a printer that 
may be attached to the stand~alone CRT. Reporters' steno notes 
(in either paper or digital cassette form) are hand-carried to the 
service bureau. Service bureau personnel enter the notes into the 
translation computer via a cassette reader or via optical charac
ter reader (OCR) procedures. With OCR procedures, the actual 
paper notes produced by the reporter are scanned by a computer
controlled device and serve as the computer's data source. This 
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procedure eliminates the need for a modified stenotype devic~ (a 
steno recorder) that is capable of producing a digital cassette 
copy of a reporter's notes. 

- --- - -~-----,----- ----

Once the steno notes have been read into the computer, the 
computer translates the notes and records the translated material 
and the original steno notes on a floppy diskette. Approximately 
100 pages of English language translation and the steno notes e.an 
be recorded on one diskette. The reporter returns to the service 
bureau approximately 24 hours after delivering the notes and picks 
up the translated work on diskette(s). The diskette is then the 
data source for the remote editing station, which is actually a 
stand-alone minicomputer with specialized word processing soft
ware. All editing of the transcript is done at the reporter's 
home site on the stand-alone unit. Once all editing has been 
completed, the transcript can be printed on an optional printer 
attached to the stand-alone CRT, Qr the updated diskette can be 
returned to the service bureau and printing will be done on the 
vendor's printer. In this configuration, the reporter's trans
lation dictionary is resident on the vendor's.computer. Hence, 
the reporter cannot directly update the dictionary from a remote 
editing CRT. Dictionary updates are accomplished via the 
diskette. During the editing process, the reporter can store 
words or phrases to be added to the dictionary on the diskette 
containing the transcript being editing. The diskette is then 
returned to the vendor's service bureau and the r2porter's dic
tionary is updated from the diskette. 

The only vendor currently operating in this mode, and the 
only vendor who offers OCR processing of steno notes is Xscribe 
Corporation of San Diego, California •. OCR processing of steno 
notes is currently offered only through an Xscribe service bureau 
in the immediate San Diego area. However, Ascribe is attempting 
to open franchise locations in the Los Angeles and Tucson areas. 
Xscribe's stand-alone configuration is being offered to other 
regions of the country. These units require use of cassettes. 
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Section 2: Using a CAT system 

Although the several CAT vendors offer an assortment of 
CAT services and equipment (see Appendix A), CAT users, be they 
official court reporters or private reporters, must all execute 
certain basic functional steps in utilizing a CAT system. Several 
years' experience in operating CAT systems now indicates that the 
efficiency with which each of these steps is performed will deter
mine the time spent in CAT-related activities and ultimately the 
cost-effectiveness of this transcription system as opposed to the 
traditional dictation-for-typist transcription method. 

The crucial functional steps that determine the efficiency 
of any CAT system are th2 following: 

1. Taking a clean and consistent style of shorthand 
notes on a modified stenotype device. 

2. Building an adequate dictionary for the computer to 
use in translating the stenotype notes, or adapting 
to a predefined dictionary. 

3. Learning the editing process on the CRT in order to 
understand how shorthand style affects the quality of 
the translation. 

4. Adapting shorthand style to the computer translation 
requirements. (Clean, consistent style is more im
portant than the particular "school" of shorthand 
used.) 

5. After the reporter shorthand style is adapted to CAT 
and volume is high enough that assistance is needed, 
then training a scoper or editor so reporters can 
spend time reporting rather than editing. 

6. Scheduling the use of the CRT if more than one editor/ 
reporter. uses it. 

7. Scheduling the CAT system operation to continuously 
perform three functions (translating, editing, 
printing) s;Lmultaneously. ' (This is particularly 
important with CAT systems that do not support 
multiple on-line eRTs that can perform different 
functions on different jobs simultaneously.) 

8. Learning shortcuts in computer operation, such as 
"globals" and "includes" to enter repetitive material, 
that save transcript production time. 
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These functions can all be performed by the reporters 
themselves, as is done in some private agencies, or numbers 5, 6, 
7, and 8 can be performed by someone other than a reporter. Al
though there are vigorous proponents of both arrangements among 
CAT users, agreement is fairly consistent across the country that 
success in performing these eight functions is crucial to the 
efficient operation of a CAT system. 

In all but four of the eleven courts with operational CAT 
systems, someone other than the court reporters (usually called a 
scoper) has been brought in to correct and edit transcripts. In 
some of the courts, the reporters and/or the scoper schedule the 
use of. the CRT and the running of the CAT system. In three 
courts, a third individual (not necessarily a reporter) is respon
sible for the .administration of the CAT system. 

Examination of a variety of CAT systems, both public and 
private, leads to the quite clear conclusion that there is no 
single best way to manage a CAT system. Some reporters are 
adamant about doing all their own editing and insist that this 
method is more efficient and cheaper than paying scopers. Others 
are equally as adamant that the reporter should never be sitting 
at the CRT editing when he could be doing what he is trained to 
do--taking shorthand. Some reporters claim that any reporter who 
is motivated to make the needed effort to clean up shorthand style 
can become efficient using CAT. Others swear that few reporters 
are going to achieve efficiency on a CAT system. Some reporters 
want their minicomputer all to themselves. Other think three is 
the optimum number that can be scheduled on one CRT. Others say 
as many as six reporters can use one CRT. 

The conclusion that derives from this wide range of 
opinions is that CAT is a very flexible technology, adaptable to 
a wide variety of situations, and CAT management is very much 
shaped by the personalities of the particular reporters and admin
istrators involved and the environment in which they work. There 
may be as many styles as there are groups of reporters on a CAT 
system. The patterns that emerge reflect the fact that the same 
basic set of problems arise in every attempt to get a CAT system 
running smoothly. These problems all derive from the eight func
tions required of an efficient CAT system outlined earlier. 

Shorthand style 

Stenotype reporters are likely to use varying stenoforms 
in a lengthy proceeding since there are many different schools or 
systems of shorthand. The time is coming when shorthand will be
come more standard, and certalnly CAT emphasizes the need, but 
that point has not yet arrived. Depending on training and needs, 
a reporter may use a combination of several stenotyping systems. 
Furthermore, a reporter may, o"er time, develop personal styles 
and shortcuts, often resulting in special abbreviations for re-
petitive phrases or unusual words. 
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Because of cost and size considerations, it is impractical 
to create a dictionary of all stenoforms used by all reporters. 
Translation conflicts would also occur since different reporting 
systems may use the same stenoform for different words. The 
solution offered to solve this problem is the creation by the 
reporter in conjunction with any CAT system of an individualized 
dictionary of the stenoforms used by that particular reporter. 
The reporter may create an entire dictionary, or just that por
tion of stenoforms that differs from some already completed gen
eral dictionary. Once the dictionary is created, the reporter's 
notes can be successfully translated on a CAT system, provided 
consistent use is made of the stenoforms entered into the dic
tionary. A fast shorthand reporter is not necessarily a reporter 
who will adapt well to CAT if speed is made possible by reliance 
on memory or context to read the notes. The computer can rely on 
neither of these and can only translate exactly what it finds in 
the stenotype notes, assuming there is a translation for the 
note(s) in the reporter's dictionary. This means that the 
reporter who writes a word or phrase slightly differently from 
time to time or does not distinguish between homonyms, or acciden
tally shadows the stenograph machine keys being stroked will find 

h f'. ' t e ~1rst-run translation interrupted by a large number of con-
flicts (instances where a stenoform translates to more than one 
word) or untrans1ates (instances where there is no translation for 
a given stenoform in the dictionary). 

A later section of this report will deal with reporting 
skills required by CAT and will detail screening procedures de
veloped by the National Shorthand Reporters Association to assist 
in identifying those shorthand styles and methods that would re
quire a great deal of adjustment to attain computer efficiency 
with the dictionary configuration offered by the currently pre
dominant CAT vendor. 

Dictionary building 

When reporters go on a CAT system, their notes must be 
translated against a translation dictionary. There are two dif
ferent procedures for compiling a dic.tionary: the vendor can 
supply one which the user supplements, or the user can compile an 
individual dictionary. 

In 1975, most of the systems on the market were service 
bureau operations where the vendors were marketing "universal" 
dictionaries. That is, there was one very large dictionary (in 
terms of dictionary entries and outline styles) and all reporters 
were expected to conform to the constraints imposed by this dic
tionary's contents. This configuration proved clumsy to work with 
and many reporters did not want to change their writing styles 
sufficiently to become efficient users of the "universa1 diction
aries." 

19 



r ___ '_~ ~ -

I 

I 
~ 

:\ 

,-

'I :, 
r~ 

if J 

Inc.) in the market at 
There was only one vendor (C.AdT~~rictlY to the "univer-

the beginning of this study who a~h~:~ of business in December 
sal" dictionary approdach. (s~~n:eg~aph Corporation and Translian~~~:l 

Tw other ven ors " to produce an 
1980. 0 "universal dictionary h Corpora-
S stems Inc.) use a ter With Stenograp 
~rsonaiized dictionary for a re~~~er'~ style is analyzed and a 

p , S no-CAT system, the rep " is created as an 
tion s te i "universal dictionary dd or delete 
subset of an exist ng rter is then allowed to a 
initial dictionary. The reiodictionary as experience dictate~. 
outlines from the individu~ th y could theoretically wipe ou 
If the reporters so d~\sire, ~ d build their own dictionary 

t he created dictionr{y complete YdaO~s have reporters construct 
that other ven iews a in the same manner tion systems, Inc., rev 

1 dictionaries. Transla , itial personalized 
persona 1 d creates an 1n 
candidate reporter's stye anonsisting of outlines peculiar ~~ a 
dictionary for the reporter c l dictionary is typically a sma 

given reporte~·isT~~:dP~:s~~:junction with Tran~~~~~~ionR:~~~~:~~ 
dict~on::iv:~sal dictionary dUringfactu~~e~~a;:rsonal·dictionaries 
Inc·fsree to add or delete entries romllowed to make alterations 
are but are not a 
as experience dictates, 's universal dictionary. 
to Translation Systems, Inc. 

t how much time saving (in 
this point as 0 nd A judgment at ime the reporter must spe, 

of reducing the amount of t be realized using th1s 
term~ing an effic;f.ent dictionary) can using one of these systems 
crea t re Reporters k but 

thod would be prema u • little as six wee s, 1 
~~aim to have come up to speed i~ :: to consistent shorthand sty e 
they were very carefully scre:n::wly_implemented CAT system~ rt-
b f re being selected to use with less consistent s 0 

e 0 i no certainty that reporters 
There s ill be so successful. 
hand styles w h 

.. ' 

re not enthusiastic about t e 
In general, reporters we 1 tion dictionaries. There 

total "universal" approach ~ot;ra;:r~ial "universal" approacht 
has been wider acceptance 0 .le tion Systems. Reporters wan 
offered by Stenograph and Tran~l:ver their dictionaries in order_ 

1 d management contro dor With the excep 
~:y:;~~d ~~ng-term dependen~er~~ ~~~i~~Tr:~~ire·xscribe staff f~~ 
tion of Xscribe's OCR procehu probably is no hardware or so 

h aper tapes), t ere 
process t e P should not have it. 
war~ reason why they f 

im ly that usage of· a subset 0 

This does not, of cours~i h ~he initial personalized dic
a universal dictionary to es~a~ i~ea. In fact, it may be a very 
tionary for a reporter is a a time required for the average 
good idea if it can reduce th~ized dictionary from scratch. 
reporter t o develop a persona 

al dictionary is for each 
The alternative to the univer~tting the reporter to become 

create a dictionary, perm
i 

to personal writing 
reporter to maJ'or modificat on 
CAT efficient without 

20 

"", ro-;. 

.-. ,-
-' 

\ 

I' : 

I 

style. This method enables a good shorthand writer who writes 
clean (key strokes are precise, without shadows caused by acciden
tal depression of keys--equivalent to typographical errors), is 
consistent in symbol usage, and has a minimum of conflicts, to 
become proficient and efficient at this style of CAT in a 3- to 
4-month period. Average or below average reporters who have to 
clean up their style or eliminate conflicts or learn to be con
sistent in their symbol usage might require 6 months to well over 
a year to become efficient at CAT. With the personal dictionary 
vendors, the reporters have absolute control over the usage of and 
content of their dictionaries. They start with a blank disk and 
a 7,500 to 14,000 English word list that they transcribe and entei' 
to their dictionary. After this initial dictionary is created, 
the reporter decides on a job-by-job basis what outlines to add 
or delete from the dictionary. This type of personal dictionary 
is essentially the current state of the art. Of the approximately 
345 CAT installations in the United States used by 1,750 to 1,800 
reporters (court officials and free lance), approximately 85% are 
using the user-defined and controlled dictionary described above 
and displayed in the Type A configuration on Figure 2. 

Some reporters are very critical of the time required to 
build a personal dictionary and feel that the vendors should 
devote greater effort to streamlining this task. In particular, 
basic word lists that are more appr~priate to courts are needed. 
Some free-lance reporters who have given considerable thought to 
the problem of dictionary building recommend that the process be 
concentrated in the initial training period and that time consumed 
later in this task be reduced by using a scoper to add to diction
aries. After the reporter has completed the entry of the initial 
word list, the scoper can direct the computer to print out a list 
of untranslates and conflicts on each job submitted by the report
er. The reporter can check on the printout each item to be en
tered into the personal dictionary, and the scoper can perform 
the actual dictionary update function on a job-by-job basis. 

Reporters coming out of school with a dictionary already 
built will have a head start in using CAT. 

CRT text-editing 

All reporters should learn to edit transcripts on the CRT, 
primarily so that they understand exactly what kinds of problems 
their shorthand style is causing when the computer attempts to 
translate the stenotype notes. As a result of actually doing the 
edit process, each reporter learns exactly what kinds of adjust
ments are necessary in shorthand style to cut down the editing 
time to a point where it is cost-effective. (Parenthetically, 
reporters who do not know how to type will have great difficulty 
building editing speed.) 
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In addition, it is useful for a reporter to know how to 
edit, even though editing may generally be done by a scoper, in 
case emergency situations arise when work has to be produced 
quickly and a scoper is for some reason not available. 

One of the measurements that cannot be defined with pre
cision is what is a cost-effective amount of time for editing. 
The earlier NCSC study suggested that the attainment of 95 percent 
accuracy on each page of transcript was a goal to strive for, but 
subsequent years of experience using CAT systems Indicate that the 
time that can be spent in editing varies according to the way in 
which a CAT system is being used. There are, for example, several 
reporters across the country who lease a CAT system for their own 
personal use. No one else uses it and they have no intention of 
sharing it with another reporter. Their monthly volume is ob
viously high (around 2,000 pages a month), and the amount of time 
they speild editing on the CRT is entirely up to them. The situa
tion is quite different when three or four reporters are using 
one CAT system, even though the total volume of pages producedr. 
may not differ from that of the individual described above. I~ 
each of the three or four reporters is to have an equal share of 
time at the CRT learning to edit, then the use of the CRT has to 
be scheduled in equal blocks. The reporters with the cleanest 
notes will have a distinct advantage over their Coolleagues because 
they can edit more pages per hour than the others. The reporter 
with the most untranslates and conflicts will face the greatest 
editing difficulty, because the allocated share of CRT time may 
not be sufficient to complete the editing. This reporter will 
either have to find editing time when no one else wants to use 
the CRT, or work nights and weekends to keep up with the workload. 
If a CRT is to be shared to cover the work of several reporters~ 
there is obviously an error rate beyond which the editing time 
required becomes inefficient. As indicated above, the higher the 
number of untranslated words or conflicts per page of rough draft 
transcript, the longer it will take the reporter or scoper to 
correct the transcript. 

Several reporters who do their own editing have leased a 
separate satellite edit-only CRT station (as depicted in Type B-1 
and B-2 configurations on Figure 2) in order to have the CRT time 
they need at the hours when they are free to edit. This arrange
ment, ~hile convenient, requires sufficient transcript volume (and 
hence income) to justify the CRT lease cost as well as costs 
associated with the translation computer in order to be considered 
cost-effective. The technique has also been used by a few report
ers who are determined .to clean up an inconsistent style and have 
chosen to accept a related drop in income while they are adjusting 
their shorthand to the computer. 

Adapting shorthand style 

Although much has already been said about shorthand style, 
some additional comments are appropriate to counteract any 
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impression that adapting to the computer is an insurmountable 
obstacle for reporters. Those reporters who have done it (some 
of whom freely admit that their styles were so inconsistent that 
a year of hard work was required to reach their former level of 
efficiency) unanimously agree that any reporter who has the mo
tivation and determination can adjust shorthand style and become 
efficient on a CAT system. 

Repeated questioning of reporters on this subject by CAT 
Analysis Project staff elicited a un:i.form response: No formal 
retraining is necessary; the only way to adjust to CAT is to work 
at adjusting one stenoform at a time. As soon as one conflicting 
outline is eliminated, tackle another. And so 0n, until all con
flicting forms have been adjusted. 

The amount of time and effort this requires varies with 
the individual, with reporters who have been introduced to comput
er theory in school having the fewest difficulties because they 
have been taught the importance of consistency. Newly trained 
reporters are not necessarily competent reporters, but they do 
adapt quickly to CAT. The consensus is, however, that any report
er who is determined to adjust shorthand style can do it success
fully. 

The time required to do so may, of course, directly affect 
the cost-effectiveness of a court CAT system, and for this reason, 
guidelines for screening potential CAT reporters to eliminate the 
least suitable candidates during the initial phases of CAT imple
mentation are included in Appendix D of this report. Those re
porters eliminated at the beginning may, of course) be candidates 
to come on the system later. 

Scopers/editors 

Probably no subject arouses such a wide variety of opin
ions among CAT users as does the role of scopers--individuals 
other than the reporter who make corrections on the CRT to a' 
reporter's transcript. Some successful free-lance reporters 
using CAT maintain that reporters should never waste time editing 
because reporting is their skill; others claim that' reporters are 
the most efficient editors of their own work and scopers an un
necEssalry expense. Those who favor the use of a scoper recommend 
that the cost be factored into the planning budget for any CAT 
system because the scoper can also manage the CAT system, and the 
management function is so important to the success of the system. 

Regardless of these conflicting viewpoints, courts have 
generally used a scoper because of the nature of court work. If 
reporters are in court taking shorthand for a large portion of 
every day, a scoper is required to keep the CAT system operating, 
as well as to carry some of the editing burden which would other
wise cause the CRT to be the subject of competition among the 
reporters, all wanting it at the same time. 
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Having decided to use a scoper, the CAT sponsor is faced 
with choosing the kind of scoping skills that will serve the 
court's needs. There are really three levels of skill to be con
sidered. The most professional CAT scopers are notereaders. They 
have been trained in stenotype, and their skill permits them to 
interpret most untranslates that appear on the CRT screen and to 
enter them without consulting the reporter. Some reporters claim 
that having a notereader makes a CAT system unnecessary because 
the notereader relieves the reporter of the same transcript prepa
ration tasks. Since the number of notereaders available across 
the country is limited, however, each notereader working on a CAT 
system will be much more efficient than working manually because 
he will be able to process the transcripts of two or three report
ers in less time on CAT than is spent typing the copy of one 
reporter. 

The next level of skill is that generally associated with 
scoping, that is, t~,~ ability to look at the conflicts (were/with) 
or homonyms (to/too)~wo) and choose the correct term as well as 
to do grammatical editing and punctuation. Stenofo~ untranslates 
are left for the reporter to co~rect, generally on a rough print
out draft of the transcript. 

The lowest level of editing skill leaves all corrections 
to be made by the reporter manually on a printout of the first
run translation. Then an individual less skilled than a Scoper 
enters via the CRT all the changes and corrections indicated on 
the printout. Such an individual might be called a corrector 
and this kind of edit~.ng can be done on a swirig shift, when n~ 
one else is using the CAT system. 

A variety of arrangements of these skill levels have been 
implemented successfully. Use of a notereader makes it possible 
to produce daily or expedited copy without ever pulling the re
porter out of the courtroom. Full-time and part-time ~copers are 
employed in shifts or in tandem with a corrector. Some courts 
and agencies are using reporting school students part-time as 
scopers or correctors, although this arrangement is generally 
only a temporary solution to a permanent problem, unles~ there is 
along-term supply of qualified students available. It is be
coming clear that there is an alternate profession opening up for 
shorthand reporters who do not like the pressure of courtroom 
reporting, and many reporters are encouraging the development of 
professionalism among those individuals who are or will become 
CAT SCQpe~s. They maintain that a good notereader on CAT is well 

.worth the cost. 

Scheduling the CRT 

Whenever the work of several reporters is being processed 
on a CAT system, the editing of 'the various transcripts has to be 
scheduled. There are several ways of deciding the order in which 
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transcripts will be processed. The Philadelphia Court of Common 
Pleas has always put reporter jobs through the CAT service center 
in the order in which they are received. In both the Superior 
Court of Fulton County, Georgia, and the Superior Court of Mari
copa County, Arizona, transcripts are arranged for CAT translation 
according to their due dates. In other courts, the reporters 
themselves may decide the order in which to submit thsir jobs. 
There are any number of possible patterns. Obviously,the prepa
ration of expedited copy would shift priorities, although CAT 
systems in courts are rarely used to produce transcripts within 
twenty-four hours. Private agencies are doing it successfully on 
CAT systems, using notereaders to edit untranslates and conflicts, 
proofreaders to pick up grammar and punctuation, and night correc
tors to enter final correctionB. 

The problems associated with scheduling the CRT arise when 
reporters are learni'ng to use CAT and must have time at the CRT 
in order to build their dictionaries, as well as to learn what 
adjustments they must make in their shorthand style. If the 
number of CRTs is limited, then blocks of time must be scheduled 
so th~t each reporter will have a weekly share of CRT time to 
perform these tasks. Operating CAT systems are using blocks that 
vary in length from half a day per reporter to one-hour slots 
which give each reporter two daily stints on the CRT. One court 
useS a weekly meeting to work out block assignments, which can be 
switched between reporters by mutual agreement. Another CAT sys
tem is run on a set one-hour rotation of reporters, with reporters 
trading slots as they see fit, or staying on the CRT if those next 
in line do not report in. Scheduling problems are, of course, 
simplified if and when reporters turn their work over to a scoper, 
provided the work is clean enough to be scoped fairly rapidly. 
Scheduling problems are greatly reduced if a CAT system has multi
ple CRTs or can process more than one reporte-r's work at a time. 

Scheduling the CAT system 

Closely related to scheduling the CRT is the scheduling 
of the operation of the whole CAT system. Accumulating experience 
is demonstrating that efficient use of Baron CATs, which now 
represent about 70% of the market, dictates that three operations 
take place simultaneously all the time the system is operating 
(multitasking) if enough pages are to be produced to pay the cost 
of the lease. 

This aspect of CAT operation has led several of the newer 
vendors to add features""to CAT that make it possible to process 
several reporters' work simultaneously. With these systems, the 
attention that must be given to scheduling may be less demanding. 
On the Baron system, "With its single CRT that can work with only 
one reporter's dictionary at a time, considerable thought must be 
devoted to arranging job segments so that the system can trans
late, edit, and print simultaneously while a reporter's dictionary 
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~s in the system. If the operator has to wait for anyone of 
these functionEl, valuable time is lost. 

In order to translate, edit, and print simultaneously on 
the Baron system all the time a reporter's dictionary ;is in the 
CPU, the reporter's work must be segmented and scheduled into the 
system in such a way that there is always a segment (or segments) 
waiting for the next step in the operation. Instead of doing a 
whole day's notes or an entire transcript in a block, it can be 
broken into segments that go through the computer in tandem. When 
that dictionary is removed from the computer, the incomplete seg
ments remain in tandem and can be picked up and continued that 
way when that dictionary is again scheduled. The reporter will 
receive the rough printout for proofing in segments so that there 
is always material to proof in free time. The one step that can
not be done in tandem is the final edit from a manually corrected 
printout, but if that reporterts material has been segmented and 
the sequence kept current, another job segmen.t can be translating 
and another printing while a final edit is being done v:ta CRT on 
a completed transcript. 

Several reporters who do both free-lance and official 
court reporting have commented that the mix of work handled by a 
free-lance agency may be easier to schedule through a Baron CAT 
system than work consisting solely of court trial transcripts, 
particularly court work that is exclusively criminal and requires 
that the bulk of it be transcribed. A larger number of reporters 
can comfortably use one CRT in the free-lance agency situation. 

Two vendors have eliminated the scheduling problem that 
results from separate individual dictionaries. Reporter 1 s C.A.T. 
places all reporters' dictionaries on a fixed disk storage device, 
permitting simultaneous translation, edit, and printing of multi
ple jobs. Translation Systems, Inc., has a similar dictionary 
arrangement permitting the simultaneous editing of multiple jobs, 
although translation must be done sequentially. Both Baron Data 
and Stenograph Corporation are developing longer fixed disk units 
for their systems so that multiple reporters' dictionaries can be 
resident in and accessible to the translation computer at the same 
time. CAT systems that have multiple CRTs also reduce the likeli
hood of a reporter or scoper having to wait idle for the system to 
perform ~ function. 

Shortcuts 

One of the comments made by reporters to CAT Analysis 
Project staff with surprising frequency was, "You know, we really 
don't understand everything that our CAT system will do, and 
we've got to find out the next time our vendor sends a represen
tative by." They seem reluctant to experiment with the system 
because of a fear of causing it to malfunction, and maintenance 
problems are a source of great frustration because they interrupt 
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workflow. There was frequent criticism of users manuals that 
were difficult to follow and out of date, although new manuals 
may have eased this problem. A number of reporters indicated 
that they had played with their system and kept asking questions 
until they figured out how to make it perform well for them. Re
porters commented that the streamlining of a three-motion command 
into one, although it saved only seconds, could make a significant 
diffelence in the time spent on the CRT, and that every shortcut 
was time saved to produce more pages. 

The individual reporter using a CAT system needs to learn 
all the large and small ways that the system can save time. 
Repetitious material that goes in every transcript, for example, 
can be inserted with includes or globals by all except one of the 
systems available and need never be written out in shorthand. 
All but one of the available systems provide key word indexing. 
All of the systems allow the CRT to scroll automatically to the 
next untranslate or conflict and thus hasten the edit process. 
All but one of the systems have the capacity to find and print 
only portions of a job. (See Appendix A for vendor descriptions.) 
All of the vendors are continuing development work to add desir
able features to their systems, but it will remain the responsi
bility of the user to ask the questions necessary to understand 
exactly what each system can and cannot do. 

This report attempts to assemble all the basic information 
needed by the court CAT user in order to ask the pertinent ques
tions. 
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Section 3: CAT and the court reporter 

This report is concerned with CAT technology in use or 
potentially available to courts in 1980, but a better perspective 
on the courts' utilization of CAT can be achieved if a clear pic
ture is drawn of the broader picture of CAT utilization by both 
official and private reporters. 

First, the distinction that this report makes between 
official and private reporters needs to be clarified. For pur
poses of this report, an official court reporter is a reporter 
who is paid by the court for taking down the official court rec
ord. In courts with a heavy case1oad, the task of taking the 
official record may be a full-time occupation. In less busy 
courts, reporters' official duties may occupy only part of their 
time, and they may do private free-lance reporting for attorneys 
or organizations in their extra time. Reporters who do not take 
the official record are called private reporters in this report. 
There are situations across the country that contradict this dis
tinction. For example, there are a few states or counties in a 
few states that do not have official court reporters, but the 
courts contract with private reporting agencies to take the record 
on a regular basis. Reporters in these private agencies may be 
assigned to a specific judge in a specific court. Although the 
state does not call them official reporters, they are nevertheless 
paid regularly to take the record, and in that sense, are included 
in this report in the group spoken of as official reporters. 

In reviewing the utilization of CAT technology in the 
courts today, it might appear at first glanc~ that this report 
need concern itself only with CAT systems that are located in and 
financed by state courts. There were eleven of these in opera
tion at the end of 1980, and another five courts have ordered CAT 
systems that will be installed during the first quarter of 1981. 
(See Appendix B.) In addition, a number of courts have expressed 
interest in installing CAT. About 62 official reporters use the 
operational systems and an additional 26 will be using CAT in the 
five courts now installing CAT. 

In addition, however, a substantial number of official 
reporters are using private CAT systems to translate and print 
their stenotype notes. In April of 1980, project staff surveyed 
existing CAT users. Of the 130-140 private agencies using CAT 
systems across the country at that time, almost half of them were 
being used in one way or another by official court reporters. 
About a quarter of the private CAT systems were being used by one 
or more federal court officials, and although federal reporters 
are not a concern of this report, it is significant that official 
federal reporters, whose tra.nscript volume is generally very sub
stantial (because of heavy court volume and the ability to also 
do outside work), are turning to CAT systems as an aid in expedit
ing their transcript production • 
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Another quarter of the private CAT systems were being used 
to translate official state court records: At least six private 
agencies were made up of reporters who are either officials them
selves or who have a contract to do all official reporting for a 
specific court or courts. A dozen official ~tate court reporters 
had contracted on their own with a private reporting agency to run 
their stenotype notes through the agency's CAT system. Three pri
vate agencies were operating primarily as service bureaus for 
court reporters. At least fifteen private agencies were doing 
official eourt reporting that comp:dsed as much as half of theIr 
workload 9 and numerous other agency reporters were substituting 
in court on a more limited basis. The court reporters, both state 
and federal, who were using one-third of the operating CAT systems 
in early 1980 provided clear evidence: that these reporters be
lieved that CAT technology works and can be both cost-effective 
and time-saving. Their stance is supported by the numerous pri
vate reporting agencies who have adopted CAT technology as a 
means of expediting the private production of transcripts and 
expanding the volume of reporting that can be handled. 

Since early 19BO, the number of CAT installations has 
grown from 200 to 345 and the number of reporters using CAT has 
grown from approximately BOO to approximately 1BOO. This repre
sents a 75 percent increase in the number of CAT installations 
and a 125 percent increase in the number of CAT reporters in 
approximately one year. A partial survey of additional CAT sites 
at year end 19BO gives project staff reason to believe that the 
same ratio of CAT reporters has been using CAT to produce court 
transcripts during the past year. Hence, it can be assumed that 
the number of court transcripts being produced on CAT has grown 
proportionately with the increase in CAT sites and the number of 
CAT reporters. 

To compare the courts' production figures with other non
court CAT users, samples of production data were collected from 
four other types of CAT users: private reporting firms where 
their predominant work product is official state court tran
scripts; a sample of private firms where up to 50 percent of their 
work product is official state court transcripts; a sample of pri
vate agencies doing some or all federal transcripts; and a sample 
of private firms who do not produce any official court tran
scripts. Figure 3 provides a comparative summary of data for each 
type of CAT user. Detailed data for each type of CAT user, which 
are summarized on Figure 3, are contained in Appendix C to this 
report. 

Comparative data contained on Figure 3 indicate that GAT 
systems operated within state courts are currently the least pro
ductive of the five types of CAT operations reviewed. This is 
true with regard to the total pages of transcripts produced on a 
monthly basis, the average number of pages produced per editi~g 
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Figure 3: Monthly CAT production statistics (December 31, 1980) 

Average numbers and range of numbers for mo~'thly CAT production. All systems 
have more than 1 reporter and have been operational for at least one year. 

-
Environment in which 
CAT system is operating 
and number of systems 

6 State courts operating 
CATs for more than one 
year 

5 Private agencies doing 
predominantly official 
s tate court transcripts 

12 Private agencies where 
up to 50% of their work 
involves the production 
of official state and/ 
or federal transcripts 

9 Private agencies doing 
no state or federal 
official c~~ .. rrt trans-
cripts 

6 Private agencies where 
all or a large part of 
work involves produc-
tion of official fed-
eral court transcripts 

Source: Appendix C 

Average Average 
number of number of 

CPUs CRTs 

1 2.5 

(1) (1-6) 

1 2 .• 2 

(1 ) (1-4) 

1.3 2.7 

(1-2) (1"-5) 

1.2 3 

(1-2) (1-6) 

1.8 3.2 

(1-3) (2-6) 

Average 
number of 
reporters 

I . 

7.7 

(3-12) 

9.4 

(4-22) 

7 

(2-15) 

7.4 

(2-14) 

7 

(3-15) 

/ 

Average Average Average Average 
number of monthly pages pages per 

scopers page volume per CRT reporter 

1 2,635 1,590 345 
(1,200- (400-

(.5-2) 4,500) 3,460) (120-500) 

.7 5,260 2,390 560 
(3,000- (1,500-

.(0-3) 10,000) 4,800) (440-800) 

1.1 6,484 2,430 925 
(3,000- (1,500-

(0-4) 12,000) 4,200) (670-1,500) 

1.2 7,090 2,360 950 
(1,800- CI,670-

(0-3) 13,000) 5,000) (600-1,750) 

2.2 9,485 2,995 1,355 
(3,900- (1,951-

(0-6) 18,000) 3,600) (770-1,430) 
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station (CRT), and the average pages per month produced by each 
data are disquieting, they raise questions 

reporter. While these 
more than they provide answers. 

For example, is the anticipated monthly page volume pro
ducible in a trial court going to be less because of the court 
environment? Official court reporter8 produce transcr~pts only 
when requested, whereas reporters operating in a private firm 

enerally transcribe all notes taken. Hence, should one assume 
~hat the per reporter volume in private agencies would, by defini
tion be greater than an official court reporter"s volume? Is 
the ~umber of CRTs more significant than the number of reporters 
in determining volume? Does high volume require us~ of a scop: r 

rather than reporters doing their own editing? Is _here an op 
timum number of reporters who can efficiently use one CRT ~r ou: 
scoper? Is there a minimum page volume per reporter that Justi 
fies the use of CAT in a court environment? Is there a maximum 

a e volume per reporter above which the assistance of a scoper 
isga requirement? Do additional CRTs allow the reporter to 
increase his volume? The answer to all of these questions is 
probably yes, depending on the answers to other questions, 
indicating that all of these questions are interrelated. An 
attempt will be made to sort out some of the answers to these 
questions in Part III of this report. 

What reporter skills are required by CAT? 

The attitude of reporters toward computer-aided transcrip
tion looms large in any assessment of the current stl,lte of the 
art Reporters are aware that the technology exists and is being 
suc~essfully used today, but reporter attitudes.toward CAT range 
from unrestrained enthusiasm to outright hostillty. The same

i applies to CAT in the courts. Since success or failure in ut -
lizing CAT systems depends more upon the attitudes and motivation 
of the reporters involved than upon the technology itself, the 
CAT Analysis Project staff have devoted special effort to ~~e 
search for an understanding of what motivates successful C 

reporters. 

First, why does the apprehension exist? Most of the 
reporter hostility reflects misunderstanding of the purpose of i 
CAT and how it operates. CAT is seen as part of a new electron c 
age that will replace people with computers. Many reporters fear 
that CAT will eliminate their jobs, reduce their status, limit d 
their income, change the nature of the transcription process, an 
reduce or eliminate their control of the transcription process. 
In some instances, mediocre, incompetent, or complacent reporters 
fear that CAT may expose their shortcomings. 

In actual practice none of these things has happened to 
when a'CAT system has been adopted. Instead, 

competent reporters have attained their former proficiency on CAT 
those reporters who 
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emphasize that a burden has been lifted from their shoulders 
through the elimination of dictation (and sometimes typing of 
transcripts), one of the most time-consuming parts of the tradi
tional manual production of transcripts. Experienced CAT report
ers say they have cut this transcript preparation time by a third, 
a half, or even two-thirds. Figures 4 and 5 display the results 
of a survey done by CAT Analysis Project staff among cooperating 
reporters at six court CAT sites, comparing the time required to 
prepare transcript using five different transcription methods. 
Figure 4 is based on a similar chart prepared by the Florida 
Shorthand Reporters Association, and includes the time require
ments display~din the Florida study within the ranges displayed 
in Figure 4. Although the total reporter hours for dictation and 
for CAT are very similar, these do not reflect the fact that the 
reporter on CAT should be processing two or three transcripts 
simultaneously, which should cut the time required for each tran
script since work is being "telescoped." For example, while the 
scoper or reporter is editing one transcript, another transcript 
should be printing and another portion of the same transcript can 
be translating. Hence, multiple functions, each of which is 
allocated separate and redundant times on Figure 4, will actually 
occur simultaneously. Efficient operation of a CAT should permit 
the processing of more than one transcript in the time span shown 
in Figure 4. 

What are the implications of this elimination of a tedious 
and time-consuming step? Successful CAT reporters find that they 
can get the bulk of their work done during office hours, and no 
longer spend evenings, weekends, and vacations working on tran
scripts. CAT reporters can be taking shorthand more hours of the 
week, thus increasing ~he~' Qroduction, because the dictation time 
has been eliminated. CAT rep'orters express great psychological 
satisfaction with being freed from the monotonous tasks of dictat
ing and typing, as well as with keeping current with their work. 

This is not ~. say that becoming a CAT reporter is a 
simple, painless process. Building a dictionary or adapting t'o a 
universal dictionary and adjusting shorthand style can take sev
eral months to a year before the pre-CAT production is reattained 
(which is known in the profession as "getting back up to speed"). 
Reporters agree that the adjustment period necessary to become 
efficient on CAT inevitably involves a temporary drop in produc
tivity, its length determined by the time it takes for the 
reporter to achieve a consistent, clean shorthand style. Those 
who have come back up to speed are unanimous in their enthusiasm 
for the new dictation-free routine. They feel the advantages of 
CAT more than compensate for the temporary drop in productivity 
and fee income. Some reporters who have leased their own CAT 
indicate a willingness to sacrifice income permanently in ex
change for peace of mind, free time, and satisfaction with 
remaining current. 
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Figure 4: Time requirements for five tranSCription methods 

-------------------------------------------------------~----~T~r_~an~s~c~r~i~-~ti~o~n~_~Me~t~h~.O~d~ ____________________ ___ '''0 ... '" ,."".... "'''''.... '0'....... <; ° • , 0 , •• ,00,".do

o 

,,,.. "...... ",.. ;;;;'ct.. "0, .. 
"., 00'" ,,. ,,,i,, 0",.. 0,...... 0, ...... 

----------------------------------------__ ~(~3~re~s~p~0~n~s~e~s~) _______ - (18 res onses) (3 res onses) (13 res onses) (3 res onses) 2. Preparation/input 
Mean 

Range 
2. Process ing 

Mean 

Range 

.14 hours 
(research) 

0-2.5 hours 

3.5 hours 
'(typing) 

2.5-4 hours 

1.4 hours 
(dictation) 

1-2 hours 

3.0 hours* 
( tYping) 

N/A 
(going over 
notes) 

.5 hours 

3.75 hours* 
( typing) 

.13 hours .31 hours 
(preparing job dictionary) 

.08-.5 hours 

.88 hours 
(job input, 
tran) scan) 

.1-.5 hours 

1.33 hours* 
(job input, 
( tran, edit) 

.5-2.5 hours 

2-6 hours* 
3.25-4 hours* 

3. Proofreading 
Mean 

.52 hours 
1-1.75 hours* 

.63 hours 
.79 hours 

.25-1 hou,rs 
.25-1.33 hours 

.25 hours 

.69 hours 
.58 hours Range 

.25-.8 hours 
.1-1.5 hou~s 4. Correcting 

.25-1 hours Mean 
.17 hours 

.36 hours* 
N/A Range 

.1-.2 hours 
.32 hours* 

.2-.5 hours 

0-.5 hours* 
.17-.2 hours* 

5. Final printing 
Mean 

6. Collate/bind 

7. Type indices 

Total hours of transcript 
preparation for each hour 
of court reporting 

Total non-reporter hours* 

Total reporter hours 

Range 

M.:!an 

Range 

Mean 

Range 

Total 

Range 

Total 

Rang" 

Total 

Range 

.28 hours 

.08-.5 hours 

N/A 

.17-.5 hours 

4.94 hours 

3.4-5.38 hours 

4.94 hourn 

.27 hours .28 hours 

.08-.5 hours .08-.5 hours 

.15 hours* N/A 

.05-.5 hours* .17-.5 hours* 

5.89 hours 5.62 hours 

2.0-9.5 hours 3.80-5.92 hours 

(Both extremes of 
the range came 
from reporters 
in the same court) 

3.53 hours*, 4.26 hours* 

2.55-6.5 hours* 3.30-4.34 hours* 

2.36 hours 
1.36 hours 3.4-5.38 hours 

1.5-3.5 hours 
.5-1.58 hours 

'I' - '0 .0 •• " •• ,., "'''''0''' .... ;.... Th ••••••• v ...... '0 , •••• , •• '0 'i, ... ,. *Activities performed by someone othel: than the reporter. 

.2-.5 hours* 

'.45 hours 
.38 hours* 

.1-.7 hours 
.1-.7 hours* 

.17 hours .18 hours* 

.OB-.5 hours .08-.25 hours* 

.15 hours .24 hours* 

0-.5 hours .05-.5 hours* 

2.6.6 hours 3.55 hours 

1.75-5.1 hours 2.75-4.0 hours 

(These figures are for a 
single transcript being 
done on r.~T. Efficient 
USe of CAT 'will process 
more than one transcript 
ata time, so that further 
time savings should be 
Possible.) 

2.45 hours* 

2.33-2.6 hours* 

2 •. 6'6 hours 
1.1 hours 

1.7.5-5.1 hours 
.35-1.67 hours 

'0'<0" "0"... '0'0< <0,0"'" <0 .", .,. .... " ..... 0' re.""o"'<O v'.i., "0' .oi.~ '0 •• i.=.) 
Thh .>." i. bo ..... • ·"n" .>." ""'re. '" • ,." ,,. •• 0' ". "od., ",0." ... """"",, "'o.i.Ho. , •• '0.= •• ' '.dU •• ·""i,." 0' 000", "'0"" ' ...... i" ' ..... Ho. ""0"." Th. « ... '00'",.,", i. the Florida report are all within the ranges indicated above. 

34 
,."'"""'-'t--,.,.....-------____ ._ ... __ ..... _. __ .... __ .. __ .. 

'.' 
I 

.< 

-----

I 
\ 

'. 

.r 

/ 

of time involved in steps in Figure 5: Comparison '"'orthand transcription process SI:a 

Method 

Reporter 
types 
own notes 

Reporter 
dictates 
for typist 

Notereader 
types 
notes 

Reporter 
operates 
CAT 

SCllper 
o'i>erates 
CAT 

Method 

Reporter 
types 
own noteR 

Reporter 
dictates 
for typist 

Notereader 
types 
notes 

Reporter 
operates 
CAT 

Scoper 
operates 
CAT 

-Reporter 
time 

o pages = 
1 hr. of 
shorthand 

Shorthand P 

Hour 1 

Reporter typing 

Reporter 
dictating Shorthand ______ _ 

~~I----
Typist typing __ _ 

----- I Proof I C IBn 
Notereader typing ______ _ 

-------t....:S:.:h:.:o.:r.:t_h_a_no_ dl--__ 
r 

___ ----------

Input, 

Shorthand 

Shorthand 
L--+--r-----

P Scoper edits 

40 pages 
1 hr. of 
shorthand Hour 4 Hour 5 Hour 6 

4.94 

P = Preparation 
C = Correct 
R = Print d 
B = Collate and Bin 
I = Type indices 

----- =Reporter time e 
-=Non-reporter tim ----

Hour 7 Hour 8 

--------;-;;i3---=J 5 .89 3.53 
Shorthand 

Shorthand --------t:"""?fi----===:J 5.62 

Shorthand 
2.66 

Shorthand ----::--;:-;::-----,3.55 

Non-
reporter time Source: Figure 4 
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CAT reporters also freely admit that the effort required 
to adapt their shorthand style to CAT can be very painful. The 
computer exposes their writing inadequacies, and this perceived 

"challenge to skills acquired initially through significant effort 
may also account for reporter apprehension of CAT. Some reporters 
may feel strongly that they should not be compelled to change 
habits they have spent decades acquiring. (Actually, they do not 
have to change those habits as long as their shorthand style is 
clean and consistent.) 

The counter argument is, however, stronger. Court work
loads are increasing at the same time that emphasis is being 
placed on reducing court delay. If court reporters fall behind 
in producing transcripts, thus contributing to delay, the only 
alternatives are to increase the number of reporters or to 
examine alternate methods of producing transcripts more expedi
tiously. If the courts lack the funds or are disinclined to add 
reporters, then the alternatives will be examined. It is in the 
best interest of the reporters to ~tilize new technology rather 
than to be replaced by it. CAT is a technology that serves the 
report"er and makes him more rrr,ductive, in contrast to other 
technologies that replace him. 

Assessing CAT efficiency 

Courts and free-lance agencies alike that adopt CAT must 
make an immediate decision as to which reporters are to be the 
first to go on the system. The courts that are now using CAT 
usually requested volunteers, and made a final selection from 
among the volunteers. This has not proven a completely satisfac
tory method because in some cases the volunteers have not been 
reporters with a large enough volume of transcript to justify 
their being on CAT, and in other situations those volunteers who 
had a higher volume have not always felt a commitment to put all 
their work through the CAT if its operation did not mesh with 
their schedules or if they had a close personal relationship with 
their transcriber. As a result, the page volume put through most 
of the court CATs has so far been inadequate to even pay the 
translation fees. 

In addition, if the initial volunteers on a CAT system 
happen to be reporters whose writing style is not reasonably clean 
and consistent or whose work habits are not disciplined, they may 
have a difficult time getting up to speed on CAT. This situation 
will not only slow CAT implementation, but obviously sets a nega
tive example for other more efficient reporters who might have 
wished to go on CAT. Careful screening of initial CAT reporters 
will not only avoid selection of unqualified reporters, but s?~uld 
also assist in selecting reporters who will work well together in 
a shared CAT environment. Reporters selected to go on CAT must 
be willing to cooperate with their fellow reporters in the sharing 
of CAT system facilities. 
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One recommendation for alleviating this difficulty has 
been suggested by CAT managers who have struggled with this 
problem, both in courts and private agencies. This is to start 
no more than two reporters at a time on each available CRT, so 
that scheduling problems do not arise. When these two have come 
up to speed, add one or two reporters at a time, giving each one 
time to achieve efficiency before the next'enters the training 
cycle. Such an arrangement permits scheduling to be worked out 
as the system operation gears up. It does, however, pose a 
possible pitfall in that the first reporters may develop a 
propriatary attitude toward the system or become CRT dependent 
and less willing to share CRT resources with new reporters. 

Free-lance agencies have not had the same kind of problem 
obtaining full commitment from their reporters because reporter 
motivation is usually ba.sed on a conviction that CAT will be a 
substantial time saver, but private agencies have struggled with 
the problem of reporters whose ~horthand style forces them to 
spend more than their share of time editing, tying up the CRT so 
that other reporters cannot use it. Free-lance agencies adopting 
CAT technology generally have management latitude to insist on a 
specific level of performance within a reasonable time period, 
which supplies the needed motivation to promote reporter dili
gence. 

Since there was mutual agreement among reporters and 
managers that some sort of screening to ensure that reporters 
likely to be CAT-efficient are the first to go on the system, 
thus providing assurance and encouragement to those to follow, 
the CAT Analysis Project requested assistance from the immed.iate 
past president of the National Shorthand Reporters Association, 
who was a member of the CAT Advisory Committee. The shorthand 
reporters themselves have a fairly clear sense of which reporters 
will quickly achieve efficiency on CAT, and perhaps more impor
tantly, a sense of those who will not, so the National Shorthand 
Reporters Association was asked to provide specific guidelines 
for CAT managers to use in screening candidates. An NSRA task 
force was appointed for this purpose, and contributed the copy
righted memorandum contained in Appendix D for use in this report. 
The memorandum comprises a simple screerang methodology for 
reporters to determine if they are likely to have significant 
problems getting up to speed on CAT. 

All members of the NSRA task force that developed this 
screening tool were Baron CAT users, so the methodology reflects 
that system. Some of the other vendors, notably Translation Sys
tems, Inc., have expressed their belief that some of the restric
tions implied in the methodology would not apply to their sys
tem(s). TSI staff believe that a reporter who writes long vowels 
and clean notes will be efficient on their system. This is no 
doubt true; in the absence of a publishable screening tool 
tailored to each vendor, however, the screening methodology 

37 



" \ 

contained in Appendix D should prove useful to both court and 
free-lance operations considering the implementation of a CAT 
system. 

Reporter training on CAT 

At the present time, reporters going onto a CAT system are 
trained by the vendor from whom they have obtained their system. 
Three of the vendors charge a set fee per reporter for the train
ing (see Appendix A). Two vendors include the training cost in 
the lease/purchase contract. The training period provided seems 
to average 2 to 3 days. 

Reporters indicate that vendor training is adequate, pro
vided no more than two reporters are trained at a time and all 
subsequent questions are adequately answered by the vendor once 
reporters get far enough along to understand what they are doing. 
All reporters interviewed agree that hands-on experience with the 
CRT was the absolutely essential part of training and that train
ing had to be one-on-one to provide the needed experience. Some 
reporters commented that their own notes taken during training 
were more useful than the users manual to their system, and that 
later visits by a vendor representative were an important part of 
developing a full understanding of what their CAT system could do. 

A few private agencies that have achieved substantial 
production on CAT indicate that they have a scoper sufficiently 
skilled to train reporters to use CAT, thereby eliminating the 
cost of vendor training for additional reporters. 

For reporters who have received basic vendor training, 
attendance at users groups or NSRA-sponsored seminars on improving 
CAT writing skills, CAT management, and use of scopers should 
also be helpful. 

Reporter motivation 

Any court that plans to implement a CAT system can cause 
itself very large problems if it fails to take careful account of 
the court reporters' attitudes and motivations. 

One reporter interviewed by CAT Analysis Project staff 
stated quite bluntly that "Reporters are instinctively mistrustful 
of court administrators" because the administrators are concerned 
with the efficient operation of the court, whereas the reporters 
are concerned with the production of court transcripts. The two 
viewpoints are not in conflict, put they do not necessarily coin
cide, and some reporters have a very strong fear that the adminis
trator may seek to take control of the production of the tran
script. Any arrangement to use a \CAT system must encourage 
reportet confidence that the compu'(~r will enhance transcript 
production. Enlistment of the judg1as who employ the reporters is 
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essential to encouraging confidence 
innovation, as well as to achieving 
of the reporters who will use CAT. 

in this kind of technological 
the most efficient utilization 

There is no question but that CAT can assist 
improve their production, as is clearly indicated by ~~~o~~:~~ to 
record of private agencies as well b 
reporters who have leased ~heir own ~:T y the number of official 
agreements that are required to assure f~r~tems. The kinds of 
to a court-sponsQred CAT system should be ca;eporter commitment 
the reporters who will be affected should be ~~~ll~lex~mineld, and 
the planning of a n ec y nvo ved in 
security reqUireSn~h:~c:h:~s=~:~roift~:i~r~;~:s~:lieve that their 
then the management p,.1.~nning should recognize thi!P~a~~~;~ction, 

are alreT~e successful examples of official court reporters who 

indicateat~a~S~:~n~A~heW!:~h~~l:~;h~~tn~~u~~ assi~~ance, clearly 
used and managed within the court i e pro em. How it is 
utility of the technology. env ronment determines the 
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Section 4: CAT in the courts 

Usage of CAT technology by court reporters is much more 
extensive than actual installation of CAT systems within courts. 
A phone survey of courts and private reporting firms conducted by 
this project indicated that at the end of 1980 there were about 
345 CAT computers operating in approximately 280-300 sites (some 
of the private agencies have more than one computer). Of these 
300 sites (which include the eleven operational and 5 planned 
court sites), it was estimated that approximately 120 sites (40 
percent) were directly or indirectly (official reporters using 
private agencies as a service bureau) involved in the production 
of official court transcripts. It was estimated that approxi
mately 225 reporters who devote most of their time to official 
state or federal court reporting (on a contractual basis), produce 
their transcripts on a CAT in a private agency. An estimated ad
ditional 115 private reporters using free-lance agency CAT systems 
spent up to half of their time on official court work. Hence, out 
of the estimated 1,800 reporters using CAT systems, approximately 
325-375 of them were involved with official court reporting. A 
quarter of these worked on CATs in state courts. 

At the end of 1980 eleven state courts (ten trial courts 
and one appellate court) had a CAT system wholly sponsored by the 
court. Five more state courts were implementing CAT. These six
teen systems collectively involve about 88 official reporters. 
Six of the operational court CAT systems had been operational for 
more than one year. (Appendix B to this report lists each of the 
currently operat~onal court CAT systems.) An analysis of these 
six courts at the end of 1980 showed that they had an average of 
7.7 reporters (the range is from 3 to 12) on each CAT system. 
All of them employed a seoper to assist in operating the system 
and editing. Four of them had more than one CRT. The average 
monthly page volume put through these six systems was 2~635 pages 
of finished transcript, which was about 345 pages per reporter. 
The range was from an average per reporter of 120 pages in one 
court to 500 pages per month in another. Figure 3 in Part I, 
Section 3 compared these production levels with four other types 
of CAT users and indicated that court CATs are the least 
productive of the operations surveyed. 

The volume of transcript produced is, of cnurse, not the 
only question pertinent to CAT. The cost of using the technology, 
compared to the cost of traditional manual transcript production 
methods, must also be assessed and will be the subject of Part II 
of this report. Potential savings in the time taken to prepare a 
transcript and in the promptness with which it can be submitted 
will also be evaluated in Part II as a potential benefit deriving 
from CAT technology. Another potential benefit to be assessed, 
and not of necessity reflected in the comparative data in Figure 
3, is whether CAT can permit the reporter to spend more time 
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taking shorthand and less preparing transcripts, thus reduci'qg 
the number of substitute reporters or additional reporters needed 
by courts now and in the future. 

Another area of uncertainty pinpointed by the data on 
Figure 3 involves the operating procedures and management of CAT 
systems in differing environments. Were the currently operating 
court CAT systems carefully planned and are they being well 
managed? What were the expectations of a court initiating a CAT 
system? How well was the system's implementation coordinated 
among reporters, judges, and court administrators? In general, 
for almost any program involving transcript production in a trial 
court to succeed, there is a requirement for coordination, co
operation, and commitment by the reporters, judges, and adminis
trators. To the extent that anyone segment choses not to co
operate or demonstrates a marginal commitment to the program, 
relatively poor results can be predicted. To what extent have 
these types of problems negatively impacted the number of report
ers using court-controlled CAT systems and their ability or 
willingness to produce transcript volumes comparable to private 
agencies producing official court transcripts? This general area 
of planning, coordination, management, and commitment is addressed 
in Part III of this report. 

The remainder of this report will concentrate on assessing 
the cost-effectiveness of CAT technology as employed by courts 
and its potential for expediting transcript production and re
ducing the cost of litigation within the court environment. CAT 
technology works; the major question to be addressed by the re
mainder of this report is whether and how it can be used effec
tively within a court environment. 

The effective use of CAT should result in increased pro
ductivtty and time savings. Ideally, the effective use of CAT 
should not involve costs for tran~cription support above those 
that the court is now pay.ing. Court officials who have manage
ment responsibility should decide in each situation what level of 
cost support is appropriate and necessary in their particular 
circumstances. Some courts, for example, may not feel compelled 
to recoup the initial investment in hardware, software, and 
reporter training if CAT production covers on-going lease and 
maintenance costs and speeds up transcript delivery. 

The remainder of this zeport analyzes CAT costs and 
benefits, and then demonstrates how CAT can be both cost
effective and a time saver. The material presented in Part III 
in particular should assist the potential court user to assess 
what level of cost-effectiveness and time savings are possible 
and appropriate in a particula.r court environment. 
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Section 5: Future developments in CAT 

During the last five or six years, CAT systems available 
to users have evolved from service bureau based systems to stand
alone systems where all hardware, software, and peripheral equip
ment is under the direct control of the user. This evolution has 
been made possible by advancements in minicomputer hardware capa
bilities and streamlined software developed by vendors. Current 
research and development by vendors will permit this trend to 
continue, with more computing power and more sophisticated soft
ware being implemented on smaller computers. Some of these sys
tems may be marketed at lower absolute dollar figures, but the 
state of the art is likely to evolve to systems which may not 
cost less in absolute dollar terms, but will provide greatly in
creased computing power per dollar invested when compared to the 
current system configurations. These improvements will permit 
increased throughput, lower per-page costs, and quicker payoffs 
f~:c systems. 

An additional factor that is going to have a positive 
impact on CAT use will be the marketing of stand-alone edit-only 
terminals at reduced prices compared to today's systems. These 
will allow small and medium systems to be much more flexible than 
is currently possible, and will also encourage individual report
ers to purchase or lease their own edit-only terminals for home 
or office usage. In short, reduced prices and increased capabil
ities on stand-alone edit-only terminals should significantly in
crease the number of reporters using CAT. The availability of 
relatively low-cost edit-only terminals in conjunction with more 
sophisticated telecommunications capabilities will add even more 
flexibility to small systems, enable more geographically remote 
reporters to make use of CAT, increase throughput per dollar in
vested, and decrease per-page costs when compared to current CAT 
technology. 

Some vendors will be offering distributed networks for 
CAT systems. These distributed nets, in combination with greatly 
increased disk capacit:1.es, will offer large-scale CAT use:r,s 
increased flexibility, /:1ystem redundancy, and greatly increased 
throughput at moderatIE!:ly increased prices. Again, the major 
change will be in the EI.:/:ea of increased computing power per 
dollar invested. The Ei.'PElolute dollar amounts invested will 
probably rise; the peI.'!"':i?J:lge· costs of producing transcript should, 
however, remain the s ,,1.11\ 1:\' or decrease on these large systems. 

Two CAT vendors, rather than alter the computer operating 
system, offer software· that runs as an application program on the 
computer. That is, this software runs under the control of the 
operating system software provided by the computer manufacturer. 
If the core memory and disk memory of either vendor's computer i's 
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increased (e.g., from l28KB to 256KB core memory and from 20MB to 
50MB disl\:. memory), additional applications such as word 
processing, case indexing, or simple accounting could be run 
simultaneously with CAT. 

Only one of these systems runs on hardware that is up
wardly compatible. This means that CAT software could be run on 
a much larger computer produced by that CODlputer manufacturer. 
If a court is in the market for data processing technology (for 
case tracking, indexing, accounting, notice preparation, etc.) and 
it purchased this manufacturer's computer, a CAT system could be 
run simultaneously with other data processing applications. Thus 
the court would buy only one computer rather than two. In addi
tion, the combination of CAT and data processing activities would 
maximize the usage of the computer, thus actually decreasing the 
cost per use. As indicated, only one vendor can provide a CAT 
system that will operate in this mode. It is anticipated that 
other vendors will offer similar software options in the future. 
This development should have the effect of decreasing the front
end investment in hardware involved in installing a stand-alone 

CAT system. 

The overall future of CAT can be summarized as probably 
involving more sophisticated stand-alone systems, increased com
puting power and throughput per dollar invested, and significant 
increases in the numbers of reporters using CAT. The private 
sector will no doubt embrace these technological. advancements. 
There is no reason why courts cannot take advantage of these ad
vances as well. Whether they do will depend to a great extent on 
whether courts can afford to continue using machine writing re
porters without some control on the costs involved in production 
of the record. In courts using machine writers, there is little 
doubt that CAT use will increase, regardless of whether the court 
finances and owns the CAT hardware and software. 
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Introduction to Part II 

Having discussed in Part I the current state of the art 
of computer-aided transcription and the reporter requirements and 
motivation necessary to use it efficiently, this report will now 
present six specific case histories of CAT production of state 
court transcripts. The intent of this section is to identify 
costs and benefits associated with CAT usage and relate these 
costs and benefits to manual production of transcripts within each 
case study. 

It is important for the reader to understand that the to
tal costs involved in the production of a page of transcript are 
not a concern of this report, but only cost changes that result 
from use of CAT rather than traditional manual transcl:~pt produc
tion procedures. To the extent that costs associated with tran
script production remain constant for either mode of transcript 
production (e.g., reporter's base salary), such costs have been 
explicitly ignored in the calculations of per-page costs in each 
case study. The per-page costs calculated in the case histories 
represent only the net increase or decrease per page that can be 
attributed to the use of CAT versus manual production. In gener
al, the following types of costs can be considered as being a part 
of the total costs to a court of transcript production: 

1. Reporters' base salary (or per diem payments/appear
ance fees). 

2. Fringe benefits for court-employed reporters (social 
security, health, retirement, vacations, sick leave, 
etc.). 

3. Substitutes for illness and vacations. 

4. Office space (including utilities), if provided. 

5. Office furniture (desks, chairs, etc.), if provided • 

6. Parking fees if rented space is provided to reporters. 

7. Transcript fees paid to reporters (to be reduced by 
any translation fees paid by reporters for CAT usage). 

8. Transcription support: 

Preceding page blank 

a. Manual 

(1) Stenotype equipment, if supplied by court; 
audio back-up equipment, if supplied by 
court. 
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(2) Dictation equipment, if supplied by court. 

(3) Typewriters, if supplied by court. 

(4) Typist fees (per page costs) or the costs of 
pool typists (salary and fringe), if sup
plied by court. 

(5) Supplies (paper, ribbons, binders, etc.), if 
supplied by court. 

(6) Substitute reporter salary and fringe (if 
needed to provide courtroom relief during 
transcription). 

b. CAT 

(1) Steno recording equipment, if purchased by 
court. 

(2) Purchase/lease of computer. 

(3) Purchase/lease of ancillary computer 
equipment (additional terminals, printers, 
burster/decollator, extra disks). 

(4) Site preparation for installation of 
computer (air conditioning, static mats, 
humidity'~~ontrol, etc.). 

(5) Computer freight and installation charges. 

(6) Dictionary building fees assessed by vendors. 

(7) Training for reporters. 

(8) Computer supplies (ribbons, paper, extra 
disks, cassettes, etc.). 

(9) Substitute reporter salary (if ne~ded to 
provide start-up relief for CAT "reporters, 
or if saved because CAT reporters can spend 
more time in court). 

(10) Scoper salary and fringe, if used. 

If one considers the total cost to the court of producing 
transcript, then the expenses associated with item 8, transcrip
tion support, are a very small proportion (5% to 6%) of the total. 
A hypothetical example of a ~ix-judge court with six full-time re
porters and one full-time substitute may serve to illustrate. 
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The range of salaries for full-time court-employed report
ers is typically $15,000 to $30,000 per year. The median figure 
may be approximately ~22,500 per year. Fringe benefits can be 
computed at 10% of base salary, which in many instances is low. 
Each hypothetical reporter is producing 750 pages of transcript 
per month, 65 percent of it criminal cases and 35 percent civil. 
Total annual transc'.cipt production would be 54,000 pages. Proba
bly 90 percent of the c:t;:iminal transcripts (31,590 pages) are in
digent cases and hence paid by the court rather than the attorney 
involved. A figure of $1.75 per page for an original and one copy 
is used as a hypothetical transcript fee for this jurisdiction. 
In this court, the reporter is an employee and is provided with 
office space, furniture, a phone, dictation equipment, and a type
writer. This court also employs one full-time substitute report
er, who floats among courtrooms to replace reporters who are back
logged or out sick, etc. This reporter is' paid at the same rate 
as regular reporters. Our hypothetical reporters who do manual 
transcription use approximately 23 days of substitute reporting 
time per year, while the CAT reporters, who do not dictate, use 
only half as many (probably a low figure in relation to the courts 
reviewed by this project). Using these variables, the approximate 
cost per page of transcript in this hypothetical situation could 
be figured as indicated in Figure 6. 

The following section of this report addresses the cost
effective use of CAT systems in courts today, and the benefits 
that can be realized by courts in using CAT. 

When it became clear that experience with CAT systems op
erated by courts could not provide a complete survey of the poten
tial of the systems for cost savings or time savings or of the 
range of management techniques necessary to achieve these bene
fits, the CAT Analysis Project staff chose to examine three dif
ferent kinds of CAT situations in order to explore as wide a range 
of options for the state courts as possible: 

1. Case histories are presented of two courts that 
installed the computer at court expense and have been 
using it for more than a year--case histories #1 and 
112. 

2. two private agencies that have contracts to provide 
reporting services ~o trial courts are examined in 
case histories #3 and #4. 

3. Two courts that installed CAT systems in the spring 
of 1.980 are examined in case histories #5 and 1'6 to 
see if they have avoided some of the problems that 
have arisen in courts that pioneered in the use of 
CAT. One of these new systems (case history #6) is 
of particular interest because it involved a different 
CAT vendor from that of case hi~tories 1 through 5. 
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Figure 6: Hypothetical costs of six reporters' annual production of 54,000 pages 
of transcript 

Expenses for taking the record: 

Reporter salary (6) @ $22,500 
Fringe benefits @ 10% 

*substitutes for illness, vacation, etc. 
@ 17 days per reporter x 6 reporters (102 days out of 240 work days) 

Fringe benefits 
Office space (furniture and utilities, etc.) @ $150/month x 7 

(6 reporters and one full-time substitute) x 12 

Total expense for taking the record 

Expenses for trans'cript production: 

Transcription support: 
Equipment 

Dictation equipment and typewriter/5 years (amortization) 
Steno recorders (7)/5 years (amortization) 
CAT installation/5 years (amortization) 
CAT lease (4,500 pages per month) CPU plus 2nd CRT @ $2,221 x 12 

(includes maintenance) 
Supplies (ribbons, paper, etc. CAT supplies include cassettes, spare 

system disk(s), continuous form paper, printer ribbons, etc. $.07 per 
page x 54,000 pages) 

Taxes @ 5% on equipment and supplies 
*Variations in personnel costs for transcription support: 23 days per 

reporter--manual; 11.5 days--CAT. (CAT should save 1/2 of 
substitutes since reporter will not do dictation, etc.) 

Substitute fringe benefits 
Less CAT transcription charge paid by reporter--54,000 pages @ $.60 a page 

Total expense for transcription support 

Transcript fees paid to reporters: 
(65% of work is criminal; 90% of criminal is indigent and paid 
by court at $1.75. 54,000 x .65 x .9 = 31,590 x 1.75 

Total expense for transcript production 

Total Costs for 54,000 pages 

Cost per page (total/54,000) 

Cost per page for taking the record 

Cost per page for transcript production 

Transcription support cost per page 

% of total per page cost 

Manual CAT 

$135,000 $135,000 
13,500 13,500 

9,630 9,630 
963 963 

12,600 12,600 

$171,693 $171,693 

1,800 1,800** 
-0-*** 3,990 
-0- 245 

-0- 26,652 

-0-*** 3,780 
90 1,620 

12,870 6,345 
1,287 644 

-0- (32,400) 

16,047 12,676 

55,283 55,283 

$ 71,330 $ 67,959 

$243,023 $239,652 

$ 4.50 4.44 

3.18 3.18 

1.32 1.26 

$ .30 .23 

6.6% 5.3% 

Note: Actual costs to a court of producing transcripts can vary subst.antially from the above example, 
depending on the salary paid to reporters, on the proportion of criminal cases to civil, or whether 
the court purchases supplies or provides transcribers, etc. 

* The substitute reporter is the seventh full-time reporter, who works 240 days per year (260 days 
less 10 days vacation and 10 court holidays). He works 102 days (42.5%) substituting for other 
reporters' vacations and illness, and 138 days (57.5%) providing transcription relief for reporters. 

** Assumes that if the cou'ri: has purchased this equipment, it will be kept after CAT is installed. 

*** Assumes that manual reporter buys own stenotype machine and supplies. 
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Each of the case histories will provide pertinent informa
tion on the environment in which the CAT system was installed, and 
on the costs and benefits in that situation of using computer
aided transcription. The following outline is used for each. 

CAT Site Environment 
Court/agency description 
Statutory requirements 
Transcript delay 
Implementation history of CAT (hardware) 
Number of reporters trained/training 

Operations 
System. lise 
Number of reporters using system 
Current production 
System management 

Costs 
Lease/purchase 
Data entry devices 
Dictionary and training costs 
Supplies 
Scoper costs 

Benefits 
Production time of CAT compared to manual transcription 
Effect on transcription requirements 
Effect on reporter workload 
Translation income 
Reduction in substitutes 
Intangibles 

Conclusions 

General comments of relevance to CAT management will conclude each 
case history. 

General comments on CAT management problems discovered in 
the case studies as well as observations from all other sites vis
ited will introduce Part III. Those seeking methodology for eval
uating a specific court situation as to potential costs and bene
fits, will find this methodology in Part III. Part IV presents 
management strategies that can be used by the courts in implement
ing CAT. 
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Section I: Case history #1 : Court A 

CAT site environment 

Court description. Court A is a general jurisdiction 
court in a large metropolitan center. There are 12 judges in this 
jurisdiction, with an official reporter assigned to (hired by) 
each judge. Each judge operates his own court as if it were an 
independent jurisdiction. There is no trial court administrator. 
Cases are assigned to each judge by a centralized clerk's office. 
While there is a presiding judge in this jurisdiction, he exer
cises minimal supervisory 'authority over the day-to-day activities 
of the individual judges or the workflow of reporters. CAT has 
been used only in the criminal division of this court. 

Statutory requirements. Court A is located in state which 
has a 90-day statutory requirement for the production of appeal 
transcripts. This 90-day requirement is computed from the date 
that a notice of appeal is filed until the date the transcript is 
filed. Extensions of 60 days may be granted by both the trial 
court and the appellate court, and frequently are. The appellate 
courts in this state have almost a two-year backlog of criminal 
cases; hence there is minimal pressure applied to reporters to 
meet the gO-day deadline. Sanctions for noncompliance include re
moval from court until transcript work is current and, ultimately, 
contempt citations. 

Transcript delay. According to sources interviewed on~ 
site, there is a significant backlog of appellate case transcripts 
which do not get filed within the 90-day limit. Information col
lected indicated that at least some of the reporters are averaging 
almost 300 days to produce transcripts. Extensions are apparently 
routinely gra.nted, and sanctions are rarely enforced. 

Implementation history of CAT. Using LEAA grant funds, 
Court A leased and },nsta11ed a Baron Data CAT in September of 
1976. The unit leased consisted of the basic computer CRT con
figuration and four steno recorder devices (including the disks 
and dictionaries). From September 1976 through March 1979, Court 
A operated its CAT on a page-per-month lease. In March of 1979, 
Court A's county purchased the CAT system, using a combination of 
leftover LEAA grant funds and local money. Since purchase of the 
system, no additional steno recorders have been purchased by the 
court. Any additional steno recorders needed to add new reporters 
to the system will be purchased by the reporters involved. 

Number of reporters trained. The intention was that the 
10 machine shorthand reporters (two others are pen writers) em
ployed by Court A would eventually use the CAT. Seven of them 
were trained in 1976 and 1977 and built dictionaries. 

Preceding page blank 53 
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Reporter 1 trained 1976--principa1 CAT user. 
Reporter 2 trained 1976--not on computer. 
Reporter 3 trained 1977--runs long transcripts 

through CAT. 
Reporter 4 trained 1977--not on computer. 
Reporter 5 trained 1977--sti11 in training. 
Reporter 6 trained 1977--not on computer. 
Reporter 7 trained 1977--uses CAT occasionally. 
Report~r 8 manual. 
Reporter 9 manual. 
Reporter 10 manual. 

Operations in Court A 

System use. The CAT system in Court A is being used to 
translate only felony case transcripts. 

Number of reporters using the system. By June 1978 three 
reporters' (111, 3, and 7) were putting work through CAT. 

From October 1979 until February 1980 one of the three re
porters using the CAT was absent because of illness. 

Reporter 1 currently runs almost all of his work on CAT. 
Reporter.3 runs only large transcripts, generally jury trials. 
Reporter '7 has not really used the system consistently, but he is 
progressing well on CAT, and will probably become a heavier user 
in the future. Reporter 1 and the scoper are obviously the most 
proficient in using the CAT system. The scoper estimates Reporter 
l's accuracy at 97.5% (six corrections per 250-word page); Report
er 3 at 94% (15 corrections per page); Reporter 7 at 90% (25 cor
rections per page). 

Current production. The following table gives the total 
CAT transcript production for 1977, 1978, 1979, and five months 
of 1980: 

Table A-1: Total CAT transcript production in Court A 

Source: 

Total Average pages 
pages per month 

1980 (5 months) 6,727 1,345 
1979 13,396 1,116 
1978 15,239 1,269 
1977 6,616 551 

41,978 

Reporter l's records. (The drop in 1979 production was 
caused by a defect in Reporter l's steno recorder. This 
necessitated manual production of transcripts for several 
weeks). 
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The following table illustrates the volume of work pro
duced by the three reporters currently on CAT, for the first three 
years of operation and part of 1980. It also illustrates the av
erage time from notice of appeal to filing of transcript. 

Table A-2~ Transcript volume of Court A reporters on CAT 

As Table A-3 below indicates, the total volume of indigent 
case transcript (which makes up an estimated 90 per cent of total 
transcript volume) produced by CAT and non-CAT reporters for the 
past five years has varied considerably from year to year, but is 
not increasing. Nor has the volume of transcript produced by in
dividual reporters, including those on CAT, consistently in
creased. 

Table A-3, which illustrates the total production of 
county-paid transcripts (page volume and dollar amount) for the 
last five years for six selected reporters (three on CAT and th~~e 
using manual transcription), also shows that reporters not uGing 
CAT are producing volumes as high or higher than those using the 
computer. The figures also show that the total volume of pages 
produced does not necessarily correlate with CAT usage. Although 
Reporter 1 was the high producer in 1978, others were very close, 
and in some other years he has been out-produced by a nonCAT re
porter. 
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* Table A~3: Total transcript fees paid by the county in Court A 

Reporter 1 
(CAT) 

Reporter 3 
(CAT) 

Reporter 7 
(CAT) 

Reporter 2 
(non-CAT) 

Reporter 8 
(non-CAT) 

Reporter 9 
(non-CAT) 

Total Pages 

$1.50/page $2.00/page 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

~14,161.10 $10,851.00 $12,799.35 $13,974.60 $13,364.25 
9,440 pages 7,234 pages 8,532 pages 6,987 pages 6,682 pages 

$19,790.75 $8,253.95 $11,208.50 $11,874.75 $14,167.00 
13,193 pages 5,502 pages 7,472 pages 5,937 pages 7,083 pages 

$9,626.55 $15,000.60 $14,750.35 $13,410.50 $12,990.25 
6,417 pages 10,000 pages 9,833 pages 6,705 pages 6,495 pages 

$6,997.50 $4,572.50 $10,318.50 $5,282.50 $13,176.00 
4,664 pages 3,048 pages 6,878 pages 2,641 pages 6,588 pages 

$9,028.50 . $6,926.50 $12,969.30 $13,714.40 $14,265.20 
6,018 pages \':17 pages 8,646 pages 6,857 pages 7,132 pages 

~ 

$8,971.60 $U, 618.20 $11,677.70 $13,595.30 $10,793.40 
5,980 pages 7,745 pages 7,784 pages 6,797 pages 5,396 pages 

45,712 38,146 
L 

49,145 35,924 39,326 

Source: County Auditor financial reports 

*It is estimated that about 90 percent of the total transcript 
page volume is paid by the county (indigent defendants). 

System management. In February 1980, the responsibility 
for managing the CAT system was transferred from the court to the 
county Data Processing Department. An employee 6f this department 
was assigned to generally oversee the CAT system and develop annu
al budget figures, etc. He did not take part in the day-to-day 
management of the system--this function remained with the court. 
The Data Processing Department employee responsible for the syste~ 
resigned shortly after his appointment to the post, and at the 
time of the site visit, no replacement had been named. The scoper 
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assigned to the CAT system, who had originally been an employee 
of the court, was made an employee of county Data Processing at 
the time the system was transferred to them. However, she remains 
under the immediate supervision of the reporter she works for. 
The scoper indicated to project staff that although she is now an 
employee of the Data Processing Department, she does not believe 
that she has any management responsibility for the system. In 
short, no one currently accepts management responsibility for the 
system. 

Costs in Court A 

Lease/purchase. The court purchased the Baron system 
hardware for $75,000. This did not include any ancillary Atlas 
units (satellite editi.ng station) or other equipment. The pur
chase price included the first year's software improvements of
fered by Baron. The maintenance cost budgeted by the Data Proc
essing Department is $389 per month, which includes some over
head charges. 

Data entry devices. When the system was first installed, 
the court purchased four data entry devices at a cost of $2,500 
each. No additional devices have been purchased since then. 

Dictionary and training costs. A total of nine reporter 
dictionaries were created at a cost of $250.00 per dictionary. 
Three reporters were trained by Baron. The travel cost to Cali
fornia for these three reporters was estimated at approximately 
$1,000. 

Supplies. The Data Processing Department has budgeted 
about $5,900 per year for supplies, but actual expenditures should 
be about $.07 a page, or $1,155. The greatest portion of this is 
used for paper. The reminder is for ribbons and cassettes. Rib
bons cost $10.95/ribbon when bought in 6-box lots. Court A esti
mates it will use 48 ribbons during the current year. Cassettes 
cost $5.25/each when bought in 50-each lots. Fifty cassettes 
were ordered for the year. All other court reporter supplies are 
the same for both CAT and non-CAT reporters. The court provides 
office furniture, typewriter, telephone, files, paper tape, 
stationary, pens and pencils, and recording equipmen~ for 
backup. Non-CAT reporters must supply their own paper, whereas 
the CAT reporters' paper is supplied by the court. 

Scoper costs. In June 1977 a certified shorthand reporter 
was employed by Court A as a scope editor. It was expected that 
she could edit the work of four reporters, although in the first 
quarter of 1978, because of increasing workload, a decision was 
made that all transcripts of less than 100 pages would be edited 
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Table A-4: System costs in Court A for one year of 
CAT transcription support 

System purchase 
Dictionaries 
Installation 
Data entry devices 

Total one-time cost 

$75,000 
2,250 
1,000 

$10,000 

$88~250 

Annual cost if allocated over a 5-year period: 

System maintenance (budgeted figure, which includes 
some overhead charges) 

Supplies ($5,900 budgeted, but actual cost should 
be about .07 a page x 16,500) 

Scoper salary including fringe 

Total annual cost of CAT transcription 

Less revenue (16,500 pages @ .60 a 
page paid by reporters) 

Total net annual cost of CAT transcription 
support over manual 

Less estimated savings from diminished 
use of substitutes 

Net annual cost 
of CAT over 
manual 
transcription 

$37,933 

/ 

/ 

Annual 
trartscript 
production 

16,500 
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$17,650 

4,668 

1,155 

30,360 

$53,833 

(9,900) 

$43,933 

(6,000) 
$37,933 

Annual cost 
per page over 
and above 
manual 
transcription 
cost 

$2.29/page 
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by the individual reporter. (In mid-1980, the scoper appeared to 
be editing the work of about 1.5 reporters.) She iloW has the 
skill to train reporters and update dictionaries. The scoper's 
salary is approximately $2,200 per month and fringe benefits add 
$330 a month. The total annual cost of the scoper is therefore 
about $30,360. 

Benefits to Court A 

Production time. A benefit that might derive from the use 
of CAT in Court A would be a reduction in the time that elapses 
between the filing of the notice of appeal and the submission of 
the transcript, which is not supposed to exceed 90 days in Court 
A's state. 

In the preparation of 34 transcripts in 1975, Reporter lIs 
records show that an average of 142 days was required to prepare 
a transcript manually. The range was from 37 to 374 days. In 
1976" also using manual transcription methods, Reporter 1 required 
an average of 139 days ·to produce 13 transcripts selected randomly 
from his files. 

Between the time Reporter 1 began using CAT ~nd June 1977, 
he prepared 18 transcripts on CAT, all but one in less than 60 
days. The range was from 4 days to 76 days. 

In the first half of 1980, Reporter lIs average, taken 
from a sample of transcripts produced, was 71 days per transcript. 
(See Table A-5). Reporter 3's average is similar~ Compared to 
1975, Reporter 1 has cut the time requirement for producing tran
scripts by 50 per cent through the use of the computer. His aver
age on the computer, however, has increased from 39 days in 1977 
td 71 days in 1980 (see Table A-2). 

Table A-5 indicates that Reporter,9, using manual tran
scription, is also able to submit transcripts in an average of 70 
days, using fewer substitutes than Reporter 8. The other two non
CAT reporters are taking frL.in one-and-'a-half to four times as 
long. The wide range obViously .reflects vastly differing ability 
and motivation on the part of the; :ind! vidual reporters. Reporter 
2, for example, was. one of the original trainees on CAT who never 
adjusted to the computer. 

Effect on transcript requirements. Reporter 1 is now con
sistently filing transcripts well ahead of the statutory 90-day 
deadline. Prior to CAT, this reporter's average elapsed time to 
file a transcript exceeded the deadline by over a month. Never
theless, there are other reporters in Court A who are not using 
CAT and. are also meeting the statutory 90-day requirement. 

59 

I 
I, 



Table Aa 5; Average time to file transcript in Court A 

.1.980 sample 

Court Average time to submit Number of Average 
transcripts pages 

Reporter 1 71 days 10 , 506 
(CAT) 

Reporter 3 72 days 5 301 
(CAT) 

Report(~r 7 14 days 1 141 
(CAT) 

Reporter 2 294 days 5 383 
(non-CAT) 

Reporter 8 122 days 5 313 
(non-CAT) 

Reporter 9 70 days 5 305 
(non-CAT) 

Source: County Auditor's records and CAT log. 

Effect on reporter workload. The actual number of pages 
of transcript produced by Reporter 1, the major CAT user, has 
stayed relatively constant over the last several years, but the 
caseload and number of appeals has also stayed constant. There 
seems little question that Reporter 1 could increase production 
to keep pace with an increased appeals caseload. Prior to CAT, 
this reporter worked overtime to keep pace with the transcription 
volume. After CAT, Reporter 1 has kept current by working only 
during normal working hours. 

Reduction in substitutes. The following Table A-6 illus
trates the volume of trials for six courts and the use of substi
tute reporters. The dollar figure for substitute reporters would 
appear to indicate that CAT use has reduced this cost for Reporter 
1, who is the lowest consumer of substitute reporter services, and 
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Table A-6: Cost of substitute reporters in Court A in 1979 

Jury Court trials Total Substitute 
trials (contested) Trials reporters 

Reporter 1 59 24 83 $1,103.52 
C 

A 
Reporter 3 50 70 120 $2,457.84 

T 

Reporter 7 64 28 92 $6,019.10 

N 
0 Reporter 2 71 9 80 $1,404.48 
n 

C 
Reporter 8 67 54 121 $7,875.11 

A 

T 
Reporter 9 69 41 110 $4,664.88 

Source: District attorney statistics on trials, county auditor records on 
substitute reporters and costs. 

for Reporter 3, who is also low. Reporter 7's CAT volume is so 
low that his usage may be more typical of non-CAT reporters. Re
porter 2's figure of $1,404.48 is low because his judge ordered 
that substitute reporters be used only in an emergency, but he is 
taking an average of 294 days to submit a tL'anscript. 

Reporter 1 estimates that he required substitute reporters 
about 3 to 4 months per year prior to CAT. This would cost the 
court $6,180 to $8,240 per year. Judging from the costs in the 
other courts, this is quite likely an ~~curate estimate. Although 
substitute13 were used in 1979, Reporteir \,:"1. did not use any substi-
tutes in the first six months of 1980. ----
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The number of jury trials seems to be fairly evenly dis
tributed among reporters, but the use of substitutes appears to 
depend on the particular reporter rather than on the method of 
transcription used. 

Translation income. The reporters using the CAT system 
pay $.60 per page for CAT translation (a cost comparable to manual 
typing in the area). 

Total Income at 
pages $.60 per page 

1980 (5 months) 6,727 $4,036.20 

1979 13,396 8,037.60 

1978 15,239 9,143.40 

1977 6,616 3,969.60 

Intangibles. The delay in transcript production has a 
direct effect on the cost to the county for jailing prisoners. 
Any defendant sentenced to 10 years or less has the option to stay 
in the county jail until the appeal is decided. (The defendant 
can waive the right and be transferred to the State Department of 
Corrections.) 

Reporter 1 estimated that it costs the county between $13 
and $15 per day for each prisoner maintained in the county jail. 
Another source (in the county auditor's office) observed that it 
is probably cost-effective to transfer prisoners to the Department 
of Corrections as soon as possible, because it has many programs 
for prisoners that reduce the cost per prisoner. The county gives 
them only room and board. 

Although reducing transcript production time could affect 
the costs for maintaining prisoners in jail, the very long period 
of time taken by the appell~te court in Court A's state to hear a 
criminal appeal (up to twenty-two months) seems to be a much 

'greater factor. 

Conclusions 

Environment 

1. Although Court A reporters are working in criminal 
courts, Table A-3 indicates that average monthly production of of
ficial court transcripts per reporter (both CAT and nonCAT) has 
been between 548 and 698 pages: 
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1975: 

1976: 

1977: 

1978: 

1979: 
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45,712 + 10% = 50,283 + 6 reporters = 
8,380 + 12 months = 698 pages monthly 
average 

38,146 + 10% = 41,960 + 6 reporters = 
6,993 + 12 months = 582 pages monthly 
average 

49,145 + 10% = 54,059 + 6 reporters = 
9,009 + 12 months = 750 pages monthly 
average 

35,924 + 10% = 39,516 7 6 reporters = 
6,586 + 12 months = 548 pages monthly 
average 

39,326 + 10% = 43,258 + 6 reporters = 
7,209 7 12 months = 600 pages monthly 
average 

It could not be deter' d 'f th m1ne 1 e reporters were doing additional 
~ork. If not, these averages are marginal volumes as far as need-
1ng a CAT system to handle them is concerned. If official tran
script backlog was a major problem in chis court, the transcrip
tion method was probably not the cause. If reporter volume is 
much higher, then the court needs to know it in evaluating need 
for a CAT. 

2. There is no apparent increase in the number of 
being transcribed by each reporter that requires reporters 
Court A to handle increasing volumes of transcript. 

appeals 
in 

3. Lack of court commitment to effective management has 
contributed to the low productivity of COU'L't A's CAT system. 

4. Sanction~, for late transcripts are not enforced in 
Court A because appeals take a very long time to be heard in the 
appellate court. 

Operations 

1. Although the intention was to put all 10 stenotype re
porters in Court A on CAT, in actual practice reporter commitment 
to making the CAT system work has been limited to just one or two 
reporte:s, who have benefited in catching up their backlog and be
ing re11eved of after-hours work. The CAT system is being used' 
in a proprietary way, and the other reporters, have not been moti
vat:d to adapt their shorthand style to CAT requirements or to buy 
the1r own steno recorders (the court purchased only four). 
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2. CAT production never reached a sufficient volume to 
pay translation fees, to say nothing of hardware investment or 
scoping costs. 

Costs 

1. The cost to Court A of producing a page of transcript 
on CAT is $2.29 above the cost of producing the same page manual
ly. The small number of reporters using the CAT system and the 
limited volume being produced each month, as well as the e~tpense 
of a full-time seoper on a reporter's salary, all contribute to 
this very high per-page cost. 

Benefits 

1. Use of CAT may permit a reduction in the need by one 
reporter for substitute reporters in 1980, saving Court A an esti
mated $6,000 to 8,000 a year. Efficient use of CAT by more of the 
machine reporter~ in Court A could further reduce the need for 
substi tute's in this court. Eventually, h\~wever, increased produc
tion might require additional hardware and scoper costs. 

2. One reporter has been able by using CAT to cut in half 
the average time rquired to produce a transcript. 

3. One (maybe two) reporter(s) has eliminated backlog by 
using CAT and no longer works nights or weekends. 

4. People interviewed in Court A believed that use of 
CAT, if it shortens the time required to file transcripts, might 
reduce the length of time defendants spend in jail awaiting reso
lution of their appeals. However, appeals take a "Jry long time 
to be heard in the appellate court in Court A's state, and sanc
tions are not imposed to prevent late filing of transcripts. 
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Section II: Case History #2: Court B 

CAT site environment 

Court description. Court B is a general jurisdiction 
court having original jurisdiction in civil actions over $500, 
probate and domestic relations jurisdiction, jurisdiction in f'el
ony and misdemeanor cases, and juvenile jurisdiction. The site 
is a large urban area; the geographical jurisdiction covers one 
county. There are 41 judges, each of whom hires his own reporter, 
who then works at the judge's pleasure. Judicial assignments are 
rotated periodically. 

In addition to the 41 assigned reporters, there is a pool 
of 6 reporters who are hired by the presiding judge and supervised 
by the presiding judge's reporter, who has the title of "adminis
trative reporter." He is responsible for day-to-day administra
tive activities, such as ordering supplies and assigning substi
tutes. 

Statutory requirements. The state rl:!quires submission of 
civil appeal transcripts within 40 days from the date that the 
notice of appeal is filed. Criminal appeal transcripts are due 
within 45 days. Transcripts of grand jury sessions must be filed 
within 20 days. Two 20-day extensions are permitted. Reporters 
can be cited for contempt if transcripts are not filed on time, 
but sanctions are not imposed. 

Transcript delay. A sampling of several reporters' work
load indicates that transcript delay is a problem. Almost 40% of 
civil and criminal transcripts are currently being filed after the 
initial due date. 

Implementation history of CAT. A Baron CAT system was in
stalled in May 1979, on a 4,000-page-a-month lease, paid for from 
the general fund. In June 1980 the system was purchased. 

Number of reporters trained/training. A dozen reporters 
originally indicated an interest in using the computer. The re
porters chosen were picked because their page volume was high, be
cause of their interest in the CAT, and because of their "degree 
of motivation" as subjectively determined by the trial court ad
ministrator and the administrative reporter. Three reporters were 
trained when the system was installed, with three more added a 
month later. A seventh was being trained at the time of the site 
visit (August 1980). 
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Operations in Court B 

System use" The reporters operate the CAT system during 
normal working hours. Reporter time periods at the CRT are sched
uled a week in advance. Each reporter gets eight and one-half 
hours per week, including a guaranteed rotation of the 6-8 a.m., 
12-1:30 p.m., and 4-6 p.m. time periods. Volume is not yet large 
enough to cause scheduling problems. Transcripts are prioritized 
according to their due dates. 

Reporters themselves read in, translate, and edit at the 
CRT. Three of them do complete edits; three scan only to correct 
conflicts and untranslates. The transcript is then printed and 
proofed by the reporter. The final corrections from the printouts 
are sometimes entered into the CAT by a part-time student reporter 
scoper, who works as needed, and is paid by the individual report
er at $3.00 an hour. 

Number of reporters using the system. Six reporters were 
using the CAT system at the time of the August 1980 site ~isit. 
Four of these six utilize CAT for almost all of their transcript 
work. Two of the reporters continued to use other transcription 
methods for much of their work. 

The six reporters on CAT in August had the following as
signments: 

Reporter 1 (the administrative reporter) -- grand juries, 
with transcript automatically transcribed and due in 
20 days. 

Reporter 2 -- pool. 
Reporter 3 -- criminal cases until January 1980; now does 

"fast track" civil cases. 
Reporter 4 -- pool. 
Reporter 5 -- works for a special assignment judge, who 

hears a variety of cases. 
Reporter 6 -- works for a special assignment judge, who 

hears a variety of cases. 

Current production. During the fi=st year of operation, 
the CAT transcript production averaged approximately 1,800 pages 
per month. Table B-1 illustrates how this monthly production 
breaks down among the six CAT reporters. (These figures do not, 
however, represent total production because Court B reporters con
tinued during the first year on CAT to also produce some manual 
transcript.) 

System management. Responsibility for the management of 
the CAT system was delegated to the trial court administrator by 
the presiding judge. The day-to-day operation of CAT is super
vised by the presiding judge's court reporter, who is called an 
"administrative reporter." This reporter also \l",.,.«!les other ad
ministrative duties, such as supervision and S(,.::,~:~H.ng of pool 

/ t"-· / reporters. 

66 

T" 

, . 
-, 

/ 
i 

I 

Table 8-1: CAT transcript production in Court 8 during first year of operation 

Reporter 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 

July '79 304 -0- -0- --0- 125 -0- 429 

August 479 -0- 192 -0- 89 -0- 760 

September 499 393 86 123 140 -0- 1,241 

October 791 494 112 376 600 68 2,441 

November 917 207 315 368 24 492 2,323 

December 844 238 246 529 -0- -0- 1,857 

January '80 832 360 54 487 131 2 1,866 

February 774 459 -0- 294 137 53 1,717 

March 767 345 57 193 272 108 1,742 

April 1,090 333 61 564 196 291 2,535 

Hay 804 428 -0- 412 146 36 1,826 

June 876 428 -0- 726 212 125 2,367 

Total CAT 
production 8,977 3,685 1,123* 4,072 ::;;J;;!~:f2 1,175* 21,104 

Source: Baron statistical reports. 

*Reporters 3 and 6 initially continued to use manual transcribers, but ceased under 
pressure in July 1980. (Since the site visit they have been"replaced by criminal 
case reporters.) 
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Costs in Court B 

Lease/purchase. The court leased the Baron system from 
May of 1979 until June 1980. In June, the system was purchased 
for $68,500. System costs are shown in Table B-2. 

Data entry devices. The court purchased seven data entry 
devices costing $2,500 each. 

Dictionary and training costs. A total of seven disks and 
dictionaries were purchased at a cost of $350.00 each. These were 
paid for by the individual court reporters. 

Supplies. A total of $28,488 was spent on supplies during 
the 12 months preceding the site visit. A large proportion of 
this cost was paper, and less than half of the supply of paper has 
been used. 

Scoper costs. The court does not employ a scoper. The 
individual court reporters often employ a reporting school student 
who scopes their work in the evenings. Th~ student is paid $3.00 
an hour by the reporters. 

Benefits to Court B 

Production time of CAT compared to manual. Data gathered 
in Court B indicate quite clearly that Reporter 1 has both de
creased his time to file his grand jury transcripts and increased 
his transcript volume, as indicated on Table B-3. 

The situation is not so clearcut with the other reporters. 
Reporter 2 says s"1e is taking less time to produce her tran
scripts, but she does not file them until they are due. Reporter 
3 has reduced his average time to file appeal transcripts from 86 
to 62 days, but his volume is so small that it is difficult to at
tribute this to CAT. Reporter 4 was on vacation at the time of 
the site visit, so no data were available. Reporter 5 did twice 
as much transcript manually as on CAT in the July 1979-July 1980 
period, so that his CAT production was also very limited. Report
er 6 now takes an average of 77 days to file a transcript, com
pared to 73 days before she went on CAT, and her average monthly 
trang~ript volume has dropped from 400 pages a month to 253 pages 
a month. Until she gets back up to speed, it is hard to tell how 
efficiently she will use the computer. 
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Table B-2: System costs in Court B for 
C one year of 

AT transcription support 

System purchase 
Data entry deVices 7 @ $2 500 
Disks and dictionaries ' 

(paid by reporter) 
Installation 
Burster and decollator 

Total 

$68,500 
17,500 

1,000 
1,200 

$88,200 

Allocated Over a 5-year period: 
$17,640 

System maintenance @ $307/month 

S!Jpplies: 3,684 
(provided to reporters 

d CA for both manual an T transcription) 

Scoper (paid by court reporters) 

Total "annual cost of CAT 
transcription (21 104 , pages) 

Less revenue (21 104 
$ 60/ ' pages at 

• page paid by reporters) 

Net annual cost of CAT t 
ti ranscrip-

on support over manual 

Net annual cost / Annual 
of CAT over - - transcript production 
manual transcription 

$3,912 / 21,104 
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21,324 

(12,662) 

$ 8,662 

(4, 7501 

$ 3,912 

= Annual cost per page 
over and above 
manual transcription 
cost -

= $.19 
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Table 8-3: increase in volume and decrease in transcript filing time 
for Reporter 1 

Average 
Total Average elapsed 
transcript pages days per 
pages monthly tJ:'anscript 

One and a half year 
period prior to CAT 14,464 804 19 

One year using CAT 11,123 927 11 

Percentage change +15% -42% 

Source: Reporter lIs records. 

Another way to measure the time taken to file transcripts 
would be to compare CAT reporters in Court B with non-CAT report
ers. Reporters J, 5, and 6 have not, however, put enough volume 
through CAT to draw any valid conclJsions. In a sample of 50 
criminal transcripts done by the non-CAT reporters in Court B, the 
45-day limit was met in only 20 cases. The number of days re
q~Jired ranged from 8 to 302. Thirteen of the 30 late transcripts 
took more than 100 days to file. Transcript delay is a problem 
in. Court B, but the CAT system is not yet operating efficiently 
enough to make any predictions as to its possible effect in expe
diting tr.anscript production to reduce delay. 

Effect on transcription requirements. Although use of the 
CAT appeared to be helping the gr~nd jury reporters meet their 20-
day deadl.ine with ease, it was :te.ally; too early to conclude that 
CAT would have a similar effect on civil and criminal appeal tran
script production. 

Effect on reporter workload. The administrativ~ reporter 
who halldles grand jury work has clearlJ~ !:leen able to increase his 
workload substarttially because of CAT.' i He can now take down three 
days of gxand jury per week instead of two. This'equates to a 50% 
increase in workload. There was no dramatic increase in workload 
noted for any of the other CAT reporters. 

Translation income. Reporters in Court B pay $.60 per 
page for CAT translation. This COmpares tio art average of $.50 per 
page paid for typists in the area. Based on a.n average production 
of 1,800 pages per month, this page fee generated about $1,080 per 
m.onth or $12,960 for the Lirst year of operation for the. court. 
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Reduction in substitutes. From the information available, 
it was too early to determine whether CAT would have a significant 
effect on the use of substitutes. Obviously, the increase in 
workload being handled by Reporter 1 equates to some reduction in 
the use of pool or substitute reporters. However, the other CAT 
reporters did not indicate that they were using substitutes to a 
lesser degree because of CAT •. One indicated that she had kept 
eurrent prior to CAT and had never used substltutes. Therefore 
GAT could not have any effect. Another indicated that, although 
he was not caught up, he still had seldom used substitutes. A 
third CAT reporter indicated that she was using the same amount 
of substitutes and she did not anticipate that CAT would everre
duce this usage. 

Conclusions 

Environment 

1. The rotation of judges and their reporters in Court B 
made efficient utilization of the CAT system difficult during its 
first year of operation because the volume of transcript of the 
reporters changed accordingly. 

2. Manual production figures for the year pri.or to CAT 
for three of the reporters on CAT show volumes of 10 084' 11 323' , ' , , , 
and 9,841 or monthly production averages of 840, 943, and 820 
pages--more than adequate to support CAT. 

Operations 

1. In the initial group of reporters on the CAT system, 
the administrative reporter and the two pool reporters were the 
only ones who steadily increased their CAT production. (Court B 
eventually removed reporters 3 and 6 from the CAT, and replaced 
them with crj,minal court reporters whose transcript volume is much 
higher. Two additional r~porters were also added, and CAT produc
tion rose to 3,686 pages in October, 3,044 in November, and 3,650 
in December. This volume is adequate to pay the cost of the sys
tem within five years.) 

Costs 

1. The cost to Court B of producing a page of transcript 
on CAT. during its first year of operati.on in Court B was $.19 
above what it cost manually. 
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2 Th~ CAT system in Court B during its first year of 
• C h level of efficiency adequate to draw any 

operation did not r~a~h ~ it might possibly generat'i: cost savings. 
conclusions as to wee i d bling of p&ge pro-
Subsequent management changes resulted n a ou 
duction. 

Benefits 

During the first year one reporter got back up 
d i~~reased his monthly production, and decreased the 

~~::i;ed to file his grand jury transcripts by using CAT. 

to 
time 

CAT were steadily increasing their 2. Three reporters on 
monthly prcduction at the time of the site visit. 
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Section 3: Case history #3: Agency Y 

CAT site environment 

Agency description. Agency Y is an incorporated partner-
ship, with ten reporters who are members of the corporation. Four 
additional reporters are salaried employees of the corporation. 

All fourteen reporters do court work in the general juris
diction court, which is located in a small city in an agricultural 
county, as well as in two limited jurisdiction cou.rts in the same 
city. There are a total of eight judges in the general jurisdic
tion court, as well as one-juvenile court referee. Eight of the 
fourteen reporters are official reporters (appointed by a judge), 
while six are authorized by the county to substitute. 

The general jurisdiction court has unlimited original ju
risdiction, hearing civil actions over $5,000, as well as equity, 
domestic relations, and proba.te cases. Its crimina.l jurisdiction 
includes felonies, and it has I?xclusive"juvenile jurisdiction. 
Its geographic jurisdiction is the county. The limited jurisdic
tion court hears misdemeanors and ordinance violations, and con
ducts felony preliminary hearings. 

Contract with the County. Agency Y has a contract with 
the county to cover all criminal and juvenile trials and hearings. 
The calendar is given to the reporters the previous afternoon, and 
they are assigned to cover where needed, a practice to which the 
county's judges have been accustomed for many years. Time spent 
in court varies from almost full-time on criminal cases, to per
haps one day a week on juvenile cases. Agency Y recelves a flat 
fee of $75 per day from the county for each reporter's services 
for each day in court. The per diem fee does not include any 
fringe benefits, which are paid by the corporation to the report
ers. 

Agency Y reporters also cover civil cases at $90 a day, 
the fee paid by the attorneys involved. They free lance about 25 
to 30 per cent of their time. 

Transcript fees are set by statute ~or both of£:icial and 
private transcript. The official fees for both civil and criminal 
transcript are as follows: 

$.45 a folio* base (original plus .1 @ $.55 a folio). 

Criminal transcript must contain 2.3 falios (28-line page) 
per page, or $1.27 per page. 

*In this state a folio is defined as 100 words • 
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Civil transcript must contain 2.5 folios per page, or 
$1.38 per page. (If colloquy exceeds 10 pages, then 2.8 
folios a page). 

Civil dailies cost 1.5 times the base rate. 

Private transcript fees are $.75 a folio base (original 
plus 1 @ $.85 a folio), or $2.13 per page. Extra copies 
are $.25 a folio. 

Statutory requirements. State requirements for the sub-
ission of transcripts are very specific and are enforced. Pre

~iminary hearings are automatically transcribed, and must be sub
mitted within 10 days. The fee is cut fifty percent if they are 
late. Criminal appeal transcripts are due 20 days from the • 
filing of the notice of appeal. A 40-day extension is pe:mitted, 
after that, a hearing is held by the appellate court to d1scuss 
reasons for delay. Penalties for late transcript can include a 
contempt citation and jail sentence, or loss of certification and 
job. 

Civil appeal transcripts are due 30 days after the attor
ney deposits the full estimated cost. The time can be extended 
60 days. Further delay leads to a hearing and the same penalties 
listed above. 

Transcript delay. Data collected by CAT Analysis Project 
staff from the file of the county appeals clerk show that tran
scripts are and have been over the last two and a half years, 
filed Withi~ the maximum time period permitted, although the nu:: 
ber of extensions requested has increased. (See Table Y-3.) . T 
cle~k's file card on each appealed case indicate~ the date the 
notice of appeal was filed, the date the transcr1pt was due,.any 
extensions granted in the due date, and the date the transcr1pt 
was actually filed. 

Implementation history of CAT. A Baron CAT system was in
stalled in Agency Y's offices in the county court house in Apr..!l 
of 1979. Prior to that, five of the reporters commuted to the 
state capital for a year at the invitation of the appellate court 
clerk to use the CAT installed for trial court reporters servin: 
the appellate court. Agency Y's CAT system is leased by the ap 
pellate court clerk, and subleased to Agency Y, which now pays all 
the lease costs. 

Number of reporters trained/training. Six of the official 
reporters in Agency Y use the CAT system, although they may still 
do segments of their work manually when the CAT is overworked. 
All six reporters have over one year's experience on the system. 
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Operations in Agency Y 

System use. Agency Y's CAT is operated from 8 a.m. until 
8 p.m. on three 4-hour shifts each day. The system is generally 
used only five days per week, unless weekend work is required to 
handle unexpected surges in workload. All reporters do their own 
editing, although they may assist each other on larger jobs. Be
cause the agency has the ability to rotate reporters, there may 
be three or more reporters involved in the production of one large 
transcript. 

The CAT reporters in Agency Y do not pay a page fee for 
translation, editing, or printing. All income, including the con
tract money received from the county for official court reporting 
as well as free lance work, is put into the agency's gross income. 
The ten members of the corporation split the net profits. CAT is 
regarded as an expense of the agency, as are typists, an office 
manager, supplies, Xerox, and so forth. The agency occupies 
courthouse space, with the court supplying furniture, phones, and 
utilities. 

New reporters are brought into the agency as employees on 
a flat salary, which is adjusted upward as their page volume in
creases. They must get their volume of production up to the level 
of the present corporation members before they will be taken into 
the corporation. The agency pays fringe benefits. 

Number of reporters using system. Six reporters are pres
ently using the one Baron CPU and CRT in Agency Y.. The agency 
would like to put all of its reporters on CAT when they can find 
,8. CAT configuration that will comfortably handle fourt,een report
ers at what they consider a reasonable expenditure for hardware 
and software.* 

Current Production. Total transcript production by Agency 
Y, both manual and on CAT, is shown in the Table Y-l. 

System Management. In effect~ management of the CAT sys
tem is shared by the six CAT reporte:.ts in Agency Y. Access to CAT 
is based on seniority in the Agency; When Agen.cy Y acquires ad
ditional hardwar~ capabilities, rep~'rters will be added to the 
system based on their seniority in the corporation. Scheduling 
CAT usage is also based on seniority. As indicated above, Agency 
Y operates its CAT twelve hours per day on three 4-hour shifts. 
Six shifts (two days) are followed by an unassigned shift so that 
the time of day each reporter gets his shift at the CRT rotates. 
The unassigned shUt if filled by mutual consent, depending on 
whose work is most pressing. 

*On January 1,1981, this agency added a TSI system to its opera
t:ions • 
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he ori inal transcript on CAT. 
Agency y produces only t ,g Xerox machine. Supervi-

1 copies are produced on the Agency ~ billing as well as order-
Al i binding deli very an , 
sion of xerox~ng, .'b f A ency Y's office manager. 
ing CAT supplies is the JO 0 g 

Table Y-1: Agency Y transcript production 1918-1980 
Manual CAT Total agency 

pages pages production 

10,508 98,239 87,731 
1978 89% 11% 
% of total production 

29,172 118,481 89,309 
1979* 

production 75% 25% 
% of total 2% 178% 21% 
% increase over previous year 

1980 (9 months) 
Monthly average 

potential 1980 production 
(average x 12) 

% of total production 
% increase over previous year 

52,t~24 38,375 
6,553 4,797 

78,636 + 57,564 
58% 42% 

-12% 97% 

99,998 
11,110 

x 12 
(133,317) 
136,200 

13% 

calculated by project staff) 
Source: Agency Y (percentages 

. r 1979 may be somewhat higher than 
*CAT production stat1stics fo di to Agency Y personnel, they 
the figure presented here. Accor nl

g
t b lation for the first half 

h B '~statistica a u had trouble wit aron'O tive estimates of CAT pro-
of 1979 and provided relatively conserva 
duction during that period. 

Costs in Agency Y 
Y leases a basic Baron Data Sys-

Lease/purchase. Agency 't r without any bursting 
ill ry Atlas un1 s 0 

tems CAT without any anc a thly lease cost for Agency Y 
and decollating equipment. Th~ ~.~~ the first 4,000 pages and $.20 
is $1,500 (including salesd~~~' . $273 per month is charged for 
per page thereafter. In a 1 10n, 
system maintenance. 

. Y has six Baron steno record-
Data Ei1.try 'Dev1ces. Agency 1····· from the appellate court 

ers. Three of these devices ~~:mo:reo~~ing rented from the appel
without charge, and three

f 
~flOO er month per unit. Total outlay 

t at a charge 0 ~ p 
late cour i do300 per month for stenorecorders. 
to Agency Y S ill 
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Table Y-2: System costs in Agency Y for one year of 
CAT transcription support 

System lease: 
Monthly 4,000 page minimum lease @ $1,400 x 12 
Monthly maintenance contract @ $273 x 12 
10,000 pages over minimum lease coverage at $.20 

per page 
Sales tax on monthly lease and maintenance agreement 

at 6% or $100.38 per month x 12 
Installation $1,000/5 years (amortization) 

Data entry devices (steno recorders)* 
Rental of three at $100 per month per unit-

$300 per month x 12 

Dictionary creation and training costs 
Each reporter paid $375 for the creation of his/her 

dictionary and training 

Supplies: 

$16,800 
3,276 

2,000 

1,205 
200 

3,600 

-0--

Agency Y personnel indicate that costs of CAT supplies are 
equivalent to the cost of supplies to produce manual 
transcripts. Two additional system disks were purchased 
along with spare cassettes. Estimated annual pro rated 
costs of these supplies is $150 above manual. 150 

Total annual costs of CAT transcription $27,231** 

Less transcription support cost of $.65 a page provided 
by Agency Y for manual transcription x 58,000 (37,700) 

Total net annual cost of CAT transcription s~upport 
over manual -$10,469 

Annual Cost/Annual transcript production = Annual cost per page 
of CAT over over and above manual 
manual transcription cost 
transcription 

$-10,469 58,000 pages , $-.18 per page** 

*Had Agency Y purchased all six data entry devices initially and paid 
for creation of dictionaries, disks, and reporter training, the cost 
per unit would have been $2,875 for a total, of $17,250. If this cost 
is spread over 5 years (a typical system lease period;, the annual cost 
for data entry devices, dictionaries, disks, and training would be 
$3,450 or approximately $150 year less than they are currently paying. 

**Had Agency Y purchased rather than leased its CAr system, cost sav
ings would have increased significantly--perhaps as much 'as $.10 per 
page, without:consideration of hardware depreciation writeoffs or other 
tax advantages. 

Corporate deductions are ignored in this table because they would not 
apply to a court. 
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Dictionary and Training Costs. Each reporter paid $375 
for the creation of his personal dictionary and the purchase of 
his system disk. No additional charges have accrued for training. 

Supplies. Agency Y personnel feel that the 'cost of sup
plies for their CAT system is roughly equivalent to the costs they 
incurred in manual production. Agency Y does not print any tran
scripts on multi-part paper. All transcripts, whether produced 
manually or via CAT, are done in the original only, and copies are 
photocopied as needed at a cost of $.03 to .05 per page. Agency 
personnel feel that the reduction in costs for carbon paper and 
typewriter rib1)ons offset the increased per unit cost of printer 
ribbons, continuous-form paper stock, and cassettes. Each report
er purchased his/hee own original disk, and the agency has pur
chased two additional disks at a cost of $100 each. 

Scoper costs. Agency Y does not use any scoper(s). Each 
reporter is responsible for scoping his ow~ work, although he may 
assist in scoping another reporter's wqrk if his schedule permits. 

Benefits to Agency V 

Production time of CAT compared to manual transcription. 
There is no way from the records in either the court or in Agency 
Y to determine which transcripts were done on CAT. Although the 
names of the six reporters who use CAT are known, and the name of 
the reporter(s) who did each transcript is recorded by the court, 
the reporters indicated that portions of any transcript may have 
been done manually, depending on whether the CAT computer was 
available at the time the transcript was done as well as on the 
combination of reporters who worked on the transcript. 

Effect on transcription requirements. Table Y-3 below 
summarizes transcript production by the ~ourteen reporters in 
Agency Y. It indicates that transcripts are being submitted with
in the maximum time allowed, but the number of transcripts 
submitted without time extensions has dropped from around half to 
around one-third. The number of extensions requested and granted 
to the reporters has increased in tandem with the increase in the 
number of transcripts filed. 

Translation income. Table Y-4 below indicates transcript 
production in the general jurisdiction court of the fourteen re
porters in Agency Y for 1978, 1979, and the first half of 1980. 
(Limited jurisdiction court preliminary hearing transcripts are 
not included because page data on these transcripts were not 
available. An estimate of the volume of limited jurisdiction 
court appeal transcripts ~an be found ill Table 4.) 
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Table V-3: Appeal transcript extensions requested by Agency V reporters 

Total Total Total 
number of Number number of Number number of Number 
transcripts of Per- transcripts of Per- transcripts of Per-
Jan-June ext en- cen- ext en- cen- ext en- cen-
1980 sions tage 1979 sions tage 1978 sions tage 

Individual 34 15 singles 70 13 singles 48 21 singles 
reporter 6 doubles 13 doubles 3 doubles 
transcripts 1 triple 

21 62% 24 50:¥. 
27 39% 

Transcripts 
submitted with-
in statlUtory 
requirement 13 38% 43 61% 24 50% 

--
Joint 22 6 singles 21 7 singles 17 5 singles 
transcripts 9 doubles 6 doubles 3 doubles 
(more than ------
one reporter) 15 68% 13 62% 8 47% 

Total 56 36 64% 91 40 44% 65 32 49% 

Transcripts 
submitted with-
in statutory \ 
requirement 7 32% 8 38% 9 53% 

Total 
t ransc ripts 56 36 64% 9], 40 44% 65 32 49% 

Total sub-
mitted within 
statutory 
requirement 20 36% 51 56% 33 51% 
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The number of pages in civil transcripts was obtained by 
dividing the dollar figure deposited by the attorney when the 
transcript is ordered, by an average of $1.50 a page, the per-page 
cost indicated by the office manager of Agency Y. 

The number of pages in criminal and juvenile transcripts 
was not reco.rded in the court files. Agency Y supplied a list of 
the number of transcript pages billed to the county in 1980. Fig
ures for pages in criminal and juvenile transcripts for 1979 and 
1978 are not available. 

Table Y-4 indicates that appeals transcripts filed in the 
general jurisdiction court have consistently increased in numbe::', 
in average length, and in median length over the past three years, 
hence increasing Agency and reporter income. 

Table Y-4: Appe~1 transcripts filed by Agency Y 

Jan-June 
1980 1979 

Civil: 

Number of individual 
transcripts 

Number of joint 
transcripts 

Total transcripts 

Total pages known (8)* 
Average length 
Median length 

Criminal: 

Number of individual 
transcripts 

Number of joint 
transcripts 

Total transcripts 

9 

2 

11 

4,900 
612 
400 

22 

19 

41 

Total pages known (37)* 16,891 
Average length 457 
Median length 274 

80 

18 

4 

22 

(18)*9,187 
510 
240 

45 

12 

57 

N/A 

1978 

9 

3 

12 

3,100 
282 
160 

29 

8 

37 

N/A 
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Table Y-4 (Continued) 

Juvenile: 

Number of individual 
transcripts 

Number of joint 
transcripts 

Total transcripts 

Total pages known 
Average length 
Median length 

Total individual 
transcripts 

Total joint transcripts 

Total transcripts 

3 

1 

4 

515 
129 

85 

34 

22 

56 

Total pages known (49)* 22,306 
Average length 456 
Median length 240 

7 10 

5 6 

12 16 

N/A N/A 

70 48 

21 17 

91 65 

N/A N/A 

*Figure in parenthesis indicates the number of transcripts for which 
the page count was available. 

Source: CAT Analysis Project staff search of county appeals clerk's 
files. 

Reduction in substitutes. Substitute reporters per se are 
not used in Agency Y because the agency rotates its available re
sources. As indicated earlier, 25 to 30 percent of the agency's 
workload is free-lance work. This equates to approximately four 
of the fourteen employees. The other ten reporters cover eight 
general jurisdiction courtrooms and two limited jurisdiction 
courtrooms. Because all of the reporters are available to fill 
any assignment, the agency does not need on-call substitutes to 
cover illness, vacations, or transcript production. According to 
CAT reporters interviewed, usage of CAT has freed them from con
sistently working nights and weekends to stay current in their 
transcript production. This gives the agency two extra days per 
week to handle any surge in transcript demand and also allows re
porters to fill in for each other without falling behind in their 
tran:script work. .. 

Intangibles. Morale of the reporters is improved because 
they are able to schedule more leisure time on the weekends than 
they were able to with manual production. They also have this 
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weekend time available to handle any unexpected transcript demands 
that may arise. As indicated earlier, transcript delivery has 
remained relatively constant (in terms of timeliness) over the 
past few years, despite significant increases in transcript de
mand. It is the opinion of the reporters in Agency Y that this 
ability to stay current with existing staff in the face of in
creasing workloads, and yet actually reduce the number of hours 
they have to work to stay current, is directly attributable to 
CAT. 

Conclusions 

Environment 

1. Agency Y is producing transcript more cheaply on CAT 
than manually. Transcript fees paid by the court, however, are 
not affected. 

2., No substitutes or additional reporters have been re
quired to handle the increasing volume of transcript in the county 
trial courts, although the number of transcripts submitt'ed on time 
has dropped from one-half of the total transcripts to one-third, 
and the number of time extensions requested by the reporters has 
increased accordingly. 

3. No expenses have accrued to the county courts from use 
of CAT. 

Operations 

1. Agency Y reporters have been able to increase their 
total page volume, thus increasing their income from transcript 
fees. 

2. The reporters in Agency Y can handle surges in demand 
without difficulty because the CAT reporters are no longer working 
nights and weekends to keep up. The CAT reporters are enthusias
tic about the diminution of the monotony of producing transcript 
by dictating, about their increased leisure time, and about their 
ability to produce an increasing volume of transcript. 

3. There is no way of ascertaining to what degree free
lance work has increased in Agency Y, whether the free-lance work 
is being done on the CAT, or whether it is taking precedence over 
court transcripts. The CAT system has quite clearly contributed 
to an increase in total agency transcript production. 
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Costs 

1. Agency Y has demonstrated the ability to reduce its 
transcript production costs $.18 per page below manual production 
costs by using CAT. 

Benefits 

1. Agency Y is producing transcript more cheaply on CAT 
than manually. Transcript fees paid by the court, however, are 
not affected. 

2. No substitutes or additional reporters have been re
quired to handle the increasing volume of transcript in the county 
trial courts, although the number of transcripts submittea on time 
has dropped from one-half of the total transcripts to one-third, 
and the number of time extensions requested by the reporters has 
increased accordingly. 

3. No expenses have accrued to the county courts from use 
of CAT. 
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Section 4: Case hJstory #4: Agenclf Z 

CAT site environment 

Agency Description. Agency Z is an independent reporting 
firm that has a contract with the general jurisdiction court in a 
large metropolitan area. The court has jurisdiction over criminal 
cases in which the defendant can be sentenced to the state peni
tentiary, as well as civil actions over $500. Its geographic ju
risdiction comprises one of the 31 circuits in the state. 

Agency Z is not incorporated, but is run by a self
employed individual. Three other reporters worked on a commission 
basis in the agency at the time of the April 1980 site visit. 

Contract with the general jurisdiction court. Unlike 
Agency yls state, Agency ZI S state has no official court re
porters. Court reporting is contracted to private reporters. The 
nine general jurisdiction courts in Agency Zls city contract with 
three private agencies to cover all criminal trials and hearings. 
Agency Z covers the odd-numbered courtrooms (with two reporters 
assigned to specific judges who hear felonies), while another 
agency covers the even-numbered courtrooms, as well as preliminary 
hearings in the limited jurisdiction court. A third agency 
covers juvenile trials. All three agencies have Baron CAT sys
tems. 

The fees paid to reporters by the general jurisdiction 
court for criminal cases are as follows: 

$75.00 appearance fee for one all-day criminal case. 
$60.00 appearance fee for the first felony case each day. 
$10.00 for each additional felony case. 
$ 3.00 per page for criminal or civil transcripts (original 

and two copies). 

Civil transcripts in the general jurisdiction court are 
paid for by the attorneys involved, who may contract with any 
agency they wish. Negotiating payment is the responsibility of 
the individual reporter. There are a total of 13 reporting 
agencies in Agency ZI S city, any of which may do civil trans
cripts, so that Agency Z does only a fraction of the general ju
risdiction court civil work. 

The owner of Agency Z estimates that general jurisdiction 
~ourt work occupies about 75 percent of the time of the two re
porters in her agency who are assigned to judges hearing felony 
cases, and that about one-quarter of the shorthand taken is tran
scribed. The rest of her reporters cover all five courtrooms as 
needed, and do free lance work. The court calendar is received 
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the preceeding day. Although two reporters are assigned to speci
fic judges, there is no problem with sending whatever reportel' is 
available to cover the courtrooms. 

The owner of the second agency covering criminal cases in 
the general jurisdiction court estimates that those cases take 
from 40 to 50 percent of his reporters' time. The third agency, 
covering juvenile cases, does a much lower proportion of court 
work compared to free lance. 

Statutory requirements. Reporters in the general juris-
diction court have 60 days to file a transcript. Court pressure 
is felt when a transcript is due, and a contempt citation can be 
issued. 

Transcript delay. No transcripts filed in the general 
jurisdiction court since the beginning of 1978 have been more than 
12 days late. The average length of time to file is less than 
half the maximum number of days permitted, and the figure has not 
changed over the course of 1978, 1979, or 1980. There were 5 late 
transcripts filed in the first half of 1980, none in 1979, and 
only one in 1978. 

Implementation of CAT. Agency Z installed a Baron CAT 
system in February 1979, with a 2,OOO-page-a-month minimum lease 
and a five-year contract. On July 1, 1980, the minimum was raised 
to 3,000 pages a month. Agency Z absorbed the $1,000 installation 
cost. The owner of Agency Z rents an Atlas at her own expense. 

Number of reporters trained/training. All four reporters 
in the agency committed themselves to adapt to the computer and 
put all their work through it. Three more reporters began train
ing in August 1980 to use the CAT. 

Operations in Agency Z 

System use. Since the compu~er installation, all four re
porters have taken all their notes on their modified steno record
ers. Typists have been used only for transcripts taken earlier, 
or when the CAT system or steno recorders were not functioning, 
or for rush jobs that could not be scheduled in the computer. 

Current production. Agency Z's total CAT production in 
April 1980 was 2,000 pages with four reporters; in July it was 
3,000 pages with four reporters; and in September was 3,000 pages 
with three reporters (the agency owner was absent all month). 

A summary of production statistics culled from the court 
files is shown in Table Z-l. The reporters attribute the decrease 
in transcript volume in 1979 compared to 1978 to change in judges 
sitting on the bench. 
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Table Z-1: Felony appeal t~'anscript production in the 
general jurisdiction court 

Jan-July 
1980 

Total number of transcripts 37 

Total number of files examined 31 

1979 1978 

42 54 

40 52 

Total pages Unknown 5,754 8,478 

Total pages done by Agency Z 3,094 3,878 3,785 

Average length of transcript 214 pages 151 pages 175 pages 
(15*) (32*) (49*) 

Median length 120 pages 130 pages 129 pages 
(15*) (32*) 

Number of late transcripts 5 0 

Average number of days late 3 0 

Transcripts by Agency Z 13 17 

Transcripts by the second contractor 24 10 

Joint transcripts (both agencies) 3 5 

Transcripts by other agencies 0 1 

Transcript author unknown 6 2 

*Number of transcripts for which pages known. 
Source: CAT Analysis Project staff search of court files. 

System Management. Agency Z experimented with scheduling 
until the reporters found a system that works for them. They dis
covered that reporter efficiency dropped after an hour at the CRT, 
so they shortened time slots assigned to each reporter to one hour 
each on a rotating basis. If the following slot is not signed 
for, or the reporter who signed up does not appear, the reporter 
at the CRT may continue working until the next reporter who signed 
up appears. 

Each reporter translates small segments (50 pages or so) 
of several jobs. She edits one segment while another is translat
ing and a third printing, so that three functions are always oper
ating simultaneously. Short segments are printed as well, so that 
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each reporter has something to proof in her free time. One-hour 
stints at the CRT permit the editing of from 20 to 30 pages. Cor
rections marked on a printout have to wait until the whole job is 
done, but since the conflict(; and untranslates have already been 
edited on the CRT, there are very few corrections and they can be 
entered very quickly from the proofed printout. 

Costs in Agency Z 

Lease/purchase. Agency Z installed a Baron CAT system ln 
February 1979 with a 2,000-page-a-month lease, which was increased 
on July 1, 1980, to 3,000 pages. 

The installation cost was $1,000. The monthly lease cost 
is $1,215; monthly maintenance cost is $275. Agency Z's owner 
leases an Atlas for $409 per month. Agency Z also bought a burst-
er and decollator for $1,200. 

Each reporter in the agency is charged $.65 per page for 
CAT translation, an amount suggested by the vendor to cover lease 
cost and maintenance. The owner of Agency Z estimated her per
page cost for using the CAT during the first year of operation at 
$.90. When monthly volume reached 3,000 pages, she believes that 
$.65 a page is paying for the monthly system lease and mainte
nance. 

The cost of typists in Agency Z's city is $.40 to $.50 per 
page, plus $.05 for each copy. Typists have always been paid by 
the individual reporters. Since general jurisdiction court tran
scripts are submitted in triplicate, the per-page cost to the re
porter for manual typing and for CAT translation is about the 
same. 

Data entry devices. Each reporter purchased her own modi
fied steno recorder. 

Dictionary and training costs. Each reporter paid for her 
personal disk. Training costs were included. Additional training 
costs will be absorbed 'by the Agency. 

Supplies. The Agency has always paid for supplies, except 
for typewriter ribbons. The Agency owner estimates the cost of 
supplies for CAT transcription to be double the cost of manual 
supplies when cassettes are included. Agency Z is absorbing these 
extra costs. 

Overhead expenses of running the agency (rent, utilities, 
phones, supplies, fringe benefits) have always been charged at 30 
percent of each reporter's gross income (appearance fees plus 
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page fees), which the owner of Agency Z says is a fairly standard 
private agency formula. The reporters receive the other 70 per
cent as their commission. (The owner of Agency Z is discussing 
going to a 50/50 split, including the cost of CAT translation in 
the Agency half, along with some additional fringe.) 

Scoper costs. No scopers are used in Agency Z, although 
the intention is to use one when production reaches 5,000 pages 
monthly. 

Table Z-2: System costs in Agency Z for one year of 
CAT transcription support 

System lease: 
Monthly 3,000 page minimum lease (4% sales tax 

included) @ 1,215 x 12 months 
Monthly maintenance contract (sales tax included) 

@ 275 x 12 months 
Installation $1,225/5 years (amortization) 
Atlas @ $409 x 12 months 

Equipment costs: 
Steno recorders (purchased by reporters) 
Dictionary creation and training costs (each reporter 

paid for her own) 
Burster and decollator $1,200/5 years (amortization) 

Supplies: 
36,000 pages @ $.07 = $2,520 (includes cassettes, 

ribbons, paper, extra disc) (less equivalent cost 
of bond for manual $1,120) 
Binder costs unchanged. 

Total net annual cost of CAT transcription 

Less $.65 page translation fee paid by reporters 
x 36,000 

Cost of CAT transcription support 

$14,580 

3,300 
245 

4,908 

-0-

-o-
240 

1,400 

$24,673 

(23,400) 

$ 1,120 

Annual CAT cost Cost of page on CAT 
over manual transcription/Annual transcript production = above cost of manual 

$1,120 36,000 $.03 
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Benefits to Agency Z 

Production time of CAT compared to manual transcription. 
The reporters say that they are handling a larger workload without 
working nights and weekends. 

Effect on transcription requirements. Transcription re
quirements in Agency Zls court have always been met. (See Table 
Z-3 below.) 

Effect on reporter workload. 
jurisdiction court yielded the following 
case appeals. (The very small number of 
habeas corpus actions were not included, 
figures were not available). 

The files in the g(mera1 
statistics for fe1(my 
misdemeanor appeals and 
since the transcript page 

Table Z-3: Number, length, and time to file felony case appeal transcripts 
in the general jurisdiction court 

Total Average 
Total num- Total pages days to Range 
ber of tran- done done file after of 
scripts by by notice of days 
(all Agency Agency Average Median appeal (all to 
agencies) Z Z length length transcripts) file 

Jan-June 
1980 36 13 3,094 214 120 25 -40* to 

1979 40 17 3,878 151 130 27 - 7* to 

1978 52 17 3,785 175 129 25 -10* to 

*Transcripts are occasionally submitted before the notice of ap-
peal when it is clear that there will be an appeal: 

Source: CAT Analysis Project staff search of court files. 

Although it may appear that the number of transcripts in 1980 will 
be significantly higher than the number filed in 1978, the number 
of transcripts filed between January and June of 1978 was signifi
cantly higher than the number filed between June and December. 
Statistics for the first half of 1980 indicate that some increase 
in transcript volume over both 1979 and 1978 is probable, but how 
much is difficult to predict. 

The total volume of transcript being produced by Agency Z 
is, however, increasing. 

Translation income. Production of 3,000 pages a month at 
$.65 per page ($1,950) is paying the costs of the CAT system. 
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Reduction in Substitutes S b 
needed to cover the general juri~dic~i~:itute r.eporters are not 
Agency Z reporters rotate as needed a d court caseload because 
the workload., ' n are able to keep up with 

Conclusionf; 

Environment 

1. There are no direct benefit 
from the use of CAT by Ag Z s to the courts resulting 
The rotation of reportersen~~w or the other contractor agencies. 
porters to handle an incr~asi everi permits the same number of re
and court transcripts continu:gtvobume ~f free-lance transcript, 
36 transcripts submitted betwe oJ e su mitted on time (5 out of 
avernge 3 days late). en anuary and June 1980 were an 

Operations 

1. The benefits of using CAT accrue to the 
the agency, who are delighted to be freed of th reporters in 
tating, the incomrenience of de1iveri e monotony of dic-
from typists, and from working i h ng and picking up transcripts 

n g ts and weekends. 

1. The cost to Agency Z of d' 
on CAT at the 3 000 pro uc1ng a page of transcript 
h ' -page-per-month level is $ 03 h 

t an manual transcription whi h • per page igher 
of CAT sup 1i ,c represents the additional ~ost p es over manual. -

Benefits 

1. The stenonotes of 11 i i 
office of the clerk of the g a lcjr m nal cases are stored in the 
does not have th en~ra urisdiction court. The court 
ies, 'but these a~e c~:;~t~;s ~~n~op~es of the reporters I dictionar
pared for a reporter Who has lef~ th and transcript could be pre
to do it. e agency and is not available 
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Section 5: Case history #5: Court P 

CAT site environment 

Court description. Court P is a general jurisdiction 
court in a large urban area, having criminal and civil jurisdic
tion in all cases unless exclusive original jurisdiction has been 
granted to another court. Different divisions of Court P handle 
specific types of cases. There are 24 judges, of whom 12 are in 
criminal courts. Judges rotate every six months, but court re
porters are assigned to courtrooms rather than to judges. 

Court P has a total of 29 full-time court reporters, two 
of them exclusively covering grand juries, and 27 to cover the 24 
courtrooms. The court provides office space, equipment, tele
phone, and paper to each reporter. Manual transcription by typ
ists costs court reporters $.55 to .60 a page. 

Statutory requirements. Transcripts are due 60 days after 
the date the appellate court says the appeal may go forward (after. 
a screening process). Extensions require a formal petition to the 
appellate court, but are seldom denied. No real limit is put on 
the length of the extensions, probably because of case backlog in 
the appellate court. 

Page fees for appellata transcripts (both civil and 
criminal) are set by the chief judge of the appellate court at 
$2.00 for an original and $.25 a copy. The rates for expedited 
and daily copy are set by agreement among the reporters, as 
follows: 

Expedited 
Daily 

3.00 original; .75 a copy 
5.00 original; 1.00 a copy 

Transcript delay. Transcripts generally take much longer 
than the 60 days allowed. Each reporter is supposed to file a 
monthly report with the chief court reporter indicating what tran
scripts have been ordered and when the reporter expects to com
plete each. The report also indicates transcripts completed in 
the previous month. Table P-l shows the transcript production of 
the four CAT reporters in 1980~ beginning in January, four months 
before they trained to use CAT. The average time to file in every 
case but Reporter 2 is well above the statutory limit. 

Implementation history of CAT. A Baron CAT system was in
stalled in the Court P courthouse in March of 1980 on a one-year 
lease. Funds from the appellate court paid for freight and in
stallation, 4 steno recorders, 4 disks and dictionaries and the 
reporter training by the vendor, and a substantial quantity of 
supplies. The municipal government is to pay the monthly lease 
and maintenance costs, on the understanding that translation fees 
paid by the individual reporters who use the CAT syst.em will make 
it self-sustaining. A burster and decollator already in the 
juvenile court is available for the court reporters to use. 
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Table P-1: Transcript production of four CAT reporters in 1980 
including time to submit transcripts 

Number Appeal 
Estimated of t.ranscript Average pages tran- pages Pages days pending scripts submi:~ted Monthly submitted to 1 Jan 1981 in 19&0 in 1980 ~age on CAT SUbmit --Reporter 1 2,645 36 5,070 423 708 

Reporter 2 6,425 29 7,067 642 2,495 
(11 mos) 

Reporter 3 2,800 29 9,313 1,035 2,222 
(9 mos.) 

Reporter 4 6,075 8* 6,209 1,242 804 
(5 mos.) 

*Records available for only five months. 

Source: Monthly transcript reports (compiled by CAT Analysis 
Project staff) 

Numbers of reporters trained. A total of eight expressed 
interest in the CAT system. They were carefully screened by the 
chief court reporter, who says she can read all their notes and 
four were chosen as the most likely candidates. Two report~rs 
were trained in April, two in May. Two other reporters in Court 
P are already CAT proficient and use a private agency in the city 
as a translation bureau. Because this is a pilot project to 
assess reporter adaptability to CAT, these two cannot use the 
court CAT until the grant monitoring period is completed in 
January 1982. 

Operations in Court P 

System use. Initially, the CAT system in Court P is being 
used only for criminal transcripts, including all opening state
ments and closing arguments, which are automatically transcribed. 
All gUilty pleas are also transcribed. Reporters in the criminal 
courts Were believed to average 1,000 pages of transcript monthly. 
The chief court reporter knows the volume of pages being done in 
civil cases, and believes it sufficient to justify putting report
ers doing civil cases on the CAT system later on. 

Unfortunately, substitutes have not been available during 
the first eight months of CAT operation to relieve the CAT re
porters, so that the CAT system is not being used during working 
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hours. The CAT reporters work on the computer at night and on 
weekends. The court administrator asked the municipality for a 
30th reporter to float and free up the CAT reporters one day a 
week, a request that was granted as of 1 January 1981. 

Number of reporters using the system. Two of the report
ers on the CAT system are doing very well. The third has not pro
gressed as quickly, but is working methodically and showing steady 
im.provement. The fourth reporter never learned to type and is 
consequently very slow at editing. Her output has been so limited 
that it has been suggested that she make way for another reporter. 

Current production. Pages translated by the CAT, largely 
for three reporters, during the first ten months of operation are 
as follows: 

Table P-2: CAT production during the first ten months of operation 

l1arch 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November' 
December 

Ten-month total 

Source: Chief court reporter. 

348 
992 

1,440 
1,405 

770 (computer down 8 days) 
1,677 
1,564 
1,529 
1,403 
1,131 

12,259 

System management. The CAT system is the responsibility 
of the chief court reporter, although she does not have time to 
learn to use it. Since the computer has been used only at nights 
and over weekends, scheduling problems have not arisen. Reporters 
sign up for time they want. The reporters themselves decide in 
what order to do their transcripts. 

Obviously, production volume is not yet high enough to re
quire the CAT to translate, edit, and print simultaneously in or
der to keep up. The computer is sitting idle during working 
hours. Although the chief court reporter has the authority to as
sign reporters, no effort seems to have been made to rearrange re
porter workload to give the four CAT reporters free time during 
the day to operate the CAT. The court has three floaters (sub
stitute reporters), but they have been completely utilized in 
covering reporter absences and sicknesses. The solution was to 
ask the municipality to approve and finance the hiring of a fourth 
floating reporter in order to free each CAT reporter one day a 
week to work on the computer. 
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Costs in Court P 

Lease. Court P has leased the Baron CAT system for one 
year for $1,400 per month (2,800 page minimum) and $273 monthly 
maintenance costs, both to be paid by the municipality. The mu
nicipality has been promised that the $.65 per page that the re
porters pay to use the CAT system will make it self-sustaining. 

An initial grant of $24,000 was provided by the appellate 
court to pay for the installation of the CAT system ($1,075), 
equipment ($11,700), and $upplies ($10,861). 

The court reporters use a burster and decollator that was 
already in the juvenile court. 

Table P-3: System costs in Court P for 10 months of CAT 

System lease: 
Monthly 2,800-page minimum lease $14,000 

@$1,400 x 10 months 
Monthly maintenance contract 2,730 

@$273 x 10 months 
Installation $1,075/5 years (amortization) less 179 
1/6 (2 months) 

Equipment: 
4 Steno recorders @$2,575/5 years (amortization) 

less 1/6 
4 Dictionaries @$350/5 years (amortization) 

less 1/6 

Supplies: 
@$.07 per page less equivalent amount of transcript 

paper supplied by court (72 reams x $10 less 1/6) 

Total system cost for 10 months 

Less $.65 per-page translation fee paid by 
reporters x 12,259 

Cost of CAT to Court P 

10-month CAT costs / 

$11,149 

10-month tran
script production 

12.259 

= 

1,717 

233 

258 

$19,117 

(7,968) 

$11,149 

Cost per Page 
above manual 

$.909 
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Data entry devices. The appellate court grant paid for 
four steno recorders at $2,575 each. Reporters in Court P were 
asked if they would be willing to buy their own, but the reply was 
negative. Additional steno recorders for additional reporters 
will not be financed until the system is self-sustaining. 

Dictionary and training costs. The grant also paid for 
four personal disks and reporter training at $350 each, plus two 
extra storage disks. 

Supplies •. The remainder of the grant was used to buy 
supplies: 

2300 Baron fabric press ribbons at $3.17 
119 cartons 3-part paper at $25 
100 Baron transcription cassettes at $4.75 
12 Pica printwheels at $7.95 

2 Magnetic Bulk type erasers at $12.55 

$ 7,291.00 
2,974.50 

475.00 
95.40 
25.10 

$10,861.00 

Scoper costs. The four CAT reporters edit all their own 
work, so no scoper is used. 

Benefits te Court P 

Production time of CAT compared to manual transcription. 
Court pIS CAT system has not been operating long enough to discern 
any change in the time required to produce trans'cripts. Another 
floating reporter was financed by the municipality on January 1, 
1981, and will begin substituting for the CAT reporters one day a 
week so that they can operate the CAT system during office hours. 
This may shorten production time. 

Effect on transcription requirements. Reporters in Court 
P .'ue under constant pressure to get their transcripts in faster. 
Table P-4 indicates the length of time the four CAT reporters have 
been taking to submit transcripts both manually and on CAT. This 
table is derived from a summary of the monthly reports filed by 
the four CAT reporters, beginning in January 1980, four months 
before they trained on the CAT system. Although the average days 
to file is way above the statutory limit for three of the re
porters, those three have reduced the average time to file by 
using CAT. The wide variation in transcript length is, however, 
an important variable as well. 
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Table P-4: Number of transcripts submitted and average days to file 
in 1980 for four CAT reporters 

Number Average Average 
of Manual CAT pages days to 

transcripts pages pages per transcript file 

Reporter 1 25 3,185 127 142 
11 712 65 63 

Reporter 2 27 3,699 137 56 
2 2,495 1,248 135 

Reporter 3 22 8,920 405 147 
7 2,222 317 111 

Reporter 4* 6 1,278 213 195 
2 804 402 135 

*Records available for only five months. 
Source: Monthly transcript reports (compiled by CAT Analysis Pro-
ject staff) 

Effect on reporter workload. The three CAT 'r~'porters feel 
that the computer will enable them to eliminate their backlog, 
permitting them to become current (within the statutory require
ments) in their transcript workload. On January 1, 1981, the ad
dition of a fourth floating reporter will permit a system of 
regu- lar substitution for the four CAT reporters so that they 
can work on the computer one day a week. 

Translation income. Per-page fees paid by the reporters 
are expected to pay lease and manitenance costs. For the period 
11 March 1980 through 30 September 1980, the total expenditure by 
the municipality for lease and maintenance of the CAT system came 
to $8,537.91. The .reporters were billed for $5,327.40, which re
presented a total of 8,196 pages translated at $.65 a page. 

Maintenance charges in September increased from $251 to 
$273. In order to pay the municipality the full lease a~d 
maintenance costs of $1,673 monthly, the CAT reporters w1ll have 
to produce 2,574 pages monthly. Any revenue above that level 
would go to the court to pay supplies and hardware costs. 

Reduction in substitutes. Possible reduction in the total 
number of reporters required to handle the workload in Court P was 
~pparently not a factor considered in implementing the CAT system. 
In fact, no provision was made to assure that CAT rep0~ .. ters were 
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given free time to learn to use the system and get back up to 
speed. This oversight appears to be a crucial factor iVl delaying 
efficient operation of the CAT system, which sat idle during of
fice hours during the first ten months of operation. Rather than 
reducing the need for substitute reporters, Court P has sought and 
obtained municipal funding for an additional reporter to permit 
the CAT reporters to use the computer while court is in session. 
The chief court reporter indicated that free-lance reporters from 
private agencies are not interested in substituting on a per diem 
basis. 

Intangibles. The chief court reporter says she can read 
all her reporters' notes. Notes are the property of the court, 
and can be transcri,bed in a reporter's absence, whether done 
manually or on CAT. 

Prisoners remain in custody until the appeal process is 
completed, but it is impossible to predict whether speedier 
submission of transcripts in Court P will have any effect on 
appellate delay. 

ConclUSions 

Environment 

1. The CAT system in Court P was intended to be self
sustaining aside from the initial grant that paid for steno re
corders and supplies, and the municipality agreed to pay lease 
costs with the understanding that they would be reimbursed. Un
fortunately, the period of time required for reporters to get up 
to speed was not factored in, nor was any provision made to pro
vide substitute support while they were learning to use the CAT 
system. Rathe~ than reducing need for substitute reporters, this 
CAT system has increased substitute reporter expense. 

Operations 

1. The provision of substitute assistance in order to get 
up to speed seems to be an essential factor in achieving efficient 
operation of Court P's CAT system. 

Costs 

1. In the first ten months of operation, production of a 
page of transcript on Court P's system cost $.909 more than manual 
transcription. 
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Benefits 

1. Two of the CAT reporters are doing a monthly page aver
age high enough (1,035 and 1,242) to cause problems in producing 
transcript on time. CAT should make it possible, once they get 
up to speed, to eliminate their backlog and handle that monthly 
volume with less overtime required. 
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Section 6: Case history #6: Court Q 

CAT site environment 

Court description. Court Q is a general jurisdiction 
court handling civil, criminal, and domestic relations cases. 
There are 11 judges and each judge has an official court reporter. 
The reporters are hired by the judge. The judges rotate every six 
months so that each judge and reporter eventually handle all types 
of cases. Therefore transcript demands fluctuate depending on the 
current assignment of the judge. There is a presiding judge re
sponsible .for administration of the court. The presiding judge 
is assisted by a trial court administrator. 

Statutory requirements. Transcripts are due 40 days from 
the date the notice of appeal is filed. The trial judge may grant 
extensions up to 90 days. Any extension beyond 90 days must be 
o.~.iered by the Supreme Court. There are no sanctions specifically 
stated in the rules or statutes. 

Transcript delay. Transcript delay is a problem in Court 
Q. More than 60 percent of the transcripts are filed after the 
40-day deadline. Of these, well over half are filed after the 90-
day deadline. 

Implementation history of CAT. The court installed Steno
graph hardware in mid-May of 1980. The hardware is belng leased 
for one year, with an option to purchase after that year. The 
full cost of the lease can be applied to the purchase price after 
this year, and the court is planning on exercising this option 
after the year's lease expires. Five .steno recorders are being 
leased under aq.imilar agreement. Funding for the hardware was 
provided under an LEAA grant. 

Number of reporters trained/training. Five reporters were 
originally trained to use the CAT system. Since this initial 
training, one of the five has given up and is being replaced. Of 
the four, only three have actually produced CAT transcript, and 
that in limited quantity. All reporters are still in the process 
of building their dictionaries. The reporters on the system were 
chosen on the basis of their expressed interest in trying CAT. 

Operations in Court Q 

System Use. The CAT system has not really been utilized' 
yet. Reporters have indicated that, to date, they have not had 
the time to spend building their dictionaries, and therefore they 
are continuing to use conventi9na1 transcription methods. The 
court has no pool reporte~ who can be used to relieve the official 
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court reporters during their start-up period. Free-lance report
ers are used only in case of illness or absence of a regular re
porter. 

Number of r~porters using system. There are five report
ers with steno recorders. To date,only three reporters have at
tempted to actually produce transcript through the system. 

Current production. It was impossible to determine the 
exact number of pages of transcript that have been produced~ since 
no records have been kept. Reporter A and K had provided only 
three transcripts between them for a total of 61 pages. 

Reporter A - 15 
Reporter K 46 

Reporter A would not estimate either the number of tran
scripts or the number of pages that he has produced through CAT. 
There was only one CAT transcript on appeal that Reporter Chad 
filed so far and that was 176 pages long., However, Reporter C 
said that about 30 to 40 percent of his transcript volume was on 
the attorney's request and would not be reflected in the clerk's 
records. Reporter C has also been working on transcribing a very 
long criminal transcript (estimated at 3,500 pages) through CAT. 
This transcript was not completed at the time of the site visit. 

The table below illustrates the volume of appeals tran
script produced by the eleven reporters during the last 12 months. 
This does not reflect the total workload of the reporters, since 
they produce additional transcript for attorneys, on request. The 
table does reflect the relative transcript volumes of CAT and non
CAT reporters. 

Table Q-1: Appeals transcripts produced in Court Q 

Reporter 

A (CAT) 
B 
C (CAT) 
D 
E (CAT--just starting) 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J (CAT--just starting) 
K (CAT) 

Source: Clerk of court records. 

... '. .-

Total pages 

3,419 
2,243 
2,043 
1,394 
1,355 
1,273 
1,131 
1,096 

779 
727 
642 
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Total CAT pages 

15 

176 
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System management. The management responsibility for the 
CAT system rests with the trial court administrator. The court 
reporters sign up for time at the computer on a weekly time sheet. 
Scheduling has not yet become a problem, since there is very 
little activity on the system. 

Costs in Court Q 

Lease/iurchase. The CAT hardware is being leased from 
Stenograph at 29,000 per year. The cost of the first-year lease 
may be applied toward purchase. The total system purchase price 
is $49,900, so it will cost the court an additional $20,000 at the 
end of the lease if they choose to purchase the system. This cost 
includes the CPU, CRT, and one printer. Monthly maintenance 
charges are approximately $185 a month. 

Data entry devices. The court 
corders at a cost of $2,500 per year. 
to the purchase price of $2,800 if the 
equipment. 

has leased five steno re
This cost can be applied 
court chooses to buy the 

Dictionary and training costs. A total of five dictionar
ies have been purchased at $950 each for a total of $4,750. 
Training is included in this cost. 

Table Q-2: System costs in Court Q for one year of CAT transcription 

System purchase 
5 dictionaries @ $950 
Installation 
5 data entry devices @ $2,800 

Total one-time cost 

$49,900 
4,750 

500 
14,000 

$69,150 

Annual cost if allocated over a 5-year period: $13,830 

System maintenance 

Supplies (6-month expenditure of $791 x 2) 

Total annual cost of CAT transcription 

Less revenue: 

Total net annual cost of CAT transcription 
support over manual 

2,232 

1,582 

$17,644 

-0-

$17,644* 

*The 6-month production of 237 pages in Court Q is inadequate to 
do per-page costing. This system is clearly not viable. 

103 



f / , ' 

plies. 
Supplies. To date·~ the court has 
This cost breaks down as folJ,ows: 

Cassettes and ~ibbons 
Disk racks 
Paper 

TOTAL 

spent $791.06 on sup-

$572.00 
40.06 

179.00 

$791.06 

Scoper costs. No scopers have been employed by the court 
or by the reporters. 

Benefits to Court a 
Production time of CAT compared to manual transcriRtion. 

Not enough transcripts have been produced to draw any conclusions. 
Interestingly, the one transcript that had been produced by Re
porter A was filed in only 52 days, which is unusually quick for 
this reporter. The table below illustrates the average length of 
time to file transcripts for each of the 11 reporters. 

Table a-3: length of time to file appeal transcript in Court a 

Reporter Average days to file 

A' (CAT) 98 

B 39 

C (CAT) 184 

D 43 

E (CAT--just starting) 75 

F 109 

G 
109 

H 
64 

I 60 

J (CAT--just starting) 75 

K (CAT) 42 

Source: Clerk of court records. 

Effect on transcript requirements. It is too early to de
t'ermine if the use of CAT will decrease the length of time to file 
transcript. 

Effect on reporters workload. CAT has not yet had an ef
fect on reporters' workload. The three reporters on CAT all ex
pressed the opinion that given their present in-court requirements 
and backlog of transcripts, there was little or no time left over 
to work on the system to build their dictionaries. 

Translation income. The court does not charge a transla
tion fee for use of the CAT and, therefore, receives no benefits 
in translation income. 
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Reduction in substitutes. The court does not make a prac
tice of providing substitute reporters for the purpose of allowing 
regular reporters to work on transcripts. Substitute reporters 
are only used for emergency or illness. CAT will have no effect, 
therefore, in reducing substitute reporter costs. 

Intangibles. No intangible benefits could be identified. 

Conclusions 

Environment: 

1. Although the CAT system was installed over 6 months 
ago, the reporters who have the steno recorders have demonstrated 
no real commitment to the use of CAT. Only one of the reporters 
has take~ the time to build his dictionary. And this reporter, 
at the t~me of the site visit, had stopped recording proceedings 
with the steno recorder because he had used all of his cassettes • 
Although most of the reporters spoke favorably of the use of CAT, 
none of them demonstrated any real desire to begin using the sys
tem. 

2. The court has indicated little interest in managing 
court reporting resources. 

Operations: 

1. Prior to actually installing the system, the reporters 
had no conception of how much of their time would be required to 
build their dictionaries to the·point where they could produce 
transcript. Most of them still do not know to what degree they 
will have to modify their writing style in order to be compatible 
with CAT. 

2. Because there are no pool report:ers or substitutes av
ailable to relieve the regular reporters in court, the CAT report
ers claim that they have no time during normal working hours to 
become familiar with CAT and build their d:Lctionaries. They also 
claim that their current transcript backlog prohibits them from 
working on CAT during off-hours. If these claims are true, then 
none of the court reporters will ever become proficient on this 
court's CAT system. 
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Costs. 

1. Since Court Q does not charge the reporters for the use 
of the CAT system, the cost of computer-aided transcription will 
always be more than that of manual transcription. 

Benefits 

1. No benefits can be identified. 
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Introduction to Part III 

The conclusions and recommendations of this report are 
based on ~he assumption that CAT technology, if it is to be used 
by the courts as a tool to enhance the effective management of 
court reporting resources, should be cost-effective. Section 1 
of Part III will present general conclusions r@garding CAT in the 
courts based on the six case studies, visits to other sites, and 
material :crom the current CAT state of the art. The remainder of 
Part III will provide guidelines for assessing the potential cost
effectiveness of a court-sponsored CAT system. 

Section 2 will present a series of steps that a court 
should proceed through to ascertain whether the court can manage 
its reporting resources well enough to derive benefits from a CAT 
system sufficient to justify the investment of court funds and 
management time. These steps can be viewed as a series of go/no
go decisions, in that a court should be convinced that it can 
meet the criteria imposed at each step before it proceeds on to 
the next step of system planning and i,mplementation. 

Section 3 will present a methodology for assessing the 
probable costs of a CAT system, followed by a discussion in Sec
tion 4 of intangible benefits to the court or local jurisdiction 
that might derive' from a court's usage of CAT. Section ~ briefly 
describes management strategies available should the C0urt decide 
that it is not cost-effective to directly sponsor CAT implementa-
tion • 
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Section 1: Conclusion from case studies 

The benefits that could result from use of computer-aided 
transcription in the courts can be grouped under three broad head
ings: cost savings, time savings, and intangible benefits that 
cannot be quantified.. It is clear from the case studies and other 
sites visited that all three are achievable using CAT. In short, 
CAT technology can and does work, but the way in which it is used 
in the court environment will determine its efficiency. 

Whether a CAT system is a cost-beneficial investment for a 
court will be determined by how CAT system use is integrated into 
a particular court's management strategies, including managing 
court reporting resources and services. In a court that does a 
good job of managing its reporting resources, CAT can be smoothly 
integrated into court operations and can be expected to achieve 
the intended goals of time and cost savings. In a court that 
either does not manage its reporting resources or does it poorly, 
a successful CAT operation is not likely. 

CAT is not a passive technology. To be successfully 
implemented in a court, two requirements must be met: first, the 
court must manage and control the allocation of court reporting 
resources; and second, the court must actively manage the opera
tions of its CAT system. While each of these axiomatic require
ments have corollary requirements (which will be discussed in 
Section 2), failure to achieve these overall requirements will 
likely result in an unsuccessful court-sponsored CAT operation. 
If a court assesses its operations and feels it cannot achieve 
these two overall requirements, then CAT is better left to the 
private sector. 

Cost savings 

The two private agency studies !Y and Z) prove clearly 
that CAT can produce a page of transcript for the same as or less 
cost than a page of transcript produce'd manually. Agency Y. is 
producing 58,000 pages of CAT transcdpt a year for $.18 less per 
page than its manual transcription costs. Agency Z's .cost for 
36,000 CAT pages annually is $.03 higher per page than the cost 
of manual production, which represents increased supply costs. 

Unfortunately, only one of the eleven courts presently 
using a CAT system has been able to achieve a cost-effective oper
ation, and that occurred six_.,months after the site visit after 
substantial changes in reporters using the system. Three of the 
courts for which case studies are present~d here were subsidizing 
CAT system page costs ranging from $.19 to $2.29 per page more 
than manual transcription would cost. The cost involved in the 
fourth court stu'died indicated that it was clearly not a viable 
candidate for CAT implementation. 
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How can the difference be explained? First of all, the 
profit moti,ve of free-lance reporters is basic to their switch to 
CAT. They believe, based on their evaluation' of available evi
dence in the approximately 280-free lance agencies llsing CAT, that 
they can increase their productivity ou CAT, and hence increase 
income. In the courts, the impetus to increase productivity prob
ably comes from the court administT~~or, and the systems have been 
presented to the reporters as a way of easing their workload and 
expediting output. Although the reporters appreciate these bene
fits and subsidies are provided to cushion the reporters' training 
period, the fact that their income is not greatly affected by 
their level of productivity often negates the urge to push hard 
for increased or speedier production. 

A second factor affecting private reporter motivation to 
use CAT efficiently is that the agency in which the reporter works 
may clearly expect good performa.nce on CAT, and job status may 
depend on it. Courts have not been able or willing to impose the 
same kind of criteria in managing their court reporting resources, 
whether transcription is done manually or on CAT. The problems of 
motivation are basic to all court repnri.:ing; effective management 
and enforceable sanctions are the keys to productivity and time
liness. Where these are lacking, efficiency cannot be achieved. 

By and large the courts have been unable to achieve com
plete reporter commitment to CAT. Not only have they not. required 
all reporters to adjust to CAT, but they have not even required 
those reporters adopting computer-aided transcription to put all 
their work through the computer or to put it through expeditious
ly. Some reporters have insisted on doing some of their work 
manually when it was more convenient, well after the time they 
should have been proficient on CAT. This has limited. the vol.umel 
of transcript produced on CAT, thus decreasing economi~ returns. 
Another limiting factor has been the slowness with which ~any of 
the court reporters using CAT have adjusted to the technology. 
In fact, the case studies clearly indicate that there are a 
number of reporters who have been on CAT for a year or more who 
are not using the system efficiently. They are taking up system 
time that might be more effectively used by other reporters, and 
are slowing down the whole operation of the system. In some in
stances this situation has resulted from the court's refusal to 
give the reporters sufficient time out of court to adequately 
train on CAT and their having to spend their free time working to 
meet existing transcription production demands. In other in
stances, the problem is attributable solely to lack of reporter 
commitment to use the court's CAT system. 

Time savings 

Some of the court reporters using CAT systems can produce 
transcripts in a more expeditious manner than non-CAT reporters 
in the same court. However, some of the non-CAT reporters have 
equally good r.ecords for timely production of transcripts. 
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The two private agencies studied happened to be located 
in states with strict rules for transcript submission, and en
forced sanctions for not meeting the requirements. Their per
formance indicates clearly that in their jurisdictions deadlines 
can be consistently met, regardless of what kind of transcription 
method is used. In the case of those two private agencies, how
ever, the reporters clearly feel that using CAT is a very substan
tial aid in simplifying and speeding transcript production. 

In two of the court case studies, at least two reporters 
have substantially reduced the time required to produce a tran
script, but in the two states involved, appellate court case 
backlog is so extensive that transcript de1al merely reflects 
appellate delay and is not clearly a factor causing it. In these 
two states little emphasis is placed on timeliness of transcript 
submission because of the appellate court's overwhelming case 
backlog. Consequently, reporters may be reducing the time spent 
in preparing transcripts by using CAT, but few cases are being 
submitted to the appe11ati:!court more. speedily. 

In other case studies, as well as in courts visited that 
were not used as case studies, it appeared that some reporters 
were able to produce transcript in a more timely fashion using 
CAT, but that these transcripts were then held the usual length 
of time before being submitted to the court. III these instances , 
the time savings associated with CAT were, of course, lost to the 
judiciary. 

A different aspect of the achievement of time savings is 
that such savings quite clearly relate more to the ability, moti
vation, and management of the reporter than to the method of tran
scription used. Reporters who are inten~ on meeting deadlines 
and increasing productivity will succeed on CAT because it is a 
mechanism that assists them to do both. But a reporter who is 
not similarly motiva.ted will probably never use a CAT efficiently. 
In short, reporter motivation and work habits are of critical 
importance in the successful utilization of a CAT system. 

Impact of the court environment on costs and benefits 

At the present time, CAT systems in state courts are not 
operating anywhere near the potential of the technology. The 
technology is not the problem, as success in the private sector 
clearly demonstrates. If the technology is not the problem then 
the following factors in the court environment are hinderin~ cost
effective use of the technl)logy. , 

1. In general, the courts observed during this study have 
not been doing much in the way of actively managing their court 
reporting .~esources. In most instances, reporters operated inde
pendent of other reporters and basically answered only to their 
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individual judges regarding workload, work habits, and transcript 
production. Some of the courts had a position which was vested 
with the responsibility of managing the court reporters; however, 
this reponsibility rarely included authority, and even more rarely 
was the authority exercised when present. Most of these situa
tions have evolved over time and the persons responsible for 
managing court reporting resources simply could not alter the 
existing situation. .. The net result was that reporters were effec
tively insulated from much, if not all, management oversight and 
accountability. 

2. Court CAT systems have been marked by a lack of plan
ning, system coordination, system support from court administra
tion (in terms of adequate substitutes available during the start
up period, etc.), judicial support, and/or reporter motivation and 
cooperation. 

3. In some instances, courts have embarked on a CAT im
plementation without any realistic idea of the potential volume 
available to put through the system. This has resulted from 
reporters refusing to divulge what their actual production (all 
case types) is, judges not requiring the disclosure of this infor
mation, and/or misinformation supplied by reporters. There has 
been a general over-estimation of how many pages of transcript 
reporters are actually producing. 

4. The most effective utilization of a CAT system in
volves assignment of reporters to match workload requirements. 
In both Agency Y and Z, the ability of the agency to .assign 
reporters to meet workload requirements, to demand production of 
all work via CAT, to demand commitment by the reporters$ etc., 
has been the key to their success with CAT. Only one of the 
courts reviewed has recognized the importance of these factors 
and has made the changes necessary to operate the CAT efficiently. 

5. The dictionary building and shorthand adjustment 
process should not take lor.ger than 4 to 8 months, but some court 
reporters are taking much longer than this. Management must 
provide adequate time and substitutes and establish requirements 
that make this learning stage as short as possible. During that 
period there will be a drop in reporter productivity, and adjust
ments' (available substitutes from pool or per diem reporters) need 
to be made to permit the reporter to get back up to speed as soon 
as possible. During this period the reporters should be 
monitored and held accountable and the court should expect 
efficiency to be achieved within set time frames. 

6. Direct cost savings from use of CAT will not occur 
until page volume reaches the level where translation fees and 
reduction in substitute reporters pay the expense of running the 
system. In the courts surveyed, realistic appraisals have seldom 
been made of the volume levels that are available or needed. 
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7. Official state court reporters do not generally share 
the growing perception in the free-lance community that CAT is a 
logical tool for the reporting profession to adopt in order to 
increase productivity and reduce the transcription burden. Al
though official reporters are generally employees of the court, 
they regard themselves as independent contractors, and consider 
CAT equipmen.t too expensive to finance alone. Their perception 
of themselves as independent contractors to the court (regardless 
of the actual situation) can and has negatively affected reporter 
ability to cooperate with each other in the efficient use of a 
court CAT system. Since their court employment arrangement does 
not offer easy ways for reporters to collectively finance a CAT 
system, they wait for the court to implement CAT, and then volun
teer to use it. But since the court is paying for it and managing 
it, the individual reporters do not feel responsible for its 
efficient operation, even though they would like to control its 
operation and enjoy its benefits. 

8. The indirect benefits that could accrue to the court from 
the use of CAT may be more important than direct cost savings. 
These should include a shortening in the time required to produce 
a transcript and the ability of reporters to handle a larger 
volume of transcript. Steno notes and dictionaries are available 
if a reporter leaves, which would permit another reporter to 
transcribe them if necessary. CAT steno notes should also be of 
high quality, and are more easily transcribable on CAT than any 
other way if someone other than the reporter who took them has to 
transcribe them. There may also be a decrease in non-court costs, 
such as custodial care of defendants while appeals are pending, 
if transcripts can be prepared more speedily. 

9. The use of scopers to scan/edit is not a prerequisite 
to efficient utilization of a CAT system in a court environment, 
but is rather a mechanism for handling volume or scheduling prob
lems. Scopers used too early in reporter training may lead to 
continual delay because the reporters may not be forced to clean 
up their shorthand. 

10. The advantages to be enjoyed by reporters from use of 
a CAT system are not dependent upon the system's being installed 
in or by the court, but rather on efficient use of the system 
wherever it is located. 

If a CAT system is to be installed in or by a court, there 
are a number of prerequisites that should be considered in promot
ing its efficient operation. Section 2 identifies these prereq
uisites. 
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Section 2: Can your court make CAT technology work? 

The cost-effective use of computer-aided transcription 
depends on the efficient management of court reporting resources. 
Both court commitment and reporter commitment should be examined 
to determine whether the management situation in a court is con
ducive to a successful CAT operation. 

Assess your court's commitment to the efficient operation of a 
CAT system 

1. The court must provide for the operational management 
that will ensure the efficient operation of the sys
tem. 

2. Efficient operation of a CAT system requires that re-
porters be assigned to accommodate changing workload 

--~-----------]:'ecfii:rrem:en.tl;;---=----------=----=----------~ requirements. 

3. The manager responsible for a' court CAT system must 
know the volume of transcript being produced by each 
reporter who is a candidate for CAT. 

4. CAT reporters must work in courts producing a high 
volume of transcripts. 

5. The judges must be willing to abide by the CAT 
screening guidelines and page volume requirements. 

6. The court must be supportive of the reporter during 
the learning process. 

Each of these commitments will be discussed in turn. 

1. The court must provide for the operational management 
that will ensure the efficient operation of the sys
tem. 

Inefficiencies in transcription, however it is accomp
lished, result from lack of or inadequate standards. Reporter 
skills (including CAT compatibility if the court is going to use 
CAT) should be a criterion for hiring reporters. Reporter per
formance should be a criterion for continued employment and should 
be rewarded. Standards of accuracy should be set; time limits 
for submission of transcript should exist and be enforced. Sanc
tions for inadequate performance should be imposed. Monitoring 
procedures should exist. Mechanisms for scheduling r~porter and/ 
or scoper access to CAT must be worked out. CAT systems do not 
run themselves, and the usefulness of the technology depends 
entirely on how it is used. (Guidelines for system management in 
the co~rt are found in Part IV.) 
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CAT systems with multiple CRTs and the capability of 
processing more than one reporter's work simultaneously, as well 
as leases with lower monthly page minimums such as private 
agencies receive, are alternate solutions to this problem. 

In some of the courts presently using CAT, the adminis
trator or manager has not. been able to ascertain the volume being 
produced by the individual court reporter, and has indicated that 
only the judge can require the disclosure of this information. 
Past experience has shown that volume estimates by reporters tend 
to be inflated. If individual reporter volume cannot be accu
rately ascertained or volume is consistently below 700 pages per 
month per reporter, then the court is probably not a good candi
date for CAT. 

4. CAT reporters must work in courts with a high volume 
of transcript. 

In order to produce the volume discussed under 3 above, 
reporters using CAT must be assigned to courts where that volume 
of transcript is being produced. There is no logic in training a 
reporter and building a dictionary, only to have that reporter 
moved from a criminal division to a probate division. If the 
court cannot be assured of a steady group of high-volume report
ers, who regularly produce over 700 pages a month, the court will 
probably not· be able to make a CAT function efficiently. 

5. The judges must be willing to abide by the CAT 
screening guidelines and page volume requirements. 

The reporter who goes on a CAT system solely because his 
judge requires it will probably not be a successful CAT reporter. 

The NSRA screening guidelines provided in AppendixD, or 
those provided by CAT vendors, are not intended to exclude any 
reporter who is motivated from attempting to adjust to CAT. They 
are intended to assist the CAT manager in determining the order 
in which reporters are trained to use the system in order that 
those reporters with a high probability of suc,cess are the initial 
users. The success of the first users wi-II enhance confidence 
and motivation of those who are to follow. It will also help 
assure that the system approaches cost-effectiveness as rapidly 
as possible, minimizing the period when the court must subsidize 
the reporters to help them get back up to speed. 

6. The court must be supportive of the reporter during 
the learning process. 

Because the learning process involves a temporary drop in 
productivity and requires some free time to learn how to use CAT, 
judges must be prepared to adjust to assignment of reporters to 
match workload; or the use of substitutes, partIcularly during the 
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first few months of CAT use. Judges and administrators should 
anticipate that each reporter going on the CAT system may need as 
much as 100 hours of time out of court to work directly with the 
CAT system during the training cycle. This time is required for 
initial training of the reporter and for the reporter to actually 
work with the scoping equipment. This initial work with the CRT 
will enable the reporter to fully compre:hend the impact of short
hand style on the efficient use of CAT. The reporter can then 
work on producing clean notes in a consistent style, which are 
crucial to efficiency on CAT. Reporters should be up to speed on 
CAT within 6 to 8 months. Once this training cycle is completed, 
the need to release reporters from court to work on transcripts 
should decrease to near zero, excluding any unusual sudden surge 
in transcript demand. In these instances, the pooling of report
ers should permit the court involved to be covered without the 
need for additional substitutes. 

Assess your reporters' commiiment to efficient operation of the 
CAT system 

The commitment of your court's reporters to a successful 
CAT operation is perhaps the paramount requirement for an effi
cient CAT operation in your court. If your reporters are not 
demonstrably committed to the use of CAT because of personal, 
political, or economic concerns, the recommendation of this report 
is that your court not implement a CAT system. 

The following reporter commitments are essential to the 
efficient operation of a CAT system in a court: 

1. Reporters must be willing to participate in a 
screening process to determine which reporters should 
be the first to use CAT. 

2. Reporters must agree to achieve a certain level of 
efficiency on CAT within specified time periods, even 
if this involves overtime work in the office rather 
than at home. 

3. Reporters should agree to process a minimum number of 
pages each month through the CAT system. 

4. Reporters must be willing to edit their own notes at 
any time the notes are not clean enough to be done by 
a scoper. 

5. Reporters should be willing to cooperate in attaining 
maximum scheduling flexibility of the CAT.system. 

6. Court reporters using CAT must agree to process all 
their work through CAT, and to give their court work 
first priority if the court has financed the CAT. 
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8. 

Court reporters should help defray the 
CAT system at least up to the level of 
cost of producing transcript manually. 

cost of a court 
their present 

t:> t e court should The reporters should a"'ree that h 
retain a copy of the reporter's di ctionary. 
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Setting a standard for the level of efficiency to require 
is difficult. A number of possible standards have been suggested 
by reporters and by the CAT Project's Advisory Committee. 

The standard recommended by this project would be volume 
of pages that should be done in the share of CRT time allocated 
to each reporter. If a minimum volume for a reporter to go on a 
CAT system is used, then over 700 pages a month is recommended, 
and nine months is the maximum acceptable learning period. The 
a'ttainment of over 700 pages a month within the time block 
reserved to the reporter by the tenth month of CAT use would be a 
level to strive for. Intermediate milestones for a reporter 
going on CAT (the number of pages they should be producing each 
month during the 9-month training cycle to achieve over 700 pages 
per month by the tenth month on the system) ar~ contained in 
Figure 9 in Section 3 following. 

An alternate standard would be achievement of an editing 
speed of 20-30 pages an hour, which seems to reflect a general 
national consensus on what is acceptable. This speed, however, 
varies substantially depending on the subject matter of the 
transcripts and is much more difficult to accurately monitor than 
total pages of transcript completed per month. A reporter 
attaining an average editing speed of 25 pages per hour, and 
editing for 7 hours per week, would be producing 700 pages of 

transcript per mouth. 

A third standard might be the achievement of a certain 
average number of conflicts per page, which is, of course, an 
accuracy measure. Some CAT users suggest that 90-95% accuracy 
(15-20 corrections on a 200-word page, including punctuation, 
capitalization, correction of untranslates and/or conflicts) is 
necessary to use CAT cost-efficiently in a shared .environment. 
Some private agencies charge reporters for all editing changes 
above a fixed maximum. Thi~ standard would again be much more 
difficult to monitor than total monthly pages of production. In 
addition, a reporter who does not achieve either the editing speed 
or accuracy standards is highly unlikely to achieve acceptable 
monthly page volume wit~)ut depriving other reporters of their 

fair share of time on CAT. 

Any of the standards discussed will serve as appropriate 
techniques for monitoring a reporter's progress on CAT. When 
monitoring reporters' progress on CAT, it should be kept in mind 
that acbieving proficiency benefits the reporter. The court 
should not assume responsibility for lack of commitment on the 

part of reporters. 

Reiorters should agree to process a minimum number of 
~a_es each month through the CAT system. 

3. 

Although reporter volume varies from month to month, the 
guarantee of, a minimum volume (once a reporter had completed the 
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training cycle) could be achieved by charging each reporter using 
the system a minimum monthly fee for processing 700 pages of tran
script in the same manner that a CAT vendor demands payment for a 
minimum number of pages when he leases a system to a court. Ex
cess pages in any month could be added to page volume in months 
where the minimum was not attained. Once a reporter consistently 
met his minimum, all pages over 700 could be translated free of 
charge, thus increasing the reporter's income. 

An arrangement of this sort guarantees two essentials to 
CAT operation. The first is that reporters with low volumes will 
not tie up the system. The second is that reporters will commit 
themselves to putting all their work through the CAT system once 
they are on it. Experience in at least three courts now using 
CAT has been that reporters continued to do part of their tran
script manually when it was more convenient for them than using 
CAT or if they had a close personal relationship with their 
transcriber. The result is that the total volume processed by 
the CAT system never reached the anticipated level where page 
rates charged to reporters paid the per-page cost of computer 
translation. Reporter commitment to use CAT and use it well is 
absolutely essential to successful operation of a system. If 
reporters will not commit themselves to process a reasonable 
minimum, then their court is probably not a good CAT risk. 

4. Reporters must be willing to edit their own notes at 
any time the notes are not clean enough to be done by 
a scoper. 

Since a clean and consistent shorthand style is so essen
tial to the efficient operation of CAT, there is a level of 
accuracy that should be attained if a reporter is to turn work 
over to a scoper. Again, this could be based on number of con
flicts per page, or on the number of pages egited per hour. 
Whichever is used, a scoper should turn the work back if it will 
take too much time, and the reporter should edit transcript that 
falls short of the standard; the work should be done when the CRT 
is available, without infringing on someone else's time slot. A 
scoper should not be used to scan/edit until the reporter has 
reached the specified level of proficiency. This should be clear
ly understood by each reporter before going on CAT. 

5. Reporters should be willing to cooperate in ~ttaining 
maximum scheduling flexibility of the CAT system. 

Whatever the method used to schedule the CAT system, it 
is important that all reporters have a fair share of time 
assigned to their work and that scope assignments are rotated 
among all the reporters. 

In some of the court CAT systems now in operation, the 
first reporters to learn the system have assumed a proprietary 
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attitude toward the CAT, with other reporters using it only when 
it is idle. In another situation, each reporter is insisting on 
having a CRT, although the volume of transcript being handled does 
not warrant either of these arr&ngements. A court CAt has to be 
a tea~ operation. even though official court reporters have tradi
tionaily operated independently. A court that cannot organize a 
team of reporters_who> will assume collective responsibility for 
the success of CAT probably should not get involved. 

6. Court reporters using CAT must agree to give their 
court work first priority if the court has financed 
the CAT. 

CAT is unlikely to cost the court .less than manual tran
scription methods, at least for several years after implementa
tion. Its principal saving to the court can be realized o~ly in 
the more rapid delivery of transcripts or through the same number 
of court reporters handling a larger volume of court transcript. 

If the court reporters are also doing transcripts for at
torneys or other free-lance work and use the time savings derived 
from CAT to increase their volume of non-court work, then the time 
savings will be lost to the court and will benefit only the re
porter. If only the reporters benefit, then they should finance 
their own CAT. 

If official reporters waut courts to finance CAT systems, 
then they must make a commitment to the principle that the bene
fits of using CAT should accrue to the court as well as to them
selves. 

7. Court reporters should help defray the cost of a court 
CAT system at least up to the level of their present 
cost of producing transcript manually. 

Most court reporters across the country pay typists to 
prepare their transcripts. This expense is recouped from the page 
fees received for transcripts. This same amount can be paid as 
per-page fee for the use of CAT without affecting reporter incom: 
in any way. 

Furthermore, use of CAT eliminates the time a reporter 
spends dictating steno notes. The argument that time is not 
worth anything is invalid if the court is paying substitute 
reporters or for the substitute method (CAT) of transcription. 

Because one of the primary purposes of CAT is to reduce 
the amount of time spent in preparing transcript, the benefit 
that accrues to the reporter who comes up to speed on CAT is a 
reducti~n in hours spent to handle the workload, either giving 
more le~sure time or permitting an increase in the volume of 
pages processed, with an attendant increase in fe'e income. This 
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is not a benefit for which the court should assume responsibility 
without any return whatsoever. 

There is no justification for reporters to maintain that 
use of a CAT should cost them less than typists. Indeed, ma.ny 
reporters are willing to and do pay slightly more than typists' 
fees for CAT, and consider it well worth the cost because of the 
benefits they enjoy. If reporters are reluctant to pay to use a 
court CAT, then the court should be very wary of investing in a 
system. 

8. The reporters should agree that the court shou1dre
tain a copy of the reporter,ls dictionary. 

One o,t the important intangible benefits of computer
aided transcription is that steno notes recorded for computer 
translation can be transcribed by someone else if the reporter 
who took them is not available to do so. This requires that the 
court have on file both the recorded steno notes and a copy of 
each CAT reporter's dictionary. Agreement should be reached 
before a reporter goes on a court CAT that the court will retain 
a copy of that reporter's dictionary. 
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Section 3: Costing methodology 

If a court has determined by reviewing the criteria in 
Section II that it~has sufficient control of its reporting 
resources to undertake the implementation of a CAT system, the 
next step is to determine whether CAT will be cost-effective in 
that particular court. 

There are two basic types of costing methodologies that a 
court should undertake in determining the cost-effectiveness of 
CAT. First, a court should compute whether a fully implemented 
system (all reporters at minimum acceptable production level and 
all anticipated hardware in place) will be capable of producing a 
page of transcript at the same or a lower transcription support 
cost than current manual p'::.-ocedures. The methodology presented 
in Figure 7 allows a court to compute per-page transcript support 
costs of preparing transcripts either manually or on CAT. 

Secondly, a court should compute the number of years that 
will be r~quired for any proposed CAT system to break even. That 
is; the :)~"Ilnt at which the system has paid for itself should be 
computed. This computation is important in decisions regarding 
whether a system should be leased or purchased as' well as in the 
selection of a vendor whose system allows the court to break even 
at the earliest possible time. This latter methodology differs 
from the cost-per-page methodology discussed above, in that the 
former methodology assumes a system is fully implemented with all 
reporters trained and up to speed. The break-even point costing 
methodology allows the court to account for the learning curve of 
reporters as they are added to the system and to compute the 
actual anticipated production during system implementation. The 
computations im.70lved in determining the break-even point for any 
given CAT system are depicted on Figure 8. 

Each of these costing methodologies will be discussed in 
more detail below. 

Comparison of per-page costs for inanual and CAT tr~nscript 
production support 

Courts contemplating the implementation of a court
sponsored CAT system should determine whether a fully implemented 
CAT system will be capable of operating in a cost-effective 
manner. While the actual cost per page, in instances where CAT 
will require a minor increase in cost, may not be the ultimate 
determinant of whether a court pursues CAT implementation (because 
of the perceived impact of intangible benefits accruing to the 
court from CAT), the following methodology will indicate what the 
actual costs of a fully implemented CAT system will be in that 
particular court, compared to manual transcript pi:'bductioncosts 
to the court. 
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The key phrase to remember in using this methodology is 
"a fully implemented CAT system." Fully implemented assumes that 
all reporters who will be going on the system have been fully 
trained and are producing at the' same level as they did before 
CAT. It also assumes that all hardware that may be needed (addi
tional CRTs, etc.) has been added. Hence, this methodology 
assumes an ideal state and ignores the costs and time involved in 
actually implementing the system. It will, however, tell you 
whether the system, once fully implemented, will be capable of 
operating in cost-effective manner. To use this costing method
ology, several basic facts must be established, at least as es
timates: 

1. How many reporters will be using the CAT system? 

2. What will be the minimum production required from each 
reporter per month on CAT? An accurate determination 
of the volume of transcript produced by each repo.rter 
is absolutely essential to setting a minimum produc
tion requirement. 

3. What are the various costs associated with the CAT 
system being considered? (This costing must be com
pleted for each vendor). 

4. What pdrtions of the CAT system will the court pay for 
and what portions will individual reporters be asked 
to pay for? 

5. What rate will a reporter be charged for each page of 
transcript produced on the court's CAT system? 

6. What is the cost to the court of any transcription 
support provided to reporters under the current manual 
system (e.g., supplies such as paper, typewriters, 
ribbons, binders, dictation equipment, etc.)? 

Once these facts have been established, the court is ready 
to employ the costing methodology displayed below in Figure 7 to 
determine the per-page costs for manual versus CAT transcript pro
duction support. If the cost of items in Figure 7 is the same 
whether transcription is manual or on CAT, then it does not have 
to be considered in calculating the difference between the cost 
of manual and CAT production. Do not include items that are not 
expenses to your court. 

If a court is concerned with establishing the total cost 
of transcript production for both CAT and manual production meth
ods, then the costing methodology on Figure 7 can be combined with 
the costing methodology displayed on Figure 6 (which precedes the 
case studies in Part II) to ascertain these costs. 
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Figure 7: Costing methodology for comparative costs of manual and CAT transcription 

Basic reporting equipment 
1. Cost of dictation equipment, typewriter, etc. x number of reporters/5 years (amortization) 
2. Steno recorders (manual or automated if purchased by the court) x number of reporters/5 years 

CAT system implementation 
3. Reporter CAT training, dictionary building costs: Cost per reporter x number of reporters/5 years 
4. CAT site preparation costs (air conditioning, dedicated circuit, static mats, el:(;.)/5 years 
5. Freight charges per CAT component: 

CPU (main computer)/5 years 
Added CRTs!5 years 
Steno recorders/5 years 
Printer (if not included with CPU)/5 years 
Burster and decollator (if used)/5 years 

6. Installation charges per CAT component: 
CPU (main computer)/5 years 
Additional CRTs/5 years (include disk controllers) 
Steno recorders (if any charges)/ 5 years 
Printer (if not included with CPU)/5 years 
BUrR!.er and decollator (if used)/5 years 

CAT Equipment costs 
7. Basic system lease or purchase costs: Monthly lease x 12 months, ox purchase price/5 years 
8. Monthly maintenance charge for basic system: Monthly charge x 12 months 
9. Cost for additional CRT(s): Monthly lease x 12 months, or purchase price/5 years 
10. Monthly maintenance charge for additional CRT(s): Number of CRTs x monthly charge x 12 months 
11. Burster and decollator lease or purch~se costs (if used): Monthly lease x 12, or purchase price/5 years 
12. Insurance on system components (if added insurance is required by vendor contract) 

CAT software costs 
13. Software package purchase price/5 years, if package is purchased from vendor. (Include basic translation 

software. Do not include any ancillary package such as accounting, etc.) 
14. Software update charges, if any: Monthly charge E 12, or cost of last 3 software releases/5 years 
15. Translation charges by vendor: Estimated monthly CAT page production x vendor charges x 12 months (to be 

used with systems that charge page rates on all pages and on systems that charge page rates when monthly 
volume exceeds minimum lease requirements) 

Transcription supplies (if paid for by court) 
16. Manual transcription supplies (paper, typewriter ribbons, binders, stenotype paper, etc.): Annual cost 

CAT supplies (printer ribbons, print wheels, continuous-form paper, cassettes, spare system disk, etc.): 
Estimated annual CAT page production x .07 per page 

Taxes 
~ocal taxes on items 1, 2, and 16 for manual (as appropriate) or for 1 through 16 for CAT (as appropriate) 

Transcription support personnel 
18. Scoper assistance: Annual salary, or per page rate x number of pages produced (if part-time) 
19. Scoper fringe benefits: % of annual salary 
20. CAT system coordinator: % of reporter, scoper, orl administrator salary (omit if already 

accounted for in 18) 
21. CAT system coordinator fringe benefits: % of annual salary (do not add if already accounted for in 18) 
22. Substitute reporter(s) for transcription relief: Number of days per reporter per year x number of reporters 

x per diem rate, or % substitutes' annual salary 
23. Substitute reporter'fringe benefits: 

CAT revenue 
24. Deduct CAT transcription charge paid by reporters (estimated annual CAT page production x fee per page) 

Total transc~iption support costs* 
25. Total of lines I through 24 

Transcription support cost per page 
26. Line 25 divided by estimated annual pages of CAT production 

*If reporter salary or uther costs associated with taking the court record are altered as a result of implemen
tation of CAT (e.g., CAT-proficient reporters are paid a higher salary, etc.), the difference between CAT and 
manual salary rates should be assessed against CA'r costs. If any differences are computed from lines A-E be
low, this amount should be totaled and recorded here and added to the appropriate column in line 25 prior to 
calculation of costs per page in line 26. In general, it is assumed that these costs will not be altered and 
can, therefore, be ignored in these calculations. 

Factors 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

F. 

to be considered for addition would include: 
Change in reporter "alary (nelO' salary minus old salary x number of reporters) 
Fringe benefits associated with new salary: Line A x fringe % rate 
Salary calculations (as in Line A) for substitutes 
Fringe benefit calculations for substitutes 
Office space (rent, utilities, phone, furniture, tc.): Any increased cost 

per reporter x number of reporters. 
Other (change in transcript fees, etc.) 

Manual CAT 

xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx 
XXXXXXX 
xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 
XXXXXXX 
xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx 
XXXXXXX 
XXXXXXX 
XXXXXXX 
xxxxxxx 
XXXXXXX 

xxxxxxx 
XXXXXXX 
XXXXXXX 

xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx 
xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx 

xxxxxxx ( ___ ) 

NOTE: In all the calculations regarding purchased equipment above, a 5-year payoff period has been used' to arrive at annual .costs 
to be assessed. This 5-year period is a typical period used for the amortization of data processing equipment in private 
industry. It assumes that the life expectancy of a data processing system is approximately 5 years before either the soft
ware will have to be signific,antly rewritten to achieve the st.~te of the art results, and/or that the hardware (computer 
equipment) involved will have to. be replaced with state of the art equipment that would provide increased computing power 
at lower costs. In addition, CAT ~sers need to consider the possibility that computer vendors will come out with new h~rd
ware and cease support to older hardware. ;t;f this should occur, the owner or leasee of this equipment would have little 
option but to upgrade to the newer equipment, since hardware maintenance for his equipment would be phased out by the com
puter.vendor. 
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Calculation of break-even pOint for a CAT system 

The costing methodology on Figure 7 provides a court with 
the means of determining the comparative costs to the court of CAT 
versus manual transcript production, assuming that a CAT system 
was fully implemented with all reporters trained and producing a 
minimum monthly number of pages on CAT. This methodology will 
tell a court whether a system will ever achieve cost-effective
ness. However, an alternative method of calculating the cost
effectiveness of a CAT system is to determine the number of months 
or years requi~ed from initial implementation of the system before 
the system will pay for itself and either remain a no-cost tech
nology or provide revenue to the court for the potential replace
ment of the system with newer technology. 

The costing methodology presented on Figure 8 provides 
the court with a simple means of determining the break-even point 
for any CAT system. It can be used to determine the breakMeven 
point for a purchased system or a leased system, if certain 
assumptions are made. These assumptions include the following: 

1. All r.eporters going on the system should get up to 
speed at a relatively uniform rate. See Figure 9 for 
methodology to compute system output during the first, 
second, and third year of operation. 

2. All systems, regardless of the number of reporters 
added to the system, should be fully implemented within 
three years. (The methodology could be easily adapted 
to a longer implementation period). 

3. Hardware is allocated in a ratio of one CRT for every 
three reporters using the system. (This too can be 
altered if the court so desires.) 

4. The cost of CAT supplies (continuous form paper, 
printer ribbons, cassettes, spare system disks, etc.) 
are computed at the rate of $.07 per page of CAT 
production. 

5. All costs are broken down into one-time front-end costs 
(e.g., purchase of hardware, purchase of steno record
ers, reporter training, etc.) or annual recurring costs 
(e.g., system maintenance, supplies, lease costs, soft
ware updates, etc.). 

As in the costing methodology presented in Figure 7, the 
court must be able to establish several basic facts as to number 
of reporters to use the system, their minimum monthly production, 
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Figure 8: Costing methodology for calculation of break-even point on a CAT system 

PART A: CALCULATION OF ONE-TIME FRONT-END ,SYSTEM COSTS 

Basic CAT package (computer, cassettee reader, disk, CRT, and printer): Cost x number of systems acquired 
Cost of optional larger disk capacity (if offered by vendor) 
Cost of additional CRT(s): Unit cost x number of CRTs 
Steno recorders: Unit cost x number of reporters to go on CAT 
Reporter training and dictionary devel0i',',ent: Vendor charge per reporter x number of reporters 
Burster and decollator equipment (if used) 
Site preparation costs (air conditioning, static mats, dedicated electrical circuit, etc.) 
Freight charges (if any) for delivery of CAT components 

a. Computer 
b. Disk drive and/or tape drive unites) 
c. Additional CRTs (unit cost x number of CRTs) 
d. pr'inter 
e. Burster and decollator equipment (if used) 

Installation charges (if any) per CAT component 
a. Computer 
b. Disk drive and/or tape drive unites) 
c. Additional CRTs (unit cost x numbe< of CRTs) 
d. Printer 
e. Burster and decollator equipment (if any) 

Software package purchase (include basic translation and editing software; do not include cost of 
ancillary packages sucn as accounting) 

Local taxes on lines 1 through 10 above at % 
Total one-time ;I'ont-end costs (add lines ll:hrough 11 above) 

PART B: CALCULATION OF BREAK-EVEN POINT 

13. Calculate annual estimated CAT production (see Figure 9) 
14. Calculate annual CAT revenues (line 13 x translation fee charged per page) 

Calculate recurring annual costs (taxable) 
a. Basic monthly system lease x 12 
b. Monthly maintenance contract for basic system x 12 months 
c. Monthly lease additional CRT(s) x 12 months 
d. Monthly maintenance contract additional CRT(s) x 12 months 
e. CAT supplies (estimated at $.07 per page X line 13 figure) 
~. Monthly charge for software updates or software maintenance contract x 12 months 
g. Translation charges by vendor (estimated monthly production x vendor per-page charge x 

12 months;. also to be used with systems that charge page rates when monthly volume 
exceeds minimum lease requirements) 

h. Insurance premium (if required by vendor contract for hardware) 
i. Taxes on items a through h above at local rate 

15. Total annual operating expenses: Total items a through i above 

Calculate recurring annual costs of other personnel 
a. CAT system coordinator costs (% of annual salary of reporter, scoper, or administrator) 
b. CAT coordinator fringe benefits 
c. Substitute reporter(s) for transcription relief (use increase or decrease from current 

status): Number reporters x number of days (+/-) x per diem, or % of annual salary 
d. Substitute reporter fringe benefits (+/-) 

16. Total recurring costs of other personnel: Total a through d above 

Calculate annual Bcoper costs 
a. Scoper cost (annual salary, or per-page rate x line 13) 
b. Scoper fringe benefit cost 

17. Total scoper costs (a + b above) 

Calculate net annual cost for system without scoper 
18. For each year, 'subtract total of lines 15 and 16 from line 14 (A)_ 

Calculate net annual cost for system with scoper 
19. For each year, subtract total of lines 15, 16, and 17 from line 14 (A)_ 

20. Insert fixed one-time cost figure from line 12: 

Calculate break-even point for system without scoper 
21. Subtract line 18A from line 20 
22. S~btract line 18B £X'om line 21 
23. Subtract line 18C from line 22 
24. Divide line 23 by line 18C 
25. Add 3 to line 24 to arrive at the number of years to break-even point 

Note: If line 22 is less than line 18C, system will break even in less than 3 years 

Calculate break-even point for system with scoper 
26. Subtract line 19A from line 20 
27. Subtract line 19B from line 26 
28. Subtract line 19C feom line 27 
29. Divide line 28 by line 19C 
30. Add 3 to line 29 to arrive at number of years to break-even point 

Note: If line 27 is less than line 19C, system will br~;k even in less than 3 years 

Purchase ~ 

xxxxxxx 
XXXXXXX 
XXXXXXX 

Year 3 

(B)_ (C)_ 

(B)_ (C)_ 

Purchase Lease 
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costs associated with each vendor's system, financial responsi
bilities, translation fees, and cost of manual transcription sup
port. Once this information has been compiled and the assumptions 
listed above are considered, information should be filled in on 
Figure 8 and the appropriate calculations completed to determine 
the break-even point (years from day of implementation) for the 
system under consideration. 

This methodology is divided into two parts. Figure 8, 
Part A permits the calculation of fixed front-end (one-time) costs 
associated with a given CAT system. Figure 8, Part B calculates 
the actual break-even point. 

In both Part A and Part B, include only those costs which 
will be paid by your court. 

Calculation of annual system production 

To use Figure 9 to compute the expected annual production 
of a CAT system for each year, first determine the minimum monthly 
volume you will expect from a reporter who is "up to speed" on 
CAT. Then establish how many reporters will be added to the sys
tem in each 6-month cycle (new reporters should be added to the 
system every six months until the desired number is reached). 
Then look up the appropriate production numbers and multiply by 
the number of reporters starting in that month. 

For example, if your system will start 3 reporters in 
month 1, 3 more in month 7, and 3 more in month 13, and each re
porter is expected to work up to a minimum monthly page production 
of 650 pages, you compute year 1 production by going to the year 
1 row marked 650 and multiplying the figures for reporters 
starting in'months 1, 7, and 13 by 3 (the number of reporters in 
each cycle). Using this methodology, the production of this 
system for the first three years can be computed as follows: 

Year 1 
Year 2 
Year 3 

production 
production 
production 

= (3 x 
= (3 x 

(3 x 

5,770) 
7,800) 
7,800) 

+ (3 x 1,870) + 
+ (3 x 7,800) + 
+ (3 x 7,800) + 
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(3 x 0) = 22,920 
(3x 5~770) = 64,110 
(3 x 7,800) = 70,200 
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Figure 9: Methodology for estimating annual system production during first three years of 
production 

PART A 

Expected 
minimum 
monthly 
page 
Production 

500 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
850 
900 
950 

1,000 

PART B 

Expected 
minimum 
monthly 
page 
production 
per 
reporter 

Year 1 500 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
850 
900 
950 

1,000 

Year 2 500 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
850 
900 
950 

1,000 

Year 3 500 
600 
650 
700 
750 
800 
850 
900 
950 

1,000 

Production to be expected from each reporter at the end of 
the specified months on the system 

1 

80 
80 
80 
80 
80' 
80 
80 
80 
80 
80 

2 

140 
140 
140 
140 
140 
140 
140 
140 
140 
140 

3 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

4 

350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 

5 

500 
500 
500 
500 
500 
500 
500 
500 
500 
500 

Months 
-6-- 7 8 9 

500 per month thereafter) 

10 

600 (600 per month thereafter) 

11 

600 650 (650 per month thereafter) 

12 

600 650 700 (700 per month thereafter) 
600 650 700 750 (750 per month thereafter) 
600 700 750 800 (800 per month thereafter) 
600 700 800 850 (850 per month thereafter) 
600 700 800 900 (900 per month thereafter) 
600 750 850 950 (950 per month thereafter) 
600 750 900 1,000 (1,000 per month thereafter) 

Table for estimating annual system production during first 
three ye&rs of oper;:tions. Data represent production figures 
for individual reporters based on the month of system operation 
in which they go on the system (computed from Part I data above). 

Annual production for a reporter starting on the system in the 
specified months 

, .. 

1 

4,770 
5,470 
5,770 
6,020 
6,220 
6,520 
6,770 
6,970 
7,270 
7,520 

6,000 
7,200 
7,800 
8,400 
9,000 
9,600 

10,200 
10,800 
11,400 
12,000 

-6,000 
7,200 
7,800 
8,400 
9,000 
9,600 

10,200 
10,800 
11,1.00 
12,000 

7 

1,770 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 

6,000 
7,200 
7,800 
8,350 
8,850 
9,450 

10,000 
10,500 
11,100 
11,650. 

6,000 
7,200 
7,800 
8,400 
9,000 
9;600 

10,200 
10,800 
11,400 
12,000 

Months 

13 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

4,770 
5,470 
5,770 
6,020 
6,220 
6,520 
6,770 
6,970 
7,270 
7,520 

6,000 
7,200 
7,800 
8,400 
9,000 
9,600 

10,200 
10,800 
11,400 
12,000 
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19 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

1,770 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 

6,000 
7,200 
7,800 
8,400 
9,000 
9,450 

10,000 
10,500 
11,100 
11,650 

25 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
,.0-

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

4,770 
5,470 
5,770 
6,020 
6,220, 
6,520 
6,770 
6,970 
7,270 
7,520 

31 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

1,7170 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 
1,870 , 
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Section 4: Intangible and other benefits 

Having determined in Section 2 whether the management of 
court reporting resources will permit efficient operation of a CAT 
system, and having assessed the financial costs of a CAT system 
in Section 3, the court administrator should now examine whether 
intangible benefits exist that could offset the expense of the 
computer system. The following are significant factors that 
should be considered: 

1- Time savings and delay reduction 

2. Transcript security 

3. Setting of standards 

4. Reporter morale 

5. Cost control 

6. Non-court benefits 

Each will be discussed in turn. 

Time savings 

The two related aspects of potential time savings re
sulting from CAT use are the length of time that elapses between 
request for a transcript and its delivery, and thm amount of time 
the reporter spends in preparing the transcript. 

Is transcript backlog and delay a problem that needs to be 
tackled in your court? If transcr,:lpts are submitted well after 
the statutory time limit, does the delay reflect reporter work
load, or does it reflect the general atmosphere in the court en
vironment? If the latter, then a tightening up of the management 
reins, including the enforcement of statutory requirements and 
sanctions imposed for not meeting them may be more effective than 
new technology in correcting the problem. 

Although transcript delay was a factor in many, but not 
all, the court CAT sites visited, the prevailing attitude was 
that speedier submission of transcripts would have little effect 
in reducing appellate delay. On the other hand, appellate delay 
is no excuse for permitting flagrant transcript backlog, and the 
well-managed court should insist that transcripts be submitted on 
time and impose penalties if they are not. 

The really significant question to be answered is whether 
reporter workload is causing the transcript delay. If it is, 
then measures to speed up transcript production may reduce delay. 
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If the court can determine that the volume of transcript ordered 
exceeds the capacity of the reporters to produce the transcript, 
then management changes should be considered. Pooling reporters 
to equalize workload may solve the problem. Or measures to in
crease reporter productivity may be needed. CAT is a tool to 
consider if it can be clearly demonstrated that workload does 
exceed reporter capacity and that increased productivity will 
correct the problem. 

The time (and substitute personnel) savings that can be 
realized with CAT may be particularly significant in the case of 
transcripts that are needed quickly, such as felony preliminary 
hearings or grand jury hearings. Expedited or even daily copy 
can be done on CAT by a single skilled reporter aided by a skilled 
scoper, in contrast to the relays of personnel that are required 
when manual transc.ription is used. 

The potential benefits in time savings that might be 
realized should be carefully assessed, and management strategies 
adopted to see that they are realized. Assuming that reporters 
using a CAT will submit transcripts earlier because they can do 
them faster is a fallacious assumption. Requirements, management, 
reporter work habits, and sanctions get transcripts in on time. 
CAT can help reporters do it, but CAT won't make it happen. 

Transcript security 

One of the most clearcut benefits of computer-aided tran
scription is that the shorthand notes taken on a steno recorder 
are more easily transcribable on CAT than by any other method if 
they must be transcribed by someone other than the reporter who 
took them. They should also be high quality notes if the reporter 
who took them was up to speed on the computer. If the court has 
a copy of the steno notes and of the reporter's dictionary (and 
the court should keep a copy) and possession of the cassette 
containing the shorthand, then transcripts can be made when a 
reporter has left the court, is physically incapacitated, or has 
died. 

Setting of standards 

CAT permits direct measurement of reporter productivity, 
both volume of transcript produced and time required to do it. 
Of course, a court that manages its court reporting resources 
well should be able to measure manual transcription volume and 
time requirements. Recognition is needed, however, of the fact 
that court management is a fairly new concept, and it. may be ex
tremely difficult to superimpose new management techniques in 
situations that have been rigidified by long tradition. 

Changing the way things have always been done may be more 
difficult than trying a completely new way of doing things. In 
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this sense, CAT might serve as a tool for modifying customs that 
might otherwise prove extremely resistent to change. CAT could 
be used as a measuring device that aids the setting and enforcing 
of standards, thus contributing to improved management of court 
reporting resources. The desired changes will have to be tar
geted, however, and the rules for CAT use directed toward bring
ing ah?ut the desired results. Too many courts have acquired the 
computer, turned it over to the reporters, and assumed its use 
will make them more efficient. That has not happened where expec
tations, incentives, operating procedures, and sanctions have not 
been clearly formulated. 

Reporter morale 

Reporters who successfully adapt to CAT invariably express 
great satisfaction at being relieved of the monotony of dictating 
transcript. Although this is ~ difficult benefit to assess and 
one that accrues solely to the reporters, it should be an impor
tant factor when reporters make a commitment to support a CAT sys
tem. If your reporters do not place a high value on the easing 
of their transcription burden through use of CAT, then the court 
situation is one where reporter commitment to CAT may be diffi
cult to achieve. The court administrator should not have to coax 
reporters to use CAT; the reporters should want to use it. 

Cost control 

Although an actual dollar savings figure over manual tran
scription costs cannot be targeted, the cost of a CAT system over 
a five-year period can be fairly accurately predicted. This means 
that the court using CAT can set a ceiling on most of the tran
script production costs for that time period. In a period of 
rapidly rising inflation, this is a benefit that gives the court 
a control over tra'nscript produc tion costs that could not be 
achieved if transcripts are produced manually. Furthermore, the 
costs of computer-aided transcription are decreasing, in contrast 
to rising costs for manual production. 

Non-court Benefits 

The court should assess any non-court benefits, such as 
litigation support capability, or variations in length of cus-' 
todial care of prisoners awaiting trial (in cases where felonyr 
preliminary transcripts are required), or expediting appellate 
review through prompt submission of transcripts by using CAT. 

Each court will have to determine how these potential 
intangible benefits associated with CAT might affect the court 
and whether any of these benefits offset any increased costs 
resulting from CAT. 
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Section 5: Examine alternate management strategies 

Material presented in the case studies in Part II clearly 
indicated that the benefits to reporters of using CAT can be 
achieved without the court operating the system. A potential CAT 
user must consider which. of several alternate management strate
gies will be most appropriate for his particular environment. 

Court management 

The prevailing assumpt.ion in the courts that have since 
1975 instituted CAT systems has been that the responsibility for 
financing (largely with grant money) and managing the system 
would rest with the court. The operation of the CAT systems in 
these courts has by and large not been cost-effective. Other 
benefits, described in Part II of this report, have been derived, 
but the fact remains that only one of the court CATs produced a 
monthly page volume at the end of 1980 that allowed translation 
fees charged reporters to offset the court's investment in CAT. 

A variety of reasons could be cited, most of which are 
intimately related to the commitments outlined above that must be 
made by both judges and reporters if a court-managed CAT system 
is going to be cost-effective. A court CAT that does not enjoy 
these commitments, no matter how efficiently managed, will prob
ably run into difficu1tie~. 

When a court has assessed whether those commitments can 
be achieved, h&s gone through the costing methodology exercise to 
see how much CAT will cost, and has weighed the intangible bene
fits that might derive from using CAT, the final conclusion may 
be that CAT is not a cost-effective technology for that.court. 
This does not mean that computer-aided transcription is not 
available for your reporters to use. Encourage your motivated 
reporters to acquire their own CAT system, or to find a local 
private agency that has a system. If you can assist your report
ers in any way with the start-up costs or provide support during 
the training period, work out mutually acceptable ways to do so. 
In any case, encourage them to try CAT. The initial cost and 
effort may seem substantial to them, but the reporters who suc
ceed in adopting the technology will benefit in the long run. 

Reporter management 

Two of the case studies in Part II are of CAT systems 
that are managed by the reporters themselves. In one case, the 
system was leased by a court and subleased ~~ a corporation of 
official reporters. In the other, the private agency having the 
contract to do the official court reporting leased its own CAT 
system. Both groups are making their CATs pay for themselves. 
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One factor contributing to the success of these two ex
amples is the fact that in each case the court has contracted 
with the agency, giving it the responsibility to do all of the 
official court reporting. There are a couple of other CAT sys
tems operating where an individual official reporter has assumed 
the responsibility for leasing a CAT system on the assumption 
that the other official reporters in the court will use it and 
help pay for it. This has worked successfully in at least two 
cases; in another, a single reporter is still carrying the com
plete burden of financing a CAT that was intended to service 
several reporters. 

The problem of sharing responsibility for a CAT system 
among official court reporters arises because each is generally 
on an individual salary and operates as an independent contractor. 
The necessary business arrangements that are needed to guarantee 
shared payment for expensive computer equipment may not be feasi
ble. Certainly few groups of court-salaried official reporters 
are in a position to incorporate, and even a partnership arrange
ment would present drawbacks in financing a CAT system. 

One possible solution to the problem might be some sort 
of condominium ownership of a CAT system, where the individual 
partner could purchase a share for a specific fee, and sell his 
share when the need arose. This would permit joint responsibility 
for the system and share the financial burden, but permit some 
flexibility, needed when reporters come and go. 

The question arises as to whether the court can provide 
some kind of financial assistance to a group of reporters who 
want to manage .a CAT system themselves, with the initial substan
tial outlay of funds for steno recorders, training, and the com
puter system itself. An appellate court in one state has already 
done this, and appellate cou.rts in three other states are assist
ing in putting a CAT in a trial court. The ability to provide 
some sort of incentive for reporters to run their own CAT probably 
depends on the funding arrangements for the judiciary in each in
dividual state. This possibility is certainly worth examining in 
light of the obviously successful operation of CAT systems by re
porters themselves. 

Private agency management 

A viable alternative to official salaried court reporters 
bearing the full costs of a CAT system (with or without court 
assistance) has been amply demonstrated by the many officials who 
have already made their own arrangements to translate their steno 
notes on a CAT computer in a private agency. Few private agencies 
are using their translation facilities to capacity, and many of 
them are already discussing the provision of translation services 
to official reporters. Several have suggested providing training 
and dictionary building facilities, and even renting a CRT to an 
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official reporter to learn on. At least three 
ope rat i 1 private agencies e ma n y to provide translation services 
ers. to official report-

These kinds of arrangements relieve both 
the official reporters of th the court and 
system. They also however e ;e:p~~sibility for managing the CAT 
benefits that migh~ derive fr~mOC:T r d~~rive the court of any 
and stabilizing personnel requirement:. e way of time savings 
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Part IV: Implementing a CAT System 
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' . .1 

Introduction to Part IV 

Once a court has determined that it is a viable candidate 
for sponsoring a CAT system (Le., it can adequately manage its 
reporter resources and cost-benefit analysis indicates that the 
system should be cost-effective), planning for the possible imple
mentation of a CAT system should begin. Part IV of this report 
presents implementation guidelines that should lead to a cost
effective operation. Guidelines of primary importance discussed 
in this part of the report involve the selection of an appropriate 
CAT vendor for your court, including points to be covered in a re
quest for proposal (RFP) "and the establishment and implementation 
of management procedures'Jor your CAT system. Part IV concludes 
with a discussion of two examples of hypothetical implementations 
that provide graphic illustrations of expected production levels 
and costs at various implementation milestones. Computations of 
cost break-even points for both hypothetical examples are included 
for each CAT vendor. 
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Section 1: Selecting a CAT system 

When a court has assessed whether it can achieve adequate 
commitment to CAT to manage it effectively, has done the cost pro
jections, and has weighed the intangible benefits that might de
rive from using CAT, and the decision has been made to put a CAT 
in the court, care must be taken in choosing a vendor. 

There are currently five CAT vendors in the market offer
ing six different CAT systems. Each of the six different systems 
is capable of being configured in several ways. In addition, each 
of the systems can be leased or purchased, or in some instances 
can be procured on a lease/purchase agreement. Lease and lease/ 
purchase agreements cover varying periods of years depending upon 
the vendor involved. All of the vendors are selling or leasing 
the hardware of different computer manufacturers, printer manu
facturers, and disk drive manufacturers. The availability of 
factory maintenance (supplied by the computer manufacturer) varies 
in different regions of the country. The software capabilities 
of each vendor (availability of key word indexing, global updates, 
the ability to simultaneously correct a transcript and add the 
correction to the translation dictionary, etc.) varies, although 
they all have a basic core of functions available. Some of the 
vendors support telephone line based telecommunications to remote 
sites; others do not. Some support interfaces with litigation 
support databases such as LEXIS or WESTLAW; others do not. In 
short, there are a number of factors to be considered in selecting 
a vendor that are as important, if not more important, than the 
basic cost of the unit. 

Because of the number of viable vendors offering systems 
today, it is recommended that courts consider competitive bidding 
for the procurement of a CAT system, even if competitive bidding 
is not mandated by state or local procurement procedures. This 
involves the issuance of a Request for Proposal (RFP) to the 
available vendors for the procurement of CAT services/system(s). 
The issuance of an RFP accomplishes two major objectives. First, 
it forces the court to think through, prior to writing the RFP, 
just exactly what type of system it wishes to acquire: How many 
reporters must be supported by the system? Will the basic hard
ware need to be expanded at some time in the future? What is the 
anticipated volume from the system? Are links to remote sites 
needed? What software features are needed or wanted? Secondly, 
it allows the court to decide which criteria are important to its 
operations and to structure the vendors' responses in a manner 
that allows the court to objectively compare CAT systems within a 
framework understandable to the court. This avoids discussing 
systems with individual vendors and then having to compare the 
"apples" touted by Vendor A with the "oranges" touted by Vendor 
B. It also allows the court to compare various options offered 
by a single vendor. For example, an RFP could be structured to 
request each vendor to provide bids covering the lease, purchase, 
and lease/purchase plans available for a specified configuration. 
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four of the current five vendors offer significant 
In addition, i s (different computers as well 
variations in computer configurat o:t should be explored by the 
as different ancillary hard~a~e) tht CAT users are both reporters 
potential user. Few pot:nt a tCOU~ocessing equipment. To choose 
and knowledgeable regardlng~; :h~uld require all possible vendors 
a system intelligently, an f' t that can be controlled for 
to explain their options in a orma 
comparability between vendors. 

f RFPs can be time consuming and at 
Althou~~ the uses~ould rovide the court with better dec i-

times aggravat~ng, they P ther method of procurement. 
i ki information than any 0 CAT s on rna ng _ and justifications for procuring a 

There are, however, reas(ns titive) basis. For example, if 
system on a sole source non:~~m~:te system maintenance in your 
only one vendor can provid~ ld

q 
sider sole source procurement. 

part of the country, you s ou con 

Points to be covered in an RFP 
should be included in any CAT 

There are a number of factors that 
RFP issued by a court. 

fi d on Fi ures 7 and 8 can be used to re-
Cost items identi e gi d sts for CAT system compon-
quest vendors to supply item ze co ents ancillary equipment 

1. 

2. 

.. ' 

ripherals maintenance agreem , 
ents, pe , t ) and insurance, as well as to 
(burster and decollator, e c. 'f nding the proposed sys
address the incremental costs 0 expa 
tern. 

i f its long-term requirements, soft-
If the court is certa n 0 riteria that are deemed desir-
ware and hardware performa~ceR~p If the court is uncertain 
able can be specified in t e t· it should have the vendors 
of its long-term CAT requiremen S'tem(s)' operational capabil
give specifics regarding their Sy~ addressed might include: 
ities. Specific capabiliti~~et~f :ulti-tasking (can the sys
Is the proposed system capa . d rint on the same re
tern simultaneously translate, edlt, an P ble of multiple 
porter's job)? Is the proposed s~ste:u~~i:le CRTs can it 
dictionary access (if the system :s rint multiple'reporters' 
simultaneously translate, e~it~a~nbePoperating simultaneously 
work)? What functions of C Tti ? What is the translation 

2 3 CRT configura ons. 
with 1, ,or n nonCAT application programs that 
speed of the system? Can a Y ting programs) be operated 
the court might write (e.g., accoun d/ r disk storage 

- i h CAT? Can the core an 0 simultaneously w t ~. . b d d and if so at 
capacity of the proposed syste~ t~ee::~~m~m'number of CRTS 
what incremental cost? What i the configuration being 
that can be operated simultaneously by f degradation? 
proposed by the vendor without system pe:n~~m~~~~eria that 
All of these questions relate to perf 0:: with which the court 
will have significant i~pacit on thet~:ffective and efficient 
can operate its CAT sys~em n a cos . 
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manner. The vendors should be requested to list the specific 
performance capabilities of the system(s) they propose, with 
the understanding that their responses in the RFP will be made 
a part of any purchase or lease contract. 

3. If the software on a system is to be purchased, each vendor 
should be required to specify the length of period he will 
provide free software updates (usually one year from purchase) 
and what the charges will be to secure subsequent software up
dates to the system. If a monthly or annual charge is not in
volved to cover the cost of these updates, the vendor should 
be requested to supply the court with the frequency and price 
of all software updates to his system in the last three years. 

4. The CAT vendor should specify what is covered by the hardware 
vendor's maintenance contract, not only which components of 
the basic system will be maintained, but factors such as who 
is responsible for shipping charges if a unit must be returned 
to either the CAT vendor or another hardware vendor for repair 
or replacement. 

5 •. Request information on the location of the nearest vendor 
service center to your location. Request the names, address
es, and telephone number of other users of this vendor's 
equipment who are being serviced by this service center. Con
tact these users to assess the quality of maintenance avail
able in your area. 

6. Have the vendor spell out what the basic maintenance contract 
covers in terms of service availability. For example, does 
the basic maintenance contract cover 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday 
through Friday only? How long a time period does it take for 
the maintenance personnel to respond? Do they guarantee to 
be on-site within 2 hours, 4 hours, 24 hours, etc.? Are en
hanced service agreements available? For example, what is the 
incremental cost of having service available from 8 a.m. to 
12 midnight? Or service on weekends, or 24-hour-per-day serv
ice, or service with a guaranteed 2-hour on-site response 
time? 

7. Request a listing of the names, addresses, and telephone num
bers of users of comparable systems in your area. Contact 
users to assess the general quality of support services pro
vided by each CAT vendor. 

8. Request that the CAT vendor identify each CAT system hardware 
component by model number of the hardware vendor. For exam
ple, current CAT vendors use Datapoint, Data General, Hewlett 
Packard, A.M. Jacquard, Texas Instruments, and a vendor
constructed computer. Ask the vendors to provide the specific 
model number .of each component of the system, e.g., Hewlett 
Packard Model 1000 L, ~~C Spinwriter Model 5500, etc., 
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regardless of what the CAT vendor may rename these components. 
Having this information is important in making decisions re
garding purchasing versus leasing a CAT system. 

Computer technology, particularly minicomputer technology, 
tends to advancn quite qUickly. That is, hardware vendors 
come out with -;"YIN, more powerful and sophisticated hardware 
almost every yefir. Investment in newer hardware generally 
purchases more computer power per dollar spent. These new 
systems become the state-of-the-art technology for that par
ticular hardware vendor. Older systems are generally sup
ported by the vendor for several years after a new system is 
introduced, but at some point in the future, the hardware 
vendor will cease supporting the older system. If you have 
purchased a computer that is already an older machine, you 
may find yourself in not too many years facing the prospect 
of not being able to get a maintenance contract on that 
machine from the computer manufacturer. Or you might have to 
contract for service with an independent firm at potentially 
a very high maintenance contract price. 

In addition to concerns about the life expectancy of the 
system, having the correct product identification information 
allows you to research what people in the data processing in
dustry have experienced using this type of hardware. Your 
county or state data processing personnel probably subscribe 
to one of the hardware/software information services such as 
Datapro or Auerbach Reports. These services provide informa
tion on the actual age of particular models (when they were 
first sold), comments of users as to service problems with the 
hardware, as well as what the actual cost of the hardware is 
to a CAT vendor. In addition, reference to these periodicals 
will tell you whether that particular computer manufacturer 
has offered any new computers in the last few years that are 
designed as updates or replacements for the computer being of
fered by the CAT vendor. If they have, you should be concern
ed as to how long the system will be supported by the vendor 
before you are more or less forced to upgrade to a newer 
machine, with possible additional costs to have the CAT vendor 
upgrade the software to work on the newer machine. Such a 
situation should prompt a court to look towards another vend
or, or to lease rather than purchase the hardware. In any 
case, a court contemplating investing in any data processing 
equipment, including CAT, would be well advised to contact its 
local or state data processing agencies to assess what they 
know about that particular hardware, as well as the availabil
ity and quality of service provided by that vendor in the 
court's location. 

9. Request that the CAT vendor identify both his and the hardware 
manufacturer's environmental requirements and ancillary equip
ment that may be desirable or required with the system. For 
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example, costs and/or requirements should be stated for anti
static mats, dedicated electrical circuits, auxilIary power 
sources, temperature and humidity controls, desks for CRTs, 
disk storage racks, carrying cases for steno recorders, etc. 

10. The costs of supplies should be requested, if they are sup
plied by the CAT vendor. Supplies for CAT include: addition
al disks and/or diskettes; single or multi-part continuous 
form paper; cassettes for steno recorders; ribbons for print
er(s); ribbons and paper for steno recorders; etc. The life 
expectancy of these supplies should be stated, e.g., a printer 
ribbon might wear out after printing 1,000 pages. 

11. The CAT vendor should be requested to provide names of vendors 
who provide maintenance for system disks. Removable disks on 
computers require periodic professional cleaning. This will 
prolong the life of the disk and avoid computer malfunction 
problems. Make sure that you know that such a service is 
available in your area and that the service is approved by the 
hardware vendor. 

12. Request specifics of any vendor warranty (software, hardware) 
regarding who, if anybody, warranties the computer, CRTs, 
steno recorders, disks, diskettes, cassette readers, tape 
drives, software, etc. What specifically is covered by the 
warranty? If hardware, disks, etc., must be returned to a 
vendor for repair, who pays the shipping costs? What turn
around time does he contractually guarantee, if any? Will the 
vendor prOvide you with loan equipment to cover your system 
if it is out for repair? If sOp who pays for the shipping? 
If you are leasing a system that requires a minimum number of 
pages be translated per month (which you pay for even if you 
don't produce that many pages), are you required to pay the 
entire lease if your equipment is not functioning for a signi
ficant portion of the billing cycle? 

13. Request that the vendors specify the length of time they have 
been in business; the size of their customer service staff; 
the hours of the day and days of the week during which service 
staff are available to answer questions and take trouble re
ports; and whether the vendor maintains a toll free number for 
contact with users. A.vendor who maintains no staff to pro
vide service to customers should be considered suspect. Sell
ing or leasing equipment and software requires only salesmen; 
providing adequate support to persons procuring this equipment 
requires that some limited staff be available to answer ques
tions and provide prompt service in cases of system malfunc
tions. 
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11+. Request the vendor to provide information regarding the train
ing that will be provided by vendor staff for your reporters 
and/or scopers. What is the cost of this basic introductory 
training? What, if any, is the cost of any followup training 
required or requested at a later date? ~Vhere will be training 
be conducted? 
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Section 2: Guidelines for system management 

At the same time that you are examining CAT vendors, the 
individual in your court who is going to coordinate your CAT 
system should be planning its efficient operation. 

Appoint a CAT coordinator 

You will note in Section 3 following that the designation 
of a CAT coordinator has been listed as one of thf~ first steps in 
system planning. An earlier draft of this report' called this 
individual a system manager, but this title was deliberate.ly 
changed in order to emphasize that the evaluation of whether the 
court can manage its court reporting resources effectively enough 
to run a cost-effective CAT system should have been made much 
earlier--before any costing was attempted. 

A system manager in this broad sense is the individual 
who manages all the court's reporting resources, in contrast to 
the CAT coordinator who will oversee the running of the computer 
system. The court reporting system manager might also function 
as the CAT coordinator, but the CAT coordinator could just as 
easily be a different individual whose responsibilities comprise 
the management of only one segment of the court's reporting 
resources. 

The appointment of the CAT coordinator should be the 
first step in the implementation planning stage in order to 
launch the CAT system with sufficient momentum to achieve 
targeted levels of production within. established time frames. 

The CAT coordinator must be given the authority to make 
and enforce decisions. It doesn't matter whether this is a 
reporter, a scoperf or an administrator, provided the individual 
is acceptable to the reporters who will use the system and will 
work closely with them to make the system run effectively. But 
someone has to be in charge in order to make a CAT system cost
beneficial. The resources using the system have to be organized-
reporters, scopers, correctors, whatever. Priorities have to be 
established to determine the order in 1oI/hich transcripts will be 
done, and use of the CRT(s) must be sCheduled in appropriate 
blocks of time so that everyu.<-'er has a fair shar~ _of time on the 
system. Supplies have to ,be ordered, and maintenance provided for. 

,:, 

Standards of production, as outlined in earlier sections 
of this report, must be established, and the CAT coordinator 
should be given responsibility for keeping track of whether they 
are met. If they are not, the CAT coordinator should provide the 
court manager or administrator with statistics on which to base a 
decision to either remove a reporter from the system or to imple
ment other production incentives, such as personal seoping during 
non-office hours or billing for excessive conflic:ts/corrections. 
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The CAT coordinator should probably be skilled enough in 
running the CAT to provide reporter training, certainly to provide 
assistance to reporters during the learning period. The coordina
tor should maintain accounting statistics for measuring production 
standards as well as for billing reporters for use of CAT. Staff 
research indicates that billing should be based on the number of 
transcript pages billed to the court or to attorneys, rather than 
on the number of pages translated by the system, because the lat
ter number is based on a character-per-line count rather than on 
actual pages. Reporters should probably also pay for excess 
printing above an agreed standard number of copies, since addi
tional supplies are involved. 

All of the standards and rules of CAT usage suggested 
above should be worked otlt by mutual consent in some sort of regu'
larly scheduled users group meetings. The manner in which the CAT 
system is to operate should be agreed upon in those meetings and 
then one individual given the responsibility for seeing that it 
does operate that way. Otherwise, as past experience has shown, 
haphazard operation of the system can defeat its cost-beneficial 
potential. 

Determine financial responsibilities for all components of the 
CAT system 

The following financial responsibilities are involved in 
the operation of a CAT system and their assumption should be 
agreed on by the court manager or administrator and the reporters 
before system implementation is undertaken: 

1. Substitutes during the learning process 
2. Financial arrangements during learning process 
3. Training and dic:tionary building 
4. Steno recorder costs 
5. Hardware and software 
6. Scoping assistance 
7. Translation fees 

Each will be discussed in turn. 

1. Substitutes during the learning process. The adjust
ment of shorthand and building of an individual dictionary take 
time. The court manager or administrator should make sure that 
substitutes or floating reporters are available during the learn
ing period when the reporters going onto CAT will face a drop in 
the amount of transcript they can produce. This period should 
probably not exceed six months if reporters have been carefully 
screened, but the court reporter who ordinarily is in court every 
day needs to be relieved of the burden of not, having time to 
learn how to use CAT. 
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2. Financial a.rrangements <;luring learning process. For 
exactly the same reasons, a new reporter should not be expected 
to pay any guaranteed monthly minimum until the full training 
cycle is completed. 

3. Training and dictionary building. Either the court 
financing a CAT system or the reporters can -assume responsibility 
for the costs of training reporters and building their diction
aries. These are costs with which the official reporter would 
not normally be faced. This report recommends that the reporter 
have some financial commitment to a CAT system. This could 
consist of payment for the dictionary, for the steno recorder, or 
for <i, minimum page volume. The court will want to keep a copy of 
every reporter's dictionary as well as all steno notes to use if 
that reporter leaves the court or dies, and financing the diction
ary may seem a fair exchange for the retention of a copy of it 
and use of it if the need arose. 

One recommendation that comes from CAT users is that no 
more than two or three reporters per CRT be trained at a time. 
Training requires hands-on experience on the system and cannot be 
effectively absorbed unless the reporter is sitting at the CRT. 
The court should plan accordingly. Successful users also recom
mend that at least one permanent user be thoroughly cognizant of 
how the systemoperates--so well trained, that is, that that user 
can work out problems, assist novice reporters, and eventually 
train new reporters. 

4. Steno recorder costs. Opinion is very much divided 
as to whether the reporter or the court should finance the modi
fied steno recorders when a court installs a CAT. Whatever the 
decision, there should be a clear understanding between the court 
manager and the reporters on this issue. 

Arguments can be presented on either side~ The reporters 
who finance their own steno recorders should have a stronger com
mitment to making the CAT system work than when the com:t assumes 
all the financial burden. On the other hand, a court that wants 
to ma~ntain copies of steno notes, cassettes, and dictionaries 
may v~ew the provision of modified steno recorders as a sound 
investment. If the court does assume these financial responsi
bilities, then a commitment from the reporter to process a 
minimum volume should be required. 

Ina~y case, use of the steno recorders can profitably be 
started well ahead of CAT installation, because transcripts are 
often not ordered until some time after the stena notes are taken. 

5. Hardware and software. With five CAT vendors now in 
existence, the range of CAT capabilities now available to the 
courts is greatly expanding. Experience with CAT systems to date 
indicates that the averai;;,2 number of reporters who are comfortably 

153 

\ 

r 

j i 

fi 

ji 
n 
I, 

r (-



,-

.~ ,. 

------ - - --~ 

using one CRT is three, and the average number of pages being 
processed with one CRT does not exceed 3,000. (See Appendix C.) 

There are, of course, sparkling exceptions to this rule. 
The court manage~ intending to implement a CAT system, however, 
would be well advised to profit by the experience of others who 
have already established track records and commit himself to pro
vide CAT hardware that conforms roughly to this pattern. If a 
court's reporters feel that a lower ratio of reporters or pages 
per CRT is dictated by their unique circumstances, it is suggested 
that consideration be given to reporter financing of additional 
CRTs (over the basic configuration recommended above). 

6. Scoping assistance. Opinion is also very much divided 
as to whether the use of scopers is more efficient than having 
reporters do their own editing. Corr:~ctions made on CAT have to 
be paid for, in the cost of the time that it takes either a 
reporter or a scoper to make those corrections. 

One philosophy is to have the reporters do all the cor
recting, using whatever free time they have for that purpose, and 
regarding the fees they receive for the transcripts as compensa
tion. 

The opposing philosophy holds that the reporter should be 
using shorthand skills to the optimum, and that time is better 
spent taking more transcript, leaving the less skilled editing 
and correcting to someone without that level of shorthand skill. 
The assumption is that the increase in volume of transcript 
produced will more than pay for the scoper. 

The question of which method is more satisfactory does 
not have to be answered in this report except as it applies to 
CAT in the courts. Seven out of eleven of the courts with operat
ing CATs today are using seopers to assist the reporters. Their 
argument has been that reporters are in court all day and do not 
have time to sit at the CRT making corrections. There has also 
been some suggestion that court transcript might be more. difficult 
to schedule through CAT than free-lance work. 

Actually, some of the courts surveyed may be using scopers 
in ,an attempt to compensate for the fact that they cannot freely 
assign reporters to match workload. If one compares the tran
script production of the courts using scopers with the two private 
agencies studied, neither of which uses a Bcoper, it is quite 
clear that the attainment of a substantial volume of transcript 
does not depend on a scoper to assist the court reporters. The 
key seems to lie in the flexibility of reporter assignments and 
in reporter motivation. 
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There may b~ a maximum volume of transcript that Olle 
reporter can produce on CAT without the aid of a scoper, however, 
although CAT project staff have talked with reporters who are 
doing 2,000 and more pages a month by themselves. Generally, 
they have the exclusive use of a CRT. Sharing a CRT is obviously 
going to limit the individual reporter's fle~ibility. 

It is interesting to note that in the private agencies 
surveyed in Appendix C, the use of scopers seems to be directly 
related to high volumes of transcript produced per reporter. The 
private agencies clearly do not use scopers in an attempt to in
crease volume, but rather as an aid in handling high volume, be
cause any scoping assistance they provide must be cost-effective. 
Many of them charge their reporters a per-page fee to cover the 
scoper's services, which is separate from the translation fee. A 
few even separate out the printing fee. 

This is not an unreasonable arrangement if the reporters 
are able to take additional shorthand in the same period when the 
scoper is editing their work. A practical example will serve to 
demonstrate. A reporter who earns $25,000 a year is earning 
$12.50 an hour. If he edits his work at 25 pages an hour, each 
page is costing him $.50 to edit. The cost of a scoper, who earns 
much less, will be considerably less, and the reporter could be 
taking an additional 40 pages an hour of shorthand, if the work 
were available, and earning additional fees. If the reporter is 
already handling all the work there is, however, then the use of 
a scoper is probably not justified unless transcript volume is 
already above the level the reporter can keep up with. 

In at least one of the courts using CAT, the reporters 
themselves engage the scoper. Whatever the arrangement, the court 
manager and the reporters should have worked out and agreed ahead 
of time on whether a scoper is to be used to edit transcripts and 
where responsibility for paying the scoper will rest. 

One of the intangible benefits of using a scoper is the 
possible utilization of that person as the CAT coordinator. Some 
individual needs to be responsible for seeing that the CAT system 
ii! operating at peak efficiency. Whether it is a scoper or some 
other individual, there are distinct intangible benefits from 
relieving the reporters of anxiety as to whether the system and 
the steno recorders are working, how to get them speedily repaired 
if they are not working, and how to utilize all the features of 
the system in order to produce transcript with the maximum speed 
and efficiency. Some reporters may have a natural bent for making 
a computer system work, but others will not be technically minded 
and will be either frustrated or intimidated when faced with this 
rather complex technology. For those reporters who prefer taking 
shorthand to tinkering with electronic gadgets, an efficient CAT 
coordinator who relieves them of all concern over system opera
tion can 'be a large psychological plus and can greatly enhance 
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reporter enthusiasm for the CAT system. A court manager should 
make a careful evaluation of how vital the climate in which the 
reporters operate is to achieving the objectives of the court in 
installing a CAT system. This is an intangible that is difficult 
to assess, but anyone who decides to live with a computer should 
plan for the fact that it doesn't always perform, and the periods 
when it is not performing can be very frustrating. Decide who is 
to cope with the frustrations. If it can be someone other than 
the court reporters, then a happy reporter will probably be a 
better reporter than a harassed reporter. 

f 
7. Translation fees. As already indicated in an earlier 

section, this report recommends that reporters pay translation 
fees for using a court CAT system. In some private sector CAT 
situations, reporters are also paying per-page scoping fees and 
printing fees, and editing fees have been suggested as one method 
of achieving computer efficiency. Whatever method is used, a 
satisfactory agreement between court management and reporters 
should be worked out in the planning stage as to exactly what 
fees are to be paid by reporters for using a court CAT. 

Screen reporters 

Those reporters who are going to get up to speed in the 
shortest time should be the first to go on the CAT system. 
Appendix D contains ~SRA guidelines fbr screening reporters in 
order to determine which are most likely to achieve CAT efficiency 
quickly. In addition, vendors may help the court screen reporters 
and determine those most likely to come up to speed quickly on 
that vendor's system. 

Establish monitoring procedures 

Monitoring the progress and productivity of reporters 
during and after training is critical to the continued efficient 
operation of a court's CAT system. In addition to the court bene
fiting from efficient CAT operation, reporters are assured that 
each of them is getting a fair share of access to the CAT system 
and that their work is being processed according to priorities 
that are agreed upon by all system users. 

Simple forms are needed to monitor the processing of each 
reporter's transcripts on CAT, as well as to schedule and monitor 
the operation of the CAT system. These forms include a CAT Work
sheet (see sample on Figure 10) which r'esides in a work-in
progress file until the transcript is completed. Once the job is 
complete, the forms should be retained and filed with the CAT 
coordinator according to reporter name. This form is actually a 
job sheet which tracks the progress of the case through the tran
scription process,' but also contains the reporter's instructions' 
regarding formatting, globals, includes, indexing, and the like, 
as well as the reporter's job dictionary for that transcript (a 
list of any vocabulary or proper names, etc., that are not in the 
reporter's dictionary). 
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Figure 10: Sample CAT worksheet 

Case II: Type' Due dat • P' i ______ , • _____ , e. _________ , rl.or ty ______ _ 

Case name : __________ , Number of copies :______ R , eporter: _________ _ 

CAT WORKSHEET 

Cassette number(s): ----,---
Date transcript ordered: Date submitted to CAT: ------------
Date ,read in: Date translated: Estimated pages: ---------
Date submitted to reporter for proofing: ______ Number first draft pages: -----
Date submitted for final correction: ______ Date final draft printed: '-------
Date transcript completed and returned to reporter'. Numb r fi 1 _______ e na pages: __ __ 

Function 
Date performed 

. Abbrev1ated functions: 

Steno outlines 

OPERATIONS 

Person doing 
work From 

R=read in; T=translate; S=scan edit' 
, ' 

in; PFD=print first draft; C=correct 
P= print final transcript. 

To Total time 

FO=flop out; FI=flop 
proofed transcript; and 

JOB DICTIONARY - SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS 

English Steno outlines English 
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For system operation and scheduling, the CAT coordinator 
will need to keep logs or charts that display the names of all 
the reporters using the CAT system and their assigned times daily, 
weekly, and probably monthly for using the scope(s) to scan/edit 
first-run translations or perform final corrections. Reporters 
can sign up or be assigned specific time slots for using the 
CRT(s). Reporters should be allowed to sign up for "backup" time. 
That is, if a reporter requesting or assigned to a specific time 
slot is unable to use that time, the reporter who has signed up 
as the "backup" for that time slot would be given tha.t time period 
in addition to his regularly scheduled time slots. 

Since the CAT worksheets will be in routine use during the 
transcription process, and the CAT coordinator will need to have 
an overview of each reporter's progress and productivity on a 
weekly or monthly basis, a CAT coordinator log should be main
tained (see sample CAT Coordinator Log on Figure 11) to provide 
system monitoring information. These log sheets will permit the 
CAT coordinator to quickly make up individual production statis
tics on each reporter on a periodic basis, showing the number of 
transcripts submitted, number completed, pages produced, amount 
of editing time required, and production time required. These 
production statistics will be used by the court administrator or 
whatever individual has the management responsibility for court 
reporting resources to do the periodic evaluations called for in 
the implementation guidelines which follow in Section 3. These 
evaluations, which should be conducted with the CAT coordinator, 
are for the purpose of determining whether a reporter is suffi
ciently productive to warrant staying on the CAT system. In 
addition to evaluating each CAT reporter's performance, informa
tion on the CAT coordinator's log will highlight for court manage
ment instances where transcript delay is not the responsibility of 
a reporter. For example, if an attorney does not order a tran
script for several weeks after filing a notice of appeal, this 
situation will be clearly identified on the log. 

In general, the types of information that a CAT 
coordinator should record regarding each transcript processed on 
CAT, would include the £ollowing: 

--reporter's name 
--case number and type 
--priority for processing 
--date notice of appeal was filed 
--date transcript is due 
--estimated number of pages 
--cassette identification number(s) 
--number of cassettes 
--date transcript ordered 
--date transcript submitted to CAT 
--date read into system 
--date translated 
--date(s) scan/edit and who did it 
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Figure 11: Sample CAT coordinator log 

CAT COORDINATOR LOG 
(Looseleaf notebook--Case priority indicated by color of ink used) 

Date Date to Date Date final 
Case Date Date trans- D-ate Date Scan/ reporter return Correction Date Estimated Actual transcript Elapse d 

Reporter /I Type due NOA cript to tran edit for to time Final II /I pages/ to time 
filed ordered CAT time proofing correct print pages copies reporter 

\ 
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--time taken to scan/edit 
--date of first printing 
--number of pages in first printing 
--date submitted to reporter for proofing 
--date returned for final corrections 
--date corrections made and who did it 
--time taken to complete corrections 
--date of final printing 
--actual number of pages and number of copies printed 
--date transcript completed and returned to reporter 

This information can all be contained on simple forms 
such as those displayed on Figures 10 and 11, or the CAT coordi
nator can design forms that reflect the unique circumstances in a 
court. Additional information that might be collected if the CAT 
system j.nstalled provides it, are the number of conflicts per page 
and the number of untranslates per page for each job. Of these 
two statistics, the number of conflicts per page should decrease 
over time as the reporter perfects his personal dictionary and 
improves his writing style. Untranslates should generally de
crease over time; however, there will always be cases involving 
unusual or complex terminology that will result in a relatively 
high number of untranslates per page. 

Execute the implementation guidelines 

This function will involve both the CAT coordinator and 
the individual in the court who has management responsibility for 
all court reporting resources. The CAT coordinator will handle 
the monitoring and provlde statistics to permit the court· report
ing resources manager to do a quarterly (or more frequent) evalua
tion of reporter performance. 

The CAT coordinator will also probably be heavily involved 
in the cycles of new reporter training and dictionary building as 
additional reporters prepare to go on the CAT system. 
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Section 3: Implementation milestones for a cost-effective 
CAT system 

This section will present two examples of hypothetical 
implementations of court-based CAT systems. The assumptions on 
which these examples are based derive from the conclusions and 
recommendations regarding court use of CAT contained in earlier 
sections of this report. The major exception to this rule is the 
assumption that the hypothetical court purchases all its equipment 
rather than leases. This choice simplified the examples in that 
comparison of purchased systems involved fewer variations in 
costs than lease or lease/purchase options offered by several 
vendors. 

For example, not all vendors offer lease/purchase options. 
Some offer only straight lease or rental arrangements. Lease and 
lease/purchase time periods offered vary among the vendors. Sev
eral vendors' lease or lease/purchase prices are tied to the cur
rent prime lending rate. This means that the exact monthly lease 
cost for a system will vary depending upon the prime rate at the 
time the lease or lease/purchase agreement is negotiated. These 
factors meant that purchased systems were the only systems that 
could be easily and objectively compared in these hypothetical 
examples. 

Assumptions involved in the Option 1 example include the 
following: 

--The court purchases all equipment and supplies and in 
g~n'::I~;i:ll pays all one-time and annual costs associated 
w-!t.h CAT operations. System conUguration will include 
2 CRTs, as well as a burster and decollator. 

--Six reporters are to go on the system, with each 
reporter achieving a monthly page volume of 750 pages 
per month by the ninth month of train:lng. 

--The court charges the reporters $.60 per page of 
transcript produced using CAT. 

--Volume on the system varies from nil during the first 
month of operation through full system implementation 
(54,000 pages per year) at the end of the second year •. 

--New reporters (2) are added every six months until all 
six are on the system. 

--Supply costs are assumed to be new added costs 
attributable to CAT (it is assumed that prior to CAT 
reporters purchased their own transcript paper, steno 
recorder paper, and ribbons, binders, etc.). 

Assumptions involved in the Option 2 example include the 
following: 
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--The same basic assumptions regarding Option 1, with th 
exception that the CAT configuration will consist of 
nine reporters prodUl~ting 750 pages per month on 3 CRTs. 

--Tota1·annua1 volume on the Option 2 system w111 rise to 
81,000 pages during the third year of operation and 
remain constant thereafter. 

The following section presents a listing and brief de
scription of the implementation milestones (Figure 12) that can 
be used by a court implementing CAT to monitor progress towards 
full and cost-effective operation. These milestones, along with 
anticipated transcript production volumes at each milestone, are 
graphically illustrated for Option 1 in Figure 12: Option 1-A and 
B, and for Option 2 in Figure 12: Option 2-A and B. Anticipated 
year-end costs per page during the three-year implementation 
cycle, based on the comparative costs of each of the current CAT 
vendor's systems, are presented on Figure 12: Option 1-C and 2-C 
for Option 1 and Option 2 respectively. Per-page costs are de
rived from January 1981 computations for each vendor contained in 
Appendix E to thi,s report. 

Figure 12: Option l-D and 2-D present a comparative analy
sis of cost break-even points for each of the current CAT vendors, 
assuming monthly per reporter transcript volumes of 500, 600, 700, 
750, 800, 900, and 1,000 pages per month. That is, these two Fig
ures depict the number of years it will take each vendor's system 
(using January 1981 system costs and the assumptions regarding 
Options 1 and 2 discussed above) to reach the point at which the 
system has paid for itself. 

All of the computations in this secton of the report are 
for the purpose of depicting the potential costs associated with 
CAT implementation and, hence, dramatizing the need for adequate 
management of court reporting resources prior to embarking on CAT 
implementation. The costs and estimates used in these Figures 
are not overstated. 

The reader should understand, however, that these costs 
to the court could be reduced in a number of ways that would re
duce the per-page cost to the court and Simultaneously decrease 
th~ time that a system would take to achieve its break-even point. 
Examples of policy decisions by the court that could reduce these 
costs would include having the reporters purchase their own steno 
recorders and pay for their training and dictionary development; 
charging the reporters a higher translation fee per page than the 
$.60 used in these examples;, decreasing the number of CRTs pro
posed for the systems (although this probsply would not be advis
able, given the 'monthly page volume hypothesizr;d in these exam
ples); or haVing the reporters pay any costs associated with scop
ing. Anyone of these changes to the basic options presented in 
the hypothetical examples would reduce the annual per-page costs 
presented on Figure 12: OptioILS 1- and 2-C, as well as reducing 
the time required to break even depicted on Options 1- and 2-D. 
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Costs used in the computations in this section are as pro
vided by the vendors for purchased systems as of January 1981 
They are subject to change at any time, by any of the ve~dors, ·and 
are included here as a means of computing th~ ~osts for these 
hypoth;tica1 CAT configurations. Current pricing data for an 
vendor s system can only be provided by that vendor. y 
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Figure 12: Implementation milestones for a cost-effective CAT system 

A. System planning (months 1-3) 

B. 

1. Complete review of court and reporter commitment ~o a CAT system implementation as outlined in Part III 
of this report. 

2. Designate person in court responsible for making decisions regarding CAT procurement and designate CAT 
system coordinator. Duties oZ the CAT coordinator have been discussed in Section II above. 

3. Screen reporters for adaptability to CAT. (One screening tool provided by the NSRA is contained in 
Appendix D. This may not be totally appropriate for all vendors' systems; however, it will give a good 
indication of the reporters who are probably good candidates for CAT.) 

Issue RFP (month 2-4) 
The system manager and CAT coordinator should jointly develop a request for proposal (RFP) to be sent to all 
CAT vendors (see listing in App~ndix A). The contents of such an RFP have been discussed in Sec·tion I: 
Selecting ~ CAT Vendor. 

C. Lease/purchase do!cision; select vendor (months 4-8) 
1. Receive bid information from various vendors. 

2. Solicit input from your reporters in reviewing RFP information. 

3. Determine comparative costs and features for all components and supplies for lease, lease/purchase, or 
purchase options offered by each vendor. 

4. Determine whether you will lease or purchase p.quipment and software. 

5. If funding is to be provided by multiple sources, including reporter guarantees of pages per month or 
translation fees paid by reporters, etc., enter into formal agreeme.~.ts with reporters and/or other 
funding sources. 

6. Select vendor and complete contract negotiations with vendor. 

D. System implementatio.'!. (months 8-10) 
1. Prepar~ site (install dedicated electrical circuit, air conditioning, antistatic mats, telephone(s), 

etc., as reqld,red by vendor sn1ected). 

2. Receive steno recorder machines and issue to reporters. (month 8) 

3. Issue steno recorders to all reporters who will be going on the system. (month 8) As soon as received, 
steno recorders should be issued to all reporters going on the system regardless of when they will be 
going on. This will allow reporters to be taking active cae~s on CAT-compatible cassettes so that when 
thei.r training cycle begins, they will have ordered transcripts to work on. 

4. Install CAT (will be done by hardware vendor in conjunction with CAT vendor). 

5. Hire scoper if decision has been made to use one. 

6. Establish and implement formal management and monitoring :procedures (as di.scussed in Section II above). 

7. Begin system training (providl~d by CAT vendor, but will require having .a seoper, if one will be used, 
and first set of reporters freed of reporting assignments). 

E. Initiate training/production cycle with. first group of reporters. (month 10) 
CAT coordinator and system manager review on at least a quarterly basis each reporter's productivity and 
progress to determine whether the reporter should stay on CAT. (months, 13, 16, 19, 22, etc.) 

F. Initiate training/production cycle with second group of reporters. (month 16) 
CAT coordinator and system manager review on at least a quarterly basis each reporter's productivity and 
progress to determine whether the reporter should stay on CAT. (months, 19, 22, 25, 28, etc.) 

G. Initiate training/production cycle for third group of reporters. (month 22) 
CAT coordinator and system manager review on at least a quarterly basis each reporter's productivity and 
progress to determine whether the reporter should stay on CAT. (months 25, 28, 31, etc.) 

H. On-going system managemeilt and monit.:lring. 
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Figure 12: Option 1-A: Implementation milestones for a cost-effective CAT system 

Month '1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 2,4 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 

A. Planning cycle 

B. Issue RFP 

c. Lease/purchase decision 
Select .... endor 

D. System implementation 

E. Group 1 reporters (2) 
Issue steno recorders 
Review progress quarterly 

F. Group 2 reporters (2) 
Issue steno recorders 
Review progress quarterly 

G. Group 3 reporters (2) 
Issue steno recorders 
Review progress quarterly 

Expected monthly page output 
at each quarterly review: 

*Option 1: 

(two reporters) 

Month 

Group b 2 reporters 

Group 2: :! reporters 

Group 3: 2 reporters 

System page total 

0 400 1,200 1,500 1,500 1,500 

0 0 0 400 1,200 1,500 

0 0 0 0 0 ~ 
0 400 1,200 1,900 2,700 3,400 

*Assumes each reporter will attain a minimum monthly production of 750 pages by the 9th month on the system. 
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Figure 12: Option 1-8: Projected page production according to implementation milestones 

Pages 
Per 

Month Option 1: 2 report~rs per group IffiEffEErnffilEHffHIDl1l8EIfHEJEEf-I-f .. -. 1+-l+-++1+-++--n·-n .. ::rrnT-11lT-T-Hr:n::r-r-r-r:r-rr-l+:r-+++~r-".,. ....... ,..'-" 
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Figure 12: Option 1-C: Projected cost per page at the implementation milestone levels * 

OPTION 1 
(5-year purchase; 
6 reporters) 

Vendor: 

Baron 

Cimarron J 
Stenograph 

Steno-CAT 

T.S.I. 

Xe(;ribe 

Average all systems 

(with seoper) 
(without seoper) 

(with seoper) 
(without seoper) . 
(with seoper) 
(without seoper) 

(with seoper) 
(without seoper) 

(with Beoper) 
(without seoper) 

(with seoper) 
(without seoper) 

Range (with seoper) 
(without seoper) 

End of 1st 
year of pro-
duction 
(Month 22) 
1 CRT; 6 
steno recorders 
16,180 pages 

1. 75 
.94 

1.07 
.25 

1.32 
.50 

2.11 
1.29 

1.19 
.37 

1.49 
.67 

1.07 - 2.11 
.25 - 1.29 

End of 2nd End of 3rd 
year of pro- year of pro-
duetion duetion 
(Month 34) (Month 46) 
2 CRTs; 6 2 CRTs; 6 
steno recorders steno recorders 
48,140 pages 54,000 pages 

.31 .22 

.04 (.02) 

.20 .12 
( .07) (.12) 

.12 .05 
(.15) (.20) 

.38 .28 

.11 .04 

.08 .01 
(.20) (.23) 

.22 .14 
(.05) ( .11) 

.08 - .38 .01 - .28 
(.20) - .11 (.23) - .04 

NOTE: The seoper salary used is $13.200 annually ($1,000 monthly plus 10 per cent fringe). 

Average 
cost for 
first two 
years 

.67 

.27 

.42 
( .01) 

.42 

.01 

.82 

.41 

.36 
(.06) 

.54 

.13 

.36 - .82 
(.06) - .41 

Average 
cost for 
first three 
years 

.47 

.14 

.2'8 
(.05) 

.25 
(.08) 

.57 

.24 

.20 
(.14) 

.35 

.02 

• 20 - .57 
(.14) - .24 

( ) = negative numbers (revenue). One vendor did not supply current cost data and was not included in 
this figure. 

*The levels of production are based on Figure 12: Option l-A and B. 

Source: Appendix E. 
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Figure 12: Option 1-0: Break-even pOints (in years) for Option 1 configuration 

(6 reporters; 2 CRTs) for different monthly production rates per reporter 

Court pays for all equipment and supplies 

Front-end 
purchase costs; 

Vendor 2-CRT system 500 

Baron 

wlscoper 
wlo scoper 

Cinnnaron 

wlscoper 
wlo scoper 

Steno-CAT 

wlscoper 
wlo seoper 

T.S.I. 

wlscoper 
wlo scoper 

Xscribe 

w/scoper 
wlo sCQper 

$105,203 

$88,232 

$70,750 

$110,901 

$ 66,801 

Never 
9.2 

61.4 
6.7 

30.8 
5.3 

Never 
11.7 

24.8 
4.9 

Pages per month per reporter: 
600 700 750 800 900 

36.4 
7.3 

18.9 
5.5 

13.4 
4.4 

Never 
8.9 

11.9 
4.1 

17.5 
6.1 

11.6 
4.7 

8.9 
3.9 

26.4 
7.2 

8.1 
3.6 

14.1 
5.7 

9.8 
4.5 

7.7 
3.7 

19.4 
6.7 

7.1 
3.5 

11.8 
5.3 

8.5 
4.2 

8.9 
3.5 

15.4 
6.1 

6.3 
3.3 

9.1 
4.8 

6.9 
3.8 

5.6 
3.2 

11.1 
5.4 

5.2 
3.0 

1000 

7.4 
4.3 

5.8 
3.5 

4.8 
3.0 

8.8 
4.8 

4.5 
2.8 

Reporters purchase steno recorders and dictionaries 
and court pays all other costs 

Front-end 
purchase costs; 

2-CRT system 500 

$86,336 

$71,272 

$56,050 

$98,616 

$51,891 

Never 
7.7 

50.8 
5.6 

25.4 
4.3 

Never 
10.5 

20.2 
4.0 

Pages per month per reporter: 
600 700 750 800 900 

30.7 
6.2 

15.8 
4.6 

11.1 
3.7 

Never 
8.0 

9.8 
3.4 

14.9 
5.2 

9.7 
4.0 

7.4 
3.3 

23.9 
6.5 

6.7 
3.0 

12.0 
4.9 

8.2 
3.8 

6.5 
3.1 

17.6 
6.0 

5.9 
2.9 

10.1 
4.6 

7.2 
3.6 

5.7 
3.0 

14.0 
5.5 

5.2 
2.7 

7.8 
4.1 

5.9 
3.3 

4.7 
2.7 

10.1 
4.9 

4.4 
2.5 

1000 

6.4 
3.7 

5.0 
3.0 

4.1 
2.5 

8.0 
4.4 

3.8 
2.3 

Note: All systems are purchased systems, including software. Each system has been computed with 6 reporters and 2-CRT configuration. (In the case 
of Cim~rron, this entails two main computers; in the others, it entails one computer and one ancillary CRT. Steno-CAT front-end costs do not 
include price of larger disk capacity that Stenograph will release in mid-1981.) Annual system volumes for the various systems were taken 
from Figure 9. The cost of any additional substitute reporters needed during training or the potential savings of substitute reporters once 
the systems are fully operational has not been considered in the above analyses. It is assumed that all reporters get "up to speed" in 
accordance with the milestones depicted on Figure 12: Option I-A. Computations assume reporters pay $.60 per page translation fees. Scoper 
salary used is $13,200 per year ($1,000 per month plus 10% fringe benefits). Front-end purchase costs include the basic computer system, 2 
CRTs, all software, site preparation, freight charges, installation charges, burster, decollator, 6 steno recorders and 6 dictionaries (as 
appropriate), and 5% local taxes. Annual operating expenses include maintenance contracts, supplies, any software update charges, and 5% 
local taxes. 

Source: Appendix E, option 1. 
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Figure 12: Option 2-A: Implementation milestones for a cost-effective CAT system 

Month 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 

A. Planning cycle 

B. Issue RFP 

C. Lease/purchase decision 
Select vendor 

D. System implementation • 2nd CRT • 3rd CRT 

E. Group 1 reporters (3) 
Issue steno recorders • Review progress quarterly 

F. Group 2 reporters (3) 
Issue steno recorders • Review progress quarterly 6 

G. Group 3 reporters (3) 
Issue steno recorders '. Review progress quarterly 6 6 6 6 6 

Expected monthly page output 
at each quarterly review: Month 10 13 16 19 22 25 28 31 34 37 

*Opt1on 2: 

(three reporters) 

Group 1: 3 reporters 0 600 1,800 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 

Group 2: 3 r.eporters 0 0 0 600 1,800 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 2,250 

Group 3: 3 reporters 0 0 0 0 0 600 1,800 2,250 2,250 2,250 

System page total 0 600 1,800 2,850 4,050 5,100 6,300 6,750 6,750 6,750 

*Assumes each reporter will att~in a minimum monthly production of 750 pages by the 9th month on the system. 

--~,,~---.-!':;:~~--------------

" . . 

// 

I '0 

l' !/ 
It 

r 
I 

\ 

\ 
.. 

:;, 

[t 



:/ i 

· 'c 

, 
, , 



, ., 

.. 

;; i 

\i 
II 
K 
~ 
1 
! 

I 

I 

I 
I 

rl 

Figure 12: Option 2-8: Projected page production according to implementation milestones 
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Figure 12: Option 2mC: Projected cost per page at the implementation milestone levels* 

OPTION 2 
(5-year purchase; 
6 reporters) 

Vendor: 

Baron 

CimarrOn] 
Stenograph 

Steno-CA 

T.S.I. 

Xscribe 

Average all systems 

Range 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

(with scoper) 
(without scoper) 

End of 1st 
'year of pro
duction 
(Month 22) 
2 CRTs; '.9 
steno recorders 
24,270 pages 

1. 22 
.67 

.97 

.43 

.82 

.27 

1.33 
.78 

.74 

.19 

1.02 
.47 

.74 - 1.33 

.19 - .78 

End of 2nd 
Iyear of pro
duction 
(Month 34) 
3 CRTs; 9 
steno recorders 
72,210 pages 

.10 
(.08) 

.ll 
(.08) 

(.06) 
(.24) 

.ll 
( .07) 

(.08) 
( .27) 

.04 
(.15) 

(.08) - .ll 
(.27) - (.07) 

End of 3rd 
IY'ear of pro
duction 
(Month 46) 
3 CRTs; 9 
steno recorders 
81,000 pages 

.03 
(.13) 

.04 
(.12) 

( .ll) 
(.27) 

.04 
(.12) 

(.13) 
(.29) 

(.03) 
(.19) 

(.13) - .04 
(.29) - (.12) 

Average 
cost for 
first two 
years 

.38 

.ll 

.33 

.05 

.16 
( .ll) 

.42 

.14 

.13 
(.15) 

.28 

.01 

.13 - .42 
(.15) - .14 

NOTE: The scoper salary used is $13,200 annually ($1,000 monthly plus 10 per,cent fringe). 
() negative numbers (revenue). One vendor did not supply current cost data and was not 

included in this figure. 

*The levels of production are based on Figure 12: Option 2-A and B. 

Source: Appendix E. 

." 

I 
I 

Average 
cost for 
first three 
years 

.22 
-0-

.20 
( .03) 

.04 
(.18) 

.24 

.02 

.01 
(.22) 

.14 
(.08) 

.01 - .24 
(.22) - .02 
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Figure 12: Option 2-D: Break-even points (in years) for Option 2 configuration 

(9 reeorters; 3 CRTs) for different monthlz: eroduction rates eer reporter 

Reporters purchase steno recorders and dictionaries 
court pays for all equipment and supplies and court pays all other costs 

Front-end Front-end 
pu~chase costs; Pages per month per reporter: purchase costs; Pages per month per reporter: 

Vendor 2-CRT system 500 600 700 750 800 900 1000 2-CRT system 500 600 700 750 800 900 1000 

Baron $122,199 $93,896 

w/scoper 18.3 10.9 8.0 7.1 6.4 5.4 4.7 14.6 8.8 6.5 5.8 5.3 4.5 3.9 
wlo scoper 6.7 5.5 4.7 4.4 4.2 3.9 3.5 5.4 4.4 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.1 2.9 

Cimmaron $131,586 $106,071 

w/scoper 16.5 10.4 7.8 7.0 6.0 5.1 4.5 13.6 8.7 6.6 5.9 5.1 4.4 3.9 
w/o scoper 6.7 5.5 4.7 4.5 4.1 3.7 3.4 5.5 4.6 4.0 3.8 3.4 3.2 2.9 

Steno-CAT $86,809 $63,656 

w/scoper 9.0 6.4 5.1 4.6 4.3 3.8 3.4 7.0 5.1 4.1 3.8 3.5 3.1 2.8 
wlo scoper 4.3 3.6 3.2 3.1 2.9 2.7 2.5 3.3 -2.9 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.2 2.1 

T.S.I. $120,194 $101,766 

w/scoper 21.4 11.9 9.4 7.4 6.7 5.6 4.9 18.6 10.4 7.4 6.5 6.0 5.0 4.4 
w/o scoper 7.1 5.7 4.9 4.5 4.3 3.9 3.5 6.2 5.0 4.3 4.0 3.8 3.4 3.1 

Xscribe $80,120 $57,493 

w/scoper 8.0 5.8 4.7 4.3 4.0 3.4 3.2 6.2 4.6 3.7 3.4 3.2 2.9 2.6 
w/o scoper 3.9 3.4 3.0 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.4 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.0 

Note: All systems are purchased .systems, including software. Each system has been computed with 6 reporters and 3-CRT configuration. (In the case 
of Cimarron, this entails three computers; in the others, it entails one computer and two ancillary CRTs. Steno-CAT front-end costs do not 
include price of larger disk capacity that Stenograph will release in mid-198l.) Annual system volumes for the various systems were taken 
from Figure 9. The cost of any additional substitute reporters needed during training or the potential savings of substitute r~porters once 
the systems are fully operational has not been considered in the above analyses. It is assumed that all reporters get "up to speed" in 
accordance with the milestones depicted on Figure 12: Option 2-A. Computations assume reporters pay $.60 per page translation fees. Scoper 
salary used is $13,200 per year ($1,000 per month plus 10% fringe benefits). Front-end purchase costs include the basic computer system, 2 
CRTs, all software, site preparation, freight charges, installation charges, burster, decollator, 6 steno recorders and 6 dictionaries (as 
appropriate), and 5% local taxes. Annual operating expenses include maintenance contracts, supplies, any software update charges, aI~d 5% 
local taxes. 

Source: Appendix E, option 2. 
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Glossary 
(The following definitions indicate how the terms are used 

in this report. CAT vendors may not use these terms as 
this report does, or as other vendors use them.) 

Acoustic coupler or modem: a device to permit transmission across 
telephone lines. 

Batch translation: in computer-aided transcription, the transla
tion of transcripts serially rather than simultaneously. 

Burster and decollator: two devices which, in combination, will 
transform a stack of mul.ti-part, continuous-form paper into 
sets of collated pages. 

Byte: a binary character operated upon as a unit and usually 
----shorter than a computer word. (IBM Data Processing Glossary) 

CAT vendor modified os: see homegrown. 

Cathode ray tube (CRT) terminal.: a combination keyboard arid view
ing screen that permits rapid interaction with a computer or 
minicomputer. 

Central processing unit (CPU): a unit of a computer that includes 
circuits controlling the interpretation and execution of in
structions. Synonymolls with central processor, mainframe. 
(ISO Vocabulary of Data Processing, developed by the Interna
tional Standards Organization, Technical Committee 97, Subcom
mittee 1). 

Characters per second (cps): the number of characters that a 
printer will print per second. 

Conflicts: stenoforms used to record homonyms (to/too/two) or 
homographs (were/with, am/him/many) that, the computer cannot 
translate because the context det~rmines which word is cor
rect. 

Core: another term for main storage. 

Corrector: An individual who enters corrections on a CRT as indi
cated on a printout by the reporter. 

CPU: See central processing unit. 

CRT: cathode ray tube. An electronic vacuum t~%e that can be 
used to display graphic images. (IBM) 

Preceding page blank 
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CRT text-editing: editing in which an individual uses a CRT term
inal to electronically c.hange the text or format of tran
scripts. 

Cursor: a small movable spot of light on a CRT screen that indi
cates the location o,f text material to be worked on. 

Data entry device: another term for input device. In computer
aided transcription, a cassette reader or an optical character 
reader. 

Dictionary: See personal dictionary, reporter dictionary, and 
universal dictionary. 

Disk/disc/magnetic disk: a flat circular plate with a magnetiz
able surface layer on which data can be stored by magnetic re
cording. (ISO) See fixed disk. 

Diskette: a thin, flexible magnetic disk and a semi-rigid protec
tive jacket, in which the disk is permanently enclosed. (IBM) 

Edit (see CRT text-edit): in computer-aided transcription, the 
revision on a CRT of any part of the computer translation that 
is not as the reporter intends it. This can be done by the 
reporter, by a scoper, or by a corrector from a corrected 
printout. 

Expandable: the ability to expand the computing power of a 
computer through the addition of more core storage. 

Feddy/fast eddy: an arrangement to group all untranslated out
lines in a job together at the beginning for swift recognition 
so that the reporter can quickly pinpoint the translations and 
insert them throughout the transcript, as well as into his 
dictionary if he wishes. 

File: a unit of records or text material stored in the computer. 

First-ru~ transcript: the first-run translation in printed form. 

First-run translation: the initial computer translation of elec
tronically recorded stenotype notes into English prose, with
out any human editing or correction of its errors. 

Fixed disk: a disk that is permanently resident in a computer, as 
opposed to a removable disk that is inserted only when the 
material stored on that disk is being used. 

Flagged alphabet: in a shorthand system, the distinguishing in 
stenoforms of alphabetical letters. 

Floppy disk: synonym for diskette. 
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Fold: in stenotype notes, the segment of paper (17 inches when 
----the pad is open) between the folds in the paper tapeu Folds 

are counted to make estimates of the length of a transcript. 

Folio: one hundred words of transcript, which is half a page or a 
little less. One way of measuring transcript length. 

Global: in computer-aided transcription, the capability of the 
computer to automatically insert, following appropriate in
structions, a word, phrase, sentence, or paragraph throughout 
an entire transcript in every location that a designated 
stenoform or term appears. 

Hardware: physical equipment used in data processing, as opposed 
to computer programs • (ISO) • 

Homegrown: pertaining to the situation where the CAT vendor has 
either completely rewritten or significantly modified the com
puter operating system software supplied by the computer vend
or. 

Homogra~: a stenoform, or short series of stenoforms, which may 
. simultaneously represent one or more different words or phras

es (am/him/many). 

Homonym: a word which sounds like another but is spelled differ
ently (the~e/their). 

Hybrid system: a system in which the overall control is divided 
between the vendor (who controls translation) and the user 
(who controls text-editing and final transcript production). 
See also vendor-controlled translation system. 

Include: a command to a CAT computer to insert a prearranged file 
into a transcript whenever a specific symbol appears in the 
steno notes. Also called "auto include." Used to avoid the 
writing out in shorthand of repetitious material. 

Indexing: in taking stenotype notes, a key signal to indicate the 
beginning and ending of specific jobs or segments so that they 
can be located by the computer without translating an entire 
tape. 

Job sheet: a sheet of information about a specific transcript(s) 
that a reporter submits along with his cassettes for reading 
into the CAT system. Also called "job dictionary." 

K: when referring to storage capacity, two to the tenth power, 
1024 in decimal notation. (IBM) 

179 

f 

I. 

, 



, ' 
j < 

l' 

I' I 

'f) 

Key word indexing: in computer-aided transcription, the capabil
ity of the computer to search through a transcript for key 
words requested by the CRT operator, and indicate on a print
out the location by page and by line of each word or phrase 
throughout the transcript. 

Long vowels: in shorthand writing) the use of a different steno
form to indicate long vowels from the form used for short 
vowels (mat/mate; red/reed; oaks/ox). 

Magnetic disk,: see disk. 

Main storage: program-addressable storage from which instructions 
and other data can be loaded directly into registers for sub
sequent execution and processing. (ISO) 

Maintenance: any activity, such as tests, measurements, replace
ments, adjustments, and repairs intended to eliminate faults 
or to keep a functional unit in a specified state. (ISO) In 
CAT systems, the vendor maintains the software, while the 
hardware manufacturer maintains the hardware. 

Management statistics: in computer-aided transcription, the cap
ability of the computer to supply the user with accounting for 
specific time periods of the functions the computer has per
formed--pages translated; pages printed; number of conf1:f.cts; 
number of untranslates per page or per job; name of reporter 
on each job; editor or scoper on each job; length of time 
taken; etc. 

Manual editing: in computer-aided transcription, editing in which 
an individual proofreads the printed first-run transcript and 
makes notations on the printout to indicate appropriate modi
fications and additions to-the transcript text or format. 

Mega: 1,000,000 in decimal notation. Also shown as M, as in 25 
Mbytes of disk storage. 

Memory, centra~ memory: another term for main storage or core. 

Minicomputer: a small programmable general purpose computer typi
cally used for dedicated applications. (Datapro Research Cor
poration, Glossary, EDP Solutions) 

Mistranslate: two or more steno outlines that are properly trans
lated by the computer, but were intended by the reporter to 
mean something else. 

Modified stenotype device: the machine on which ;ii reporter re
cords shorthand that can be translated by a computer. In ad
dition to recording the stenoforms on paper tape, this data 
collection device also records the stenoforms on a cartridge 
or cassette that can be read by a computer input device (car
tridge reader). 
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Multiple dictionary access: in computer-aided transcription, the 
capabilit:y of the system to perform more than one function 
simultaneously, i.e., reading a cassette in, translating, 
~diting, and p'rinting using more than one reporter's diction
ary. Also, the ability of multiple CRTs on a CAT to simultan
eously access (for translation or dictionary updates) multiple 
reporters' personal translation dictionaries. 

Multitasking: in computer transcription, the capability of the 
system of performing more than one function simultaneously, 
i.e., translation, editing, and printing of at least one re
porter's work. Can also apply to a computer's capability of 
running more than one application program simultaneously 
(e.g., operating CAT and an accounting system simultaneously). 

Notereader: an individual with sufficient knowledge of shorthand 
writing to read the notes of another shorthand reporter. 
Notereader& are used in manual transcription to read and type 
shorthand notes. In CAT, a notereader can edit on a CRT the 
transcript of another reporter, including resolving the un
translates that appear in stenoform on the CRT. 

Operating system (OS): software that controls the execution of 
computer programs and that may provide scheduling, debugging, 
input/output control, accounting, compilation, storage assign
ment, data management, and related services. (ISO) 

Optical character reader (OCR): a device that reads machine 
printed symbols into a computing system. (IB~·i) 

Peripheral equipment: any equipment;, distinct from the central 
processing unit, that may prov;!.de the system w'ith outside com
munication or additional facilities. (IBM) 

Personal dictionary: ~ dictionary prepared by a shorthand report
er showing the stenoforms he uses for specific English words 
or phrases. 

Printer: a device that writes output data from a system on paper 
or other media. (IBM) 

Programming language: an artificial language established for ex
pressing computer programs. (ISO) 

Proration period: a time period over which equipmGnt or service 
should be amortized. 

Reading in: in computer-aided transcription, the entry into the 
CPU by means of a·rJassette reader of the coded data from the 
cassette produced by the data collection device; along with 
special information contained on the job sheet submitted by 
the reporter. 
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• (See satel1,ite CRT) a CRT that 
Remote editing unit. d y be operated completely 

nected to the CPU'h an B
ma 

CAT System an Atlas. from the CPU. In t e aron , 
as a stand-alone editing station). 

is not con
separate 

(Also known 

te of stenoforms and translitera-Reporter dictionary: an aggre~a ses to translate the notes 
tions that the computer so tware u 
of an individual reporter. 

diti unit· a CRT that Satellite CRT/remote e n~perat~d completely 
---'to the CPU, and may be an Atlas. 

CPU. In the Baron CAT System, 

is not connected 
separate from the 

ion a manner of editing whereScan: in computer-aided transcript sl~tes are corrected; the rest 
--by only the conf:J..icts and u~~~a:n edit can be done by either 

of the text is not read. S ho leaves the proofing of the the reporter or by a scoper w 11 
text to the reporter. See scro • 

Scope: f or CRT on a CAT system. synonym 

dits CAT transcripts directly Scoper/scopist: an individual who e h enters corrections ~~--~t~h~~C~R)rTr as opposed to a corrector, w 0 

~~dic:ted ~n a printout by the reporter. 

move in the edit proScroll: the capability of a CAT systemu~~ransl~te or conflict to 
h CRT directly from one 1 

cess on t e , b assing the text between. the next in the text, yp 

CAT system an arrangement whereby Service center/bureau: in a. i ha~dled and takes place in a 
the translation of trans:r~~t i: done at other locations on 
central location, but ed1t d~fferent computer. (See al.so either satellite CRTs or a 
vendor-controlled translation system). 

d vice that cause shadows of 
Shadowing: mistrokes on abste:~~i~~lyeprinted on the paper tape. unintended letters to e p 

i i employing symbols to repreShorthand: a system of rapid wr t ng 
. sent words, phrases, and letters. 

Software program: i that make a computer op-computer instruct ons 
erate. 

minicomputer system that, all alone, 
Stand-alone CAT system: a text-editing~and printing functions. can perform translation, 

, h t a~l station: a minico~i7J.ter S)"St~111 t a , ~S~t~a~n~d;-~a=l~o~n=e~e=d~i~t~in~g:-;t;ex;;t_=e~d~iting, and possibly printing alone, performs 
activities. 
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Start-up cor,t:s: usually one-time costs which are incurred prior 
to CAT Operations and often should be amortized. 

Stenoform: a symbol or combination of symbols representing a 
sound, word, or phrase. 

Stenoform notes: keystrokes that a stenotypist records to repre
sent a verbatim record of proceedings. Also called steno notes. 

Stenograp~: a keyboard machine for reproducing letters and num
bers in a shorthand system. 

Steno recorder: a modified stenograph machine that not only pro
duces a paper listing of steno notes, but also records the 
same notes on a magnetic tape cassette for entry into a CAT system. 

Stenotype: a system of writing Shorthand in alpha and numeric 
characters on a machine. 

Stenotype device: a keyboard machine used to record dictation by 
means of alpha and numeric symbols or combinations of symbols 
representing sounds, words, or phrases. 

Storage capacitt: the amount of data that can be contained in a 
storage device, measured in binary digits, bytes, characters, 
words, or other units of data. (ISO) 

Subdictionary: see personal dictionar~, universal dictionarl. 

System life/technical life: the useful life of a system or 
technology. 

Telecommunications links: telephone and other communications 
lines that are u~o transmit messages from one remote location to another. (IBM) 

Text-editing operato~: the individual Who performs CRT text 
editing. See scoper. 

Tran, translate: in computer-aided transcription, the function 
performed by the computer in matching the stenoforms in the 
reporter dictionary to those recorded by the stenotype device, 
and displaying the English equivalent on the CRT. 

Translation charges: the fee charged by a CAT vendor for each 
page of transcript translated by a CAT system. 

Universal dictionary: a reporter dictionary housed in the CPU of 
a CAT syste~which contains generally accepted stenoforms for 
a substantial number of commonly-used English words. The re
porter enters new stenoforms in his personal dictionary only 
if his d;i.ffer from those in the universal dictionary. 
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Untrans1ates: in computer-aided transcription, stenoforms that 
are not contained in the reporter dictionary and, consequent-
1y~ cannot be translated by the computer. They appear in the 
translated text in the same form that they were entered into 
the modified stenotype device. 

Upwardly compatible: the ability to~pgrade from one computer in 
a vendor's line to a larger comp~ter of the same vendor with
out having to significantly rewrite applications software 
(e.g., CAT). 

User-controlled translation system: a CAT system in which the 
user controls first-run translation, text-editing, and final 
transcript printing. 

Vendor: in comp~~er-aided transcription, the commercial enter
p~ise responsible for preparing and/or placing the CAT soft
ware into the computer hardware, and for the ~arketing of the 
CAT system. 

Vendor-controlled translation systp;~: a system in which the CAT 
vendor or a licensed third party controls first-run transla
tion, while the user controls text-editing and final tran
script printing. 
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and Vendor Descriptions 
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BARON DATA, INC. 

Minimum Configuration 

as of 1/lS/81 

(MODEL 4400) 

Steno recorder Cassette ca~tte~erder __ 

~-7[' .J-7 ---;?' 

User 
translation 
computer 

/ 

r-- Optional tape 

@~ drive for 
interfacee·with 
litigation 

Tape support 
drive ,databases 

~< Printer \ 

L-____ _ 

'0 . 
Maximum Configurations 

as of 1/lS/81 

/ 

Tape 
drive 

5MB disk drive. 
2.SMf fixed; 
2.SMB removable 

Optional tape 
drive for 
interface with 
litigation 
support 
databases 

User 
translation 
computer C I setteAeter Steno recorder Cassette as --s;.. 

~ . --7[' . J ~ 1-----:--:-:=1 ~ Diskette controller 

/ Printer \ 
--?,'--.:.----~ 

--5MB disk drive: 0 
2.SMB fixed; 
2.SMB removable 

Optional tape ~~ 
drive for ~ 
interface with . 
litigation 
support 
databases 

Tape 

~ 

drive \ 

May be on-site 
or at remote 

d) location. Can 101 (Handcar'~~~"'i:l> Edi.t- have a virtually 
• ~............ only unlimited number 

Diskette copy of 
translated data 

CRT of edit-only CRTs. 

~~'on: -.. 
~ 

OSMB disk drive: 
~. 2.SMB fixed; 

2.SMB removable 

/ t:::;.. 
/ printer \ 

~''-------
tte A.eader 

User 
translation 
computer d Cassette Casse W'L I~~ 

Steno recor er r:-:l ~r r _~ _ -= . _ . _ 

~~~ L-___ Phone link I--Di-s-k-e-tt-e-c-on-t-r-o:-:ll:-e=r:1 

Can have a 
Virtually 
unlimited 
number of 
edit-only 

II 
f 

fu<1 

'-----CRTs 

.for batch 'Phone link 

link to for batch ~ 
translation link to remote 
computer edit-only CRT ~ 

(J ':~:." 
" .. 
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Baron 4400'-1/7 
BARON DATA, INC. - MODEL 4400 

(As of 1/15/81) 

Vendor: 

~iling address: 

Contact marketing: 

Contact technician: 

Marketing/service personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAT business: 

Current CAT development began: 

First installation: 

Number of operational sites 
claimed: 

Number of pending installations 
(Sites vendor claims to have 
Signed contracts for): 

Number of operational and 
pending court sites: 

Bar'on Data, Inc. 

1700 Marina Boulevard 
P.O. Box 2193 
San Leandro, California 94577 

W.R. (Bob) Hicks 
Vice-President, Marketing 
(415) 352-8101 

Mr. Jim Burkhart (same phone) 
Vice-President, Research and 
Development 

Sales-lO; Customer service-8; Training-
10; Marketing administration-5 

N/A 

Since 1976 

Initial technology developed by Infor
mation Terminals Corporation, 1972 

Test: 3/1976 

9/1976 

250 

Installing 15 systems per month 

Court-olYned: 9 (Atlanta, GA; 
Baltimore, MD; Charleston, W.VA; 
Dallas, TX;Houston, TX; Phoenix, 
Sacramento, CA; San Antonio, TX; 
Tulsa, OK) 

Court-sponsored: 1 (Stockton, CA) 
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BASIC SYSTEM SUMMARY 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Translation dictionary: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 1 CRT system: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 2 CRT (CRT and Atlas) 
systems: 

'. 

Baron 4400-2/7 

Stand-alone: cassette entry, transla
tion, editing, dictionary update, and 
printing all done on-site 

Datapoint System (removable disk) 

Expandable via Atlas system(s), but CPU 
capacity cannot be expanded 

Type: User-defined main and job dic
tionaries. User-developed from 14K 
word ,list. No upper limits. For 
most reporters, efficient first pass 
translations require 25-30K entries 
(di.ctionary development takes 3 
months to 1 year) depending upon the' 
number of conflicts in reporter's 
dictionary and the amount of time re
porter spends cleaning up conflicts. 
A reporter with clean notes, consi's
tent style, and few conflicts will 
be efficient with a smaller diction
ary in a shorter period of time. 

3-4 reporters or 4,000 pages of tran
script. 

5-8 reporters or 5-8,000 pages of tran
script. (For either 1 or 2 CRT con
figurations, number of reporters 
supported and number of pages of 
transcript supported will depend upon 
whether a scoper is used and how sys
tem is managed.) 
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BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATION 
as of 1/15/81: 

Multi-tasking: 

Multiple dictionary access: 

CRTs: 

'"I 

Printers: 

Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

Baron 4400-3/7 

*Computer: Datapoint 5500 

Core: 56K 

Operating system: Designed by Baron 
Data Programming staff. 

Programming language: Assembly 

Disk Storage: Datapoint 9367--2.5/2.5 
meg. removable 

Yes: can simultaneously translate and 
edit material from one reporter's 
disk. Can print separate job in 
background. 

No: cannot simultaneously edit and/or 
translate different reporters' work. 

Datapoint console CRT, l2-line screen. 
Can add Atlas system(s)--remote 24-
line CRT which processes translated 
data on floppy disk created by Data
point optional diskette controller. 
Optional batch (not on-line) telepro
cessing link to mainframe available, 

. otherwise diskettes are hand-carried 
to and from remote site. Each Atlas 
is a stand-alone editing station 
which can support an optional print
er. 

Two printers (a Diablo 30 cps character 
printer and a Datapoint 16.0 cps dot 
matrix printer for first drafts) are 
included in the basic purchase or 
lease package. 

Ba'L'on part of Datapoint hardware. 

Baron (modified Stenograph unit with 
unique Baron recording electronics). 

~'*Baron is currently installing the 4400 system on Datapoint 6600 computers 
with64K of core storage. If these newer machines offer significant advan
tages to users (e.g., faster throughput), they will be offered to current 
Datapoint 5500 users as a CPU upgrade. User would pay all costs associated 
with swapping 5500 for 6600 CPU. 
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Telecommunications capability: 

Site preparation 
recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS (includes 
development of initial 
dictionary) per 
reporter: 

Charge for follow-up on-site 
training: 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 

Basic hardware with 2 CRTs: 

Software package: 

[~-I 
, 

... t, 

Baron 4400-4/7 

Yes: offering remote read-in of cas
settes and batch file transfers back 
to Atlas (translated job). Requires 
modems for CPU and Atlas site. 

Dedicated circuit required; no other 
equipment can be plugged into this 
l15v AC circuit. Circuit must be 
grounded. 

Static mat recommended if area carpet
ed. 

Installation site should have normal 
office air conditioning which filters 
dust out of the air and maintains a 
relatively consistent temperature be
tween 65 and 80 degrees F, depend:f.ng 
on geographical location. 

Atlas units may be used at remote 
sites, but require similar environ
mental conditions. 

$350 per reporter. Not included in 
cost of steno recorder. Includes 
dictionary building and initial disk. 
Training included is two days on-site 
per system (not per reporter). 

Yes: $400 per day, with 2-day minimum. 

$68,500 (CPU and console terminal) 
3,800 (diskette controller) 
7,000 Atlas stand-alone editing 

station 
$79,300 (does not'include telecom

munications adaptors-modems, 
etc.) + local taxes 

Lifetime software license included in 
purchase price. Includes software 
updates for one year from date of 
purchase. Updates released after one 
year may be purchased from Baron. 
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(Software package, cont'd.) 

Steno recorders (per unit): 

Freight/installation: 
(Paid by user) 

MONTHLY MAINTENANCE COSTS 
--oiardware) : 

Maintena~ce Service Provided: 

SYSTEM OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS 

'Numerics Capability: 

Globals: 

Baron 4400-5/7 

E.g., last software update release 
(11.09) was priced at $950; prior re
lease (11.08) was priced at $5,000. 

$2,645 per device includes carrying 
case & tripod. 

Basic System 

F = $400 
I = 425 

Diskette 
Controller 

F = $ 75 
I = 125 

Each Atlas 

F = $ 75 
I = 125 

$411 (covers basic processor, CRT, 
printers, and Atlas for 9 hours per 
day weekdays) 

Datapoint: any continuous 9 hours be
tween 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. weekdays. 

Baron: customer service representa
tives available via Watts lines. 6 
a.m. - 6 p.m. Pacific standard time 
weekdays only. 

Added maintenance coverage for Data
point equipment available according 
to following schedule of percentage 
increases in monthly charges: 

Days Hours Per Da~ % of Base Rate 

5 16 120 
5 24 150 
6 8 120 
6 16 160 
6 24 200 
7 8 150 
7 16 200 
7 24 250 

Yes: will print {f bar, or numeric 
combinat:ions must be defined as 
outli~~s in dictionary. 

Yes: job dictionary only, entire case, 
and master dictionary update. 
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SYSTEM LEASE COSTS - MONTHLY CHARGES AS OF 1/1/81 

(Baron has 5 basic lease packages, two of which are available only to government agencies) 
(Prices cited do not include any applicable state or local taxes) 

Lease options 

A 
60-mont'h lease 
1,500 page minimum 
$.50/page over 1,500 
one/30 cps printer 

B 
60-month lease 
3,000 page minimum 
$.30/page over 3,000 
2 printers (30 cps 

+ 160 cps) 

C 
60-month lease 
4,500 page minimum 
$.20/page over 4,500 
two printers (30 cps 

+ 160 cps) 

D 
60-month lease 
government agency only 
4,500 page minimum 
$.20/page over 4,500 
2 printers (30 cps + 

160 cps) 

E 
l2-month lease 
government agency only 
4,000 page minimum 
$.20/page over 4,000 
2 printers (30 cps + 

160 cps) 

Basic 1 CRT system With 1 added atlas With 2 atlases 

Basic charge $ 750 Basic cost $1,023 1 Atlas charge $1,426 
System maint. 273 Atlas charge 200 Atlas charge 200 
Basic cost $1,023 Atlas maint. 71 Atlas maint. 71 

02 controller 100 2 Atlas charge $1,697 
02 maint. 32 
01 Atlas charge $1,426 

Basic charge $1,200 Basic cost $1,508 1 Atlas charge $1,911 
System maint. 308 Atlas charge 200 Atlas charge 200 
Basic cost $1,508 Atlas maint. 71 Atlas maint. 71 

02 controller 100 2 Atlas charge $2,182 
02 maint. 32 
1 Atlas charge $1,911 

Basic charge $1,575 Basic cost $1,883 1 Atlas charge $2,286 
System maint. 308 Atlas charge 200 Atlas charge 200 
Basic cost $1,883 Atlas maint. 71 Atlas maint. 71 

02 controller 100 2 Atlas charge $2,557 
02 maint. 32 
01 Atlas charge $2,286 

Same charges as option "c" above with addition of $4,500 "remarketing cost" if 
lease is terminated by agency at the end of any fiscal year before 60 months 
has expired. 

Basic cost $1,883 1 Atlas charge $2,286 2 Atlas charge $2,557 

Basic charge $2,180 Basic cost $2,423 1 Atlas charge $3,191 
System maint. 308 Atlas charge 400 Atlas charge 400 
Basic cost $2,488 Atlas maint. 71 Atlas maint. 71 

02 controller 200 2 Atlas charge $~ 
02 maint. 32 
01 Atlas charge $3,191 
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(System operating characteristics 

Key word indexing: 

Conflicts 
--Prints options: 
--1 stroke correction: 

Untrans1ates 
--Display steno notes in context: 

--Filed for later dictionary 
update consideration: 

Scroll to next untrans1ate or 
conflict: 

Translate and print only 
portions of job: 

Translation rate: 

Ancillary software packages: 

Interface with litigation support 
database: 

Management Statistics Produced 
by System: 

----~ - --- ---~ 

Baron 4400-7/7 

cont'd) 

Yes (4 methods): 1-line context (80 
characters); full-page context; spec
ified words before and after; word 
only. 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes (3 options): displays steno outline 
in translated word context; displays 
all steno notes under PROGRAM-STENO; 
or command line (with outline key) 
can be used to change any 68 char
acter block of translated text back 
into steno outline display. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

200+ pages per hour = 3.5 pages per 
minute (varies with dictionary size) 

Professional accounts receivable and 
billing package available, but cannot 
be operated simultaneously with CAT. 

Yes: with optional 9-track 800 bpi 
tape drive or via floppy diskette. 

Statistics producE~d on monthly basis 
for system and each reporter include: 
number of untrallslates and conflicts 
per page; number of pages translated 
and printed; edit time; and, number 
of edit strokes per page. Not 
related to specific jobs. 
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BARON DATAJ INC. 

(MODEL 2200) 

. d Maximum Configuration Min~mum an 

as of 1/15/81 

User ~ ""'\ Steno recorder asse e a -7. C tt C FetteAejder translation < Printer 

~-j.--;'>C: :]-7 --?L __ c_om_p_u_t_e_r ___ , 
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O 5MB disk drive: 
2.5MB fixed; 
2.5MB removable 

/ 
I 

, 

Baron 2200 - 1/4 

BARON DATA - MODEL 2200 

Vendor: 

Mailing address: 

Contact marketing: 

Contact technician: 

Marketing/service personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAr busin~B.s: 

Current CAT development began: 

First installation: 

Baron Data, Inc. 

1700 Marina Boulevard 
P.O. Box 2193 
San Leandro, California 94577 

w. R. (Bob) Hicks 
Vice-President, Marketing 
(415) 352-8101 

Mr. Jim Burkhart (same phone) 
Vice-President, Research and 
Development 

Sales-lOj Customer service-8; 
Training-lOj Marketing 
administration-5. 

N/A 

Since 1976 

Baron Data developed their Model 4400 
between 1972 and 1976 with first 
installations in 1976. The Model 
2200 was developed in 1980 with the 
first installations in 1981. 

1/81 

Number of operational sites claimed: 4 

Number of pending installations 
(Sites vendor cla.ims to have 
signed contracts for): 10 

Number of operationa;l and 
pending court sites: 

BASIC SYSTEM SUMMARy 
(as of l/lS/al):--

o 

Stand-alone: cassette entry, trans
lation, editing, dictionary update, 
and printing all done on-site. 

Datapoint System (removable disk). 
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(Basic system summary - cont'd.) 

Translation dictionary: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 1 CRT system: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 2 CRTs (2 complete systems): 

BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATION 
as of 1/15/81: 

Multi-tasking: 

Multiple dictionary access~ 

CRTs: 

Printer: 

~~~~------- - ~ 

Baron 2200 - 2/4 

System is a modified version of the 
Model 4400, but is designed as a 
single tasking system tailored for 
usage by 1-2 reporters. It is not 
expandable via usage of Atlases, and 
the CPU capacity cannot be expanded. 
System can be upgraded to Model 4400. 

Type: System operates with same dic
tionary software offered with the 
Model 4400. 

1-2 reporters or 2,500 pages of tran
script monthly. 

3-4 reporters or 5,000 pages of tran
script. (Requires 2 systems which 
would b~ independent and fully redun
dant). 

Computer: Datapoint 5500 (Baron Model 
2200) 

Core: 40K 

Operating System: Designed by Baron 
Data. 

Programming language: Assembly 

Disk storage: Same as Model 4400 

No; designed as single tasking machine, 
although printing can be spooled off 
to operate simultaneously W'i;;h other 
functions. 

No; cannot process multiple reporters' 
work simultaneously. 

D~tapoint console CRT. l2-line screen. 

Diablo 30 cps character printer. Does 
not include 160 cps printer that is 
included with Model 4400. 
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Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

Telecommunications capability: 

Site preparation recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS (includes devel-· 
opment of initial dictionary) 
Per reporter: 

Charge for follow-up on-site 
training: 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 

Basic hardware with 2 CRTs: 

Software package: 

Steno recorders (per unit): 

Freight/installation: 

MONTHLY MAINTENANCE CONTRACT 
COSTS (Hardware): 

Baron 2200 - 3/4 

Baron (unique to Baron). 

Baron (modified Stenograph or Steno
print units with unique Baron elec
tronics). 

No 

Same as for Model 4400. 

$350 per reporter. Includes dictionary 
building and initial disk. Training 
included is two days on-site per sys
tem (not per reporter). 

Yes; $400 per day with 2-day minimum. 

Would require two basic systems. 
System 1: $28,500 
System 2: $28,500 

$57,000 + local taxes 

Lifetime software license included in 
purchase price. Does not include 
software updates. Upd~tes released 
may be purchased from Ba!on. There 
are no translation fees with this 
system. 

$2,645 per device (includes carrying 
case and tripod). 

Basic System--per system (double for 
above configuration). 

Freight = $400 
Installation = $425 

$273 per system 
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Haintenance service provided: 

Baron 2200 - 4/4 

$273 per month per system. Two-CRT 
configuration described above would 
be $546. 

Datapoint (il!o~rides hardware service 
during any continuous 9 hours between 
7 a.m. and 6 p.m. weekdays. (Hours 
determined by user.) 

Baron provides customer service via 
Watts lines between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. 
Pacific Standard Time weekdays. 

Added maintenance coverage from Data
point available according to follow
ing schedule of increases in monthly 
charges: 

Days Hours Per bay % of Base Rate 

5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 

SYSTEM LEASE COSTS - MONTHLY CHARGES 

84-month lease (only lease option 
offered with this model): 
There are no translation fees 
with this model whether unit 
is purchased or leased. 

SYSTEM OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS 

16 
24 

8 
16 
24 

8. 
16 
24 

Basic 1 CRT System 

Basic charge: 
Sys. Maint.: 

$550 
$273 
$832 + 

120 
150 
120 
160 
200 
150 
200 
250 

local taxes 

Multiply the figure above for any 
additional CRT configurations. E.g., 
2-CRT system would be $1,664 plus 
local taxes. 

The Model 2200 has the same basic software capabilities as the Model 4400 
with three exceptions. First, it is designed to be essentially a single 
tasking machine. Secondly, it will not support a c;1iskette controller and, 
hence, cannot support Atlases. Third, it does not' support any interface 
with litigation support databases or ancillary software packages. 

198 

() 

:. 
o . 

\ ) 

:i 
'I: 

:' 

I! 

13 

.' 

1 
_.-- .. , .. " 

. , 

'. ()" 

I! 

I,) 

,. 
-:to",,!:. 

•• ~ < 

/ 

I) 

{J 

;::l , 

, . 

\ 
o 

': . 

o 

(I· 
,"::1' ' 

. . 
.\ 

," 

:0 



} ........ ~ 
. fi 

REPORTER'S C,A,T, SYSTEMS, INC, 

Minimum Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

Steno recorder Cassette caisette~eider 
~ I--;;"~~ ~ 

User 
translat ion 
computer ~< Printer \ 

L-____________ " 

020MB (fixed) 
disk drive 

Maximum Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

&cfl4Jcflc9cfJ4J4Jc9& 
CRTs can be S imultaneously editing different J • 
CRTs can be on-site or off-site wit approp h riate telecommunications. 

~ ______ -L ______ -, 

Steno recorder cassette. cTsette~erer 

~ I~[::J~ ~ 
CRT controller 

User 
translation 
computer 

Note: 

Optional disk drives, 0 
either 213MB or 50MB 
each (fixed) 

r-------L-~~----______ --____ ~~. opti,;nal ~ 

O "--highspeed 
dot matrix 
printer Optional tape @@ drive for 

interface with 

Tape 
drive 

litigation 
support 
databases 

verify the maximum number of CRTs Project staff have not benchmarked this ~yste~a~~on of system p'erformance. With 
that can operate simultaneously without ~~r~heoreticallY support simultaneous increased core capac;ty, the computer co 
operation of 15 CRTs. 

'~Precedingpage blank 
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Reporters C.A.T •.• 1/5 

REPORTERS C.A.T. SYSTEMS, INC. 

Vendor: 

Mailing address: 

Contact marketing: 

Contact technician: 

Marketing/service personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAT business: 

Current CAT development 
began: 

First installation: 

Number of operational 
sites claimed: 

Number pending installations 
(Sites vendor claims to 
have signed contracts for): 

Number of operational and 
pending court sites: 

BASIC SYSTEM SUMMARY 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Reporters C.A.T. Systems, Inc. 

Slti.te 601 
SCN Bank Building 
Greenville, South Carolina 29601 

Heinrich O. Comp, Jr. 
(803) 271-0811 

Ray Nanney, James Runde 

None 

N/A 

Since 1978 - prototype in development 

3/78 

Testing: 11/78 

11/78 - prototype 

1 (development site) 

Will not market until mid-198l. 

o 

Stand-alone cassette entry, 
translations, editing, and 
printing done on-site. 

Hewlitt Packard System (fixed disk). 
Expandable to 10+ CRTs. CPU core 
can be expanded. 

Possible upgrade to HP3000 from 
HPIOOO computer. 
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Translation dictionary: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 1 CRT system: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 2 CRT system: 

BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATION 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Multi tasking: 

Multiple dictionary access: 

CRTs: 

Printers: 

Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

.' 

Reporters C.A.T. - 2/5 

User-developed from 15K word list. 
No upper limits. Probably 
efficient at 25-30K entries, 
depending upon number of conflicts 
in reporters' styl~ and how clean 
their notes are. Fulldictionary 
development should take threa to 
six months. 

1-4 

5-9 

Computer: Hewlitt Packard HP 1000 

Core: 256K 

Operating System: H.P. 

Programming Language: FORTRAN IV 

Disk Storage: HP 7906 - 19.6MB 
(fixed) 

Yes: can simultanously tran, edit, 
and print from same reporter's job. 

Yes: with multiple CRTs can 
simultaneously tran, edit, and 
print from one or multiple 
reporters' jobs. 

HP 2645A (small screen). 

Can have 15 CRTs with added disk. 
(System not benchmarked for 15 
CRTs. Prototype supports 4 CRTs. 

2 options: HP model 3108 bidirec
tional 185 cps dot matrix or Diablo 
45 cps character printer. 

Developed by Reporters C.A.T., Inc. 

Microcassette unit (microprocessor 
based unit developed by Reporters 
C.A.T., Inc.). 
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Telecommunications capability: 

Site preparation recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS (includes 
development of initial 
dictionary) per reporter: 

Charge for follow-up 
on-site training: 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Basic hardware with 2 CRTs: 

Software package: 

Steno recorders (per unit) 

Freight: 

Installation: 

Reporters C.A.T. - 3/5 

Yes, can have remote on-line editing 
and printing with relatively minor 
hardware modifications. RS232 
compatible protocol with asynchro
nous transmission. Supports remote 
on-line read-in of steno note 
cassettes via acoustic coupler 
telephone link. 

Dedicated l15V circuit. No other 
equipment should be connnected to 
this circuit. 

Static mat recommended. 

Normal room air conditioning 
that controls temperature and 
humidity range is recommended. 

Included in purchase price. 

Yes (negotiated with user). 

Basic system with 1 CRT: 
Printer (Diablo): Unable to secure 
2nd CRT: current prices 
Software: from vendor.* 

Vendor has not decided whether soft-
,ware will be sold or leased. 

$2,900--developed by Reporters C .A. T. 

Paid by user. Estimated at $400. 

Paid by user. Estimated at $150. 

*Repeated, unsuccessful efforts have been made to secure accurate and 
current costing data from this vendor. prices suggested by this vendor 
in April of 1980 were as follows: basic system with 1 CRT - $37,130; 
I?rinter (Diablo) - $3,050; second CRT - $3,940; and software purchase -
$10,000. Listed hardware totaled $44,120, while software lease was $500 
per month. Vendor has informed us that these prices are no longer in 
effect, but they may give tbe reader some idea about system costs. 
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MONTHLY MAINTENANCE CONTRACT COSTS 

Maintenance service provided: 

TRANSLATION CHARGES PER PAGE 
IF SYSTEM PURCHASED: 

SYSTEM LEASE COSTS: 

OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Numerics capability: 

Globals: 

Key word indexing: 

Conflicts 
--Prints options: 
--1 Stroke correct: 

Untranslates 
--Display steno note in 

contex·t: 

--~ile for later dictionary 
~~~date consideration: 

--------~---------- --- -----

Reporters C.A.T. - 4/5 

$317 (estimate) 

Hewlitt Packard provides nation
wide service contracts for 
hardware, excluding Diablo printer 
and cassette reader. 

Reporters C.A.T. System, Inc., will 
provide service an software, 
cassette reader, steno recorder, 
and printer. 

None. However, a $150/month software 
maintenance charge will be 
assessed-wEich entitles user to 
any software updates. 

Reporters C.A.T., Inc., does not 
offer any hardware lease or 

lease/purchase options at this 
time. 

Yes, will print # bar or can be 
defined in dictionary. 

Yes, job and dictionary update. 

Yes, 4 types: 
I-line context (word within 80 

character context). 
Entire paragraph in which word 

appears. 
Q & A involved (entire Q & A in 

which word appears). 
Full sentence (sentence in which 

word appears). 

Yes. 
Yes. 

Yes. 

Yes • 
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Scroll to next untranslate 
or conflict: 

Translate and print only 
portions of job: 

Translation rate: 

Ancillary software packag~s: 

[nterface with litigation 
support database: 

Management statistics: 

Reporters C.A.T. - 5/5 

Yes. 

No; working on. 

5-7 pages per minute. 

Unknown. 

Unknown 

None. 
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STENOGRAPH CORPORATION 

(CIMARRON SYSTEM) 

Minimum and Maximum Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

Steno recorder Cassette caisette~eideT 

~ I-.?>[;:J ~ -7 

User 
translation 
computer ~~ Printer \ 

I~ 

O 0.' 2 dual density 
I floppy disks 

2.3MB each 

Note: Stenograph Corporation purchased Cimarron Systems, Inc., in mid-1980. 
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Cimarron - 1/7 

STENOGRAPH CORPORATION - CIMARRON SYSTEM 

Vendor: 

Mailing address: 

Contact· marketing: 

Contact technician: 

Marketing/service personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAT business: 

Current CAT development began: 

First installation: 

.. 

Stenograph Corporation 

7300 Niles Center Road 
Skokie, Illinois 60077 

Ms. Henrietta Pons 
Director, Steno-Systems 
(312) 675-1600 

Mr. John Jacobs 
Director, Research and Development 
(312) 675-1600 

Mr. John Staton 
Director of Marketing 
(312) 675-1600 

Stenograph maintains a sales staff 
of 7 and a customer service un~t 
of 7. 

Quixote Corporation 

Stenograph Corporation has been in
volved with CAT since 1976--with 
large service bureau operation 
which was terminated in 1980. 
Stenograph Corp. purchased Cimarron 
Systems, Inc., of Greenville, Texas 
in July o~ 1980. Stenograph now 
markets two CAT systems; the 
Cimarron system they purchased in 
1980, and the Steno-CAT system 
they developed in 1979. 

Cimarron system was developed by 
Cimarron Systems, Inc., starting 
in April of 1978. In mid-1979, 
Cimarron Systems, Inc., modified 
the software to operate on Texas 
Instruments hardware (prior 
version ran on a vendor-developed 
CPU). All Cimarron systems 
installed were swapped for Texas 
Instruments based systems in late 
1979 and early 1980. Stenograph 
purchased the Texas Instruments 
based system. 

Apri.l 1979 
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Number of operational sites 
claimed: 

Number pending installa{;10ns 
(sites vendor claims to have 
signed contracts for): 

Number of operational and 
pending court sites: 

BASIC SYSTEM SUMMARY: 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Translation dictionary: 

Number Q~ reporters supported 
by 1 CRT system: 

Cimarron - 2/7 

Unknown. (Stenograph Corporation 
does not release individual figures 
for Cimarron and Steno-CAT instal
lations.) Project staff estimate 
that at least two-thirds of 75 
installed Stenograph systems are 
Cimarrons. 

Unknown. (Stenograph does not 
release this data) 

None. 

Stand-alone: cassette entry, trans
lation, editing, and printing done 
on-site. 

Texas Instruments System (floppy 
disk). System not expandable in 
terms of added CRTs nor expandable 
to larger T.I. computers. 

Initial personalized dictionary 
based on 8K word list of vendor
supplied outlines; user can then 
update or modify his personalized 
dictionary. Dictionary upper limit 
is approximately 65K entries in 
current configuration. For most 
reporters, efficient first pass 
translation requires approximately 
15K entries depending upon the 
number of conflicts in a reporter's 
dictionary and the amount of time 
the reporter spends cleaning up 
conflicts. A reporter with very 
clean notes, consistent style, and 
few conflicts may be efficient 
with a smaller dictionary. 

1-3 depending on dictionary size as 
well as how clean and consistent 
reporters' style is. 
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Number of reporters supported 
by 2 CRT systems: 

BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATION: 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Multi-tasking: 

Multiple dictionary access: 

CRTs: 

Printer: 

Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

Cimarron - 3/7 

4-6, requires complete second system 
including printer and cassette 
reader. Texas Instruments does 
not support a mUltiple CRT 
configuration on the DS990. 
Stenogr~ph does not market 
Cimarron without a printer and 
cassette reader. 

Computer: Texas Instruments DS990 
Model I 

Core: 64K RAM 

Operating System: Cimarron Systems, 
Inc., wrote OS. However, can 
bring TPL (Texas Instruments OS) 
up on system to run word 
processing package if CAT shut 
down. 

Programming Language: Assembly 

Disk Storag,e,: (2) T. 1. model FDlOOO 
double-sided dual density floppy 
disks 2.3 MB. Job disk holds 
approximately 400-600 pages of 
transcript. 

No: system can edit and print 
material from one reporter's disk 
simultaneouly. Translation 
requires single function operation. 

No: can only access one reporter's 
disk at a time due to lack of 
added CRTs and system software 
constraints. 

T.I. standard with DS990. 

NEC Spinwriter model 5510-55 cps 
character printer. 

Stenograph 

Stenograph--optionallymodified with 
floor switch to highlight certain 
segments of notes. 
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Telecommunications capability: 

Site preparation recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS (per reporter): 

Charge for follow-up 
on-site training: 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Basic hardware with 2 CRTs: 

Software package: 

Steno recorders (Per Unit): 

Freight: 

Installation: 

Translation charges per page 
if system purchased: 

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

Cimarron - 4/7 

No. 

Dedicated l15V circuit, no other 
equipment should be connected to 
this circuit. 

Anti-static mat recommended. 
Normal Toom heating and air 

conditioning is recommended. 

$500 (Includes two days on-site 
training). Dictionary development 
included in basic system purchase 
or lease costs. 

Yes: (negotiated with user). 

Would require 2 basic systems. 
System 1: $33,065 
System 2: $33,065 

$66,130 + local taxes 

Note: Texas Instruments does not 
support a multiple CRT 
configuration on the DS990. 
Stenograph does not market 
Cimarron without a printer and 
cassette reader. Hence, a second 
CRT requires a complete 2nd system 
(including disk, printer, reader, 
table, etc.). 

Included in purchase. Software 
updates for first year included-
charge of $150 per year per system 
enti.tles user to any software 
updates issued in subsequent years. 

Three (3) options: $1, 950--basic 
Stenograph manual unit~ $2,200 
with foot pedal "highlighter" 
attachment; $2,450 for electric 
unit,Jnth "highlighter." 

Included in purchase or lease costs. 

Included in purchase or lease costs. 

N~ne. 
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SYSTEM LEASE AND LEASE/PURCHASE COSTS 
As of 1/15/81 

Note: All lease or lease/purchase prices are based on the 20% pr1me lending rate in effect 1/15/81. l'rices 
will change based on current prime ra.tes. Contact Stenograph Corporation for exact current prices. 

, Prices cited do not include any applicable state or local taxes. 

60-month lease 
no page minimum 

60-month lease 
no page minimum 

60-month lease/ 
purchase; no page 
minimums 

84-month lease/ 
purchase; no page 
minimums 

System Lease Costs - Monthly Costs 

Basic 1 CRT System 

Basic charge 
Systems maint. 

Basic charge 
Systems maint. 

$ 744 
152 

$896 

$ 598 
152 

$ 750 

*With 1 added 

Basic charge 
2nd system 
Systems maint: 

Basic charge 
2nd System 
Systems maint. 

CRT 

$ 744 
744 
304 

$1,792 

$ 598 
598 
304 

$1,500 

System Lease/Purchase Costs - Monthly Costs 

Basic charge 
System maint. 

Basic charge 
System maint. 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

826 
152 
978 

680 
152 
832 

Basic charge: $ 826 
2nd System: 826 
Systems mainL 304 

$1,956 

Basic charge $ 680 
2nd System 680 
Systems maint. 304 

$1,664 

*With 2 Added 

Basic charge 
3rd System 
Systems mai'llt. 

Basic charge 
3rd System 
Systems maint. 

Basic charge 
3rd System 
Systems maint. 

Basic charge 
3rd System 
Systems maint. 

CRTs 

$1,488 
74L~ 

456 
$2,688 

$1,196 
598 
456 

$2,250 

$1,652 
826 
456 

$2,934 

$1,360 
680 
456 

$2,496 

*Stenograph Corporation markets only a single CRT version of the Cimarron system--therefore, 2nd and 3rd 
CRT options involve complete additional systems; that is, a 3 CRT system listed above consists of 3 
CRTs; 3 CPUs, 3 printers, 3 cassette readers, etc. They are fully indepen~ent/redundant systems. 

" 
,0 

/ 

V1 -'-J 

r / 

" 

\ 

, 

' .... 



,e 

! ~ 
I! 

MONTHLY MAINTENANCE COSTS: 

Maintenance serV.ice provided: 

SYSTEM OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS 

Numerics capability: 

Globals: 

Key word indexing: 

Conflicts 
--Prints options: 
--1 Stroke correction: 

Untranslates 
--Display steno notes in context: 

--File for later dictionary update 
consideration: 

Cimarron - 6/7 

$152 (T.I. covers basic system at 
$lZO, NEC covers spinwriter 
printer at $32). Estimated. 

Software is supported by Stenograph 
Corporation. Customer service 
representatives are available at 
Stenograph via Watts lines between 
the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 7:00 
p.m. central standard time. 

Hardware is supported by service . 
contracts from T.I. and NEC. Basic 
hardware service is provided from 
8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays. Option
al increased service coverage is, 
available from T.I. according to 
the following schedule: 

--8 a.m. to 12 midnight and 8 a.m. 
to 5 p.m. Saturday = 1.5 times 
basic contract rate. 

--24 hours per day, 7 days per 
week = 2 times basic contract rate. 

Will print number bar or can be de
fined in dictionary. 

Yes, 3 types: Job dictionary only; 
job dictionary and master 
dictionary; and conflict 
resolution for job. 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes (full notes can be displayed as 
needed) 

No. Interactive dictionary updates 
done during editing. 
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(Operating characteristics - cont'd.) 

Scroll (scan) to next untranslate 
or conflict: 

Translate and print only 
portions of job: 

Translation rate: 

Ancillary software k pac ages: 

Cimarron - 7/7 

Yes 

Yes 

6-8 pages per minute. 

Working on word processing, accounts 
receivable, and professional 
billing k • pac ages. Wora processin 
package will cost $.'3,000. WP g 
package can run with CAT on 
translated data or as stand-alone 
operation. 

Interface with litigation 
support database: 

No 

Management statistics provided 
by system: 

213 

Number of pages t 1 rans ated, number of 
untranslates, and number of 
conrlicts per job. 
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STENOGRAPH CORPORATION 

Minimum Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

(STENO-CAT) 

Steno recorder Cassette cajsette4"i:ejder 

~ 1-7L::J~ ~ 
User 
translation 
computer 

~<: Printer \ 

"-OIOMB 
5MB 
5MB 

disk drive: 
fixed; 
removable 

Maximum Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

Steno recorder Cassette caisette~ejder 

~ I-?~~ -7-
User 
translation 
computer 

/ 
O 10MB disk drive: 

5MB fixed; 
5MB removable 

~<: Printer 

Note: This maximum configuration is a prototype and will not be available to users until 
mid-198l. Project staff have not benchmarked this system to verify the maximum 
number of CRTs that can operate simultaneously without degradation of system 
performance. 
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Steno-CAT - 1/7 

STENOGRAPH CORPORATION - STENO-CAT SYSTEM 

Vendor: 

Mailing address: 

Contact marketing: 

Contact technician: 

Marketing/service 
personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAT business: 

Current CAT development 
began: 

First installation: 

Number of operational 
sites claimed: 

Number pending installations 
(sites vendor claims to 
have signed contracts for): 

Stenograph Corporation 

7300 Niles Center Road 
Skokie, illinois 60077 

Ms. Henrietta Pons 
Director, Steno-Systems 
(312) 675-1600 

Mr. John Jacobs 
Director, Research and Development 
(312) 675-1600 

Mr. John Staton 
Director of Marketing 
(312) 675-1600 
Stenograph maintains a sales staff 

of (7) amd a customer service unit 
of (7). 

Quixote Corporation 

Since 1976 with large service bureau 
system (system terminated in 
1980). New stand-alone system 
developed in 4/79. 

4/79 

Testing: 11/79 

3/80 

Unknown 
(Stenograph Corporation does not 

release individual figures for 
Steno-CAT and Cimarron 
installations. Project staff 
estimate that less than one-third 
of 75 installed Stenograph systems 
are Steno-CATs. 

Unknown (Stenograph does not release 
this data) • 
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Number of operational and 
pending court sites: 

BASIC SYSTEM SUMMARY: 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Translation dictionary: 

Number of reporters sup
ported by 1 CRT system: 

Number of reporters sup
ported by 2 CRT systems: 

Steno-CAT - 2/7 

Stenograph does not release this 
data. Project staff have 
identified only 2 courts using 
Steno-CAT systems (Detroit, 
Michigan; Salt Lake City, Utah). 

Stand-alone: on-site cassette entry, 
translation, editing, and printing. 

Data General System (removable disk). 

Expandable to 3 CRTs (not currently 
available; targeted for mid-198l). 

Type: User-defi,.,:ad main and job 
dictionaries. User-developed from 
15K word list. No upper limits. 

Usable size and time required to get 
up to speed: Point at which 
dictionary is usable for efficient 
first pass translation is unkonwn 
because of short time these units 
have been operational. Based on 
similarity to other vendors' 
dictionaries, project staff 
estimate that an efficient 
dictionary will probably require 
25 to 30K word entries and take 
the reporter 3 months to a year 
(depending upon the number of 
conflicts in the reporter's 
dictionary and the amount of time 
the reporter spends cleaning up 
conflicts) to get up to speed. A 
reporter with clean notes, 
consistent style, and few 
conflicts, will be efficient with 
a smaller dictionary in a shorter 
period of time. 

1-3. 

4-6. Stenograph believes that 4 to 6 
reporters can be supported on the 
MP200 with one, 5/5MB disk and 2 
CRTs. On a Stenograph system each 
reporter has his own disk Gon-
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BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATION 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Multi-tasking: 

Multiple dictionary access: 

CRTs: 

Printers: 

Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

Telecommunications 
capability: 

Steno-CAT - 3/7 

taining his personal dictionary. 
With a basic system configuration, 
2 CRTs could work simultaneously 
on only one reporter's disk, 
unless portions of jobs were 
transferred from disk to disk, 
which would decrease the efficiency 
of the system. CAT Project staff 
believe that a larger disk would 
have to be added to support 4 to 6 
reporters. This opinion does !)"ot 
represent the views of Stenogtaph 
Corporation. 

Computer: Data General MP 200 

Core: 64K 

Operating system: Modified DOS 

Programming language: Business 
BASIC and Assembly. 

Disk storage: D.G. 6095 5/5MB-
removable. 

No. System can edit and print one 
reporter's work simultaneously. 
Translation program requires all 
CPU capacity. 

No. Cannot simultaneously work on 
multiple reporters' dictionaries. 

D.G. 6093, Console CRT, standard
sized screen. 

NEC Spinwrite~ model 5515, 55 cps 
character printer; or D.G. model 
LP2, 180 cps bidirectional, dot 
matrix. 

Stenograph 

Stenograph 

No· 

.' I 
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Steno-CAT - 4/7 

(Basic hardware configuration - cont'd.) 

Site preparation 
recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS 
(per reporter): 

Charge for follow-up 
on-site training: 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Basic hardware with 
2 CRTs: 

Software package: 

Ded5.cated l15V circuit; no other 
equipment should be connnected to 
this circuit. 

Anti-static mat recommended. 

Air conditioning (normal air 
conditioning to keep temperature 
range between 40° - 80 F and 
control humidity) is recommended. 

$500 per reporter. Three (3) days 
of on-site training provided. 
Maximum of 2 reporters trained per 
visit. Initial dictionary 
creation is included in purchase 
or lease price of basic system. 

Basic system purchase or lease price 
includes one free on-site 
follow-up training session of from 
one to three days. Costs of 
additional on-site training 
sessions would be negotiated with 
user. 

*Basic System: 
2nd CRT: 

49,000 
4,450 

$54,350 + local taxes 

Seven (7) year license for software 
and all updates included in 
purchase price. Software can be 
purchased at end of 7t':) year for 
$1,000. 

*A larger (25MB) disk will be released for usage with 2 and 3 CRT 
configurations later in 1981. Stenograph has not released a price on 
this unit. Basic system costs listed above include only the standard 
5/5MB disk unit. 
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Steno recorders (per unit) 

Freight: 

Installation: 

Translation charges per page 
if system purchase or leased: 

MONTHLY MAINTENANCE COSTS: 

Maintenance service 
provided: 

Steno-CAT - 5/7 

Two options: $1,950 for manual unit; 
$2,250 for electric unit. 

Included in purchase/lease price for 
basic system or added terminals. 

Included in purchase/lease price 
for basic system or added 
terminals. 

None 

$196. D.G. covers CPU, disk, a.nd 
CRT at $166. NEC covers 
Spinwriter printer at $32. Added 
CRTs are $28 each. Estimated 
costs. Stenograph covers software. 

Data General basic service for 
hardware is provided during any 
consecutive 9-hour period (as 
determined in advance by user) 
between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m., Monday 
through Friday (local time). 
Additional monthly charges are 
involved if installation site is 
over 100 miles from nearest Data 
General service bureau ($150 if 
over 100 miles, $225 if over 300 
miles). Service will be provided 
within 8 hours of contact. 

Customer service representatives are 
available at Stenograph via Watts 
lines between the hours of 8 a.m. 
and 7 p.m. central standard time. 

Enhanced maintenance coverage for 
Data General equipment is 
alTailable accordi,ng to the 
following schedule of pe~centage 
increases in monthly maintenance 
contract charges: 

Hours of Coverage 
9 12 16 24 

Mon. - Fri. 
6 days 

c:CC 15 
/.115 \\ 24 

24 
33 
44 

34 
44 
55 

[

Percent 
increases 
over basic 
cost 7 days 25 ~- 33 

There are also maintenance options available tpat provide for 
either 4-hour or 2-hour response times at additional costs. 
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SYSTEM LEASE COSTS - MONTHLY CHARGES AS OF 1/15/81 

Note: All lease or 1ease-to-purchase prices are based on the 20% prime lending rate in effect as of 
1/15/81. Prices will change based on current prime lending rates. Contact Stenograph Corporation 
for exact current prices. Prices do not include any applicable state or local taxes. 

60-month lease; 
no page minimum 

84-month lease; 
no page minimum 

60-month lease to 
purch~se; no page 
minimum 

84-month lease to 
purchase; no page 
m~n~mum 

Basic 
Basic unit: 
Sys. Maint: 

Basic unit: 
Sys. Maint: 

1 CRT system 
$1,188 

196 
$1,384 

$ 968 
196 

$1,164 

With added CRT 
Basic unit: $1,188 
CRT: 106 
Sys. Maint: 224 

Basic unit: 
CRT: 
Sys. Maint: 

$1,518 

$ 968 
86 

224 
$1,278 

With 2 
Basic unit: 
2 CRTs: 
Sys. Maint: 

Basic unit: 
2 CRTs: 
Sys. Maint: 

SYSTEM LEASE/PURCHASE COSTS - MONTHLY CHARGES 

Basic unit: $1,329 Basic unit: $1,329 Basic unit: 
Sys. Maint: 196 CRT: 119 2 CRTs: 

$1,525 Sys. Maint: 224 
$1,672 

Sys. Maint: 

Basic unit: $1,116 Basic unit: $1,116 Basic unit: 
Sys. Maint: 196 CRT: 100 2 CRTs: 

$1,312 Sys. Maint: 224 Sys. maint: 
$1,450 

added CF..i.S 
$1,188 

212 
252 

$1,652 

$ 969 
172 
252 

$1,392 

$1,329 
238 
252 

$1,819 

$1,116 
200 
252 

$1,568 

Note: Systems duscribed above include standard 5/5MB disk. During 1981, stenograph will be releasing a 
25MB disk for 2 and 3 CRT configuration. Additional cost of this larger disk is unknown. 
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SYSTEM OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Numerics capability: 

G10bals: 

Key word indexing: 

Conflicts 
--Prints options: 
--1 stroke correction: 

Untranslates 
--Display steno note in 

context~ 

--File for later dictionary 
update consideration: 

Scroll to next untranslate 
or conflict: 

Translate and print only 
portions of job: 

Translation rate: 

AnCillary software packages: 

Interface with litigation 
support database: 

Management statistics 
provided by system: 

Steno-CAT - 7/7 

Number bar 

No; working on (mid-198l). 

No; working on 1 line context (word 
within 80 characters). 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No; interactive dictionary update 
done during editing. 

Yes 

Yes; must define portion desired as 
separate file and reassemble file 
if full job is to be printed. 

Four (4) pages per minute. 

Unknown 

No 

None 
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Minimum Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

TRANSLATION SYSTEMS~ iNC. 

Steno recorder Cassette cajsetteAejder 

~ I~--? ~ 
User 
translation 
computer 

(J500) 

Maximum Configuration 
as of 1/15/81 

<:::1 Q: ~ • I 1 or 2 
:: 24MB disk CRT 
: I ,drives ~ 
... _._J 

I r---------~-----------L ______ _ 

~ 

O 24MB disk drive 
18MB fixed; 

6MB removable 

__ Steno recorde,r Cassette cajsetteAejder ,-=-:t:?-:J -7[; :J ~ ~ 
User 
translation 
computer ~< Printer \ 

Translation is done on 
J500. Translated data 
are transferred via 
direct link to J100. 
Editing is done on J100. 
Systems are fully redun
dant in case of failure 
of either CPU. 

CRTs can be simultaneously 
editing different jobs. 
CRTs can be on-site or 
off-site with appropriate 
telecommunications. 

1 or 2 
24MB disk 
drives 

i- - - - - - - - - -,,:::'" 0 I I 
I I 

: ! ' 
'~- .. ' 

(J500) 
Direct link between CPUs. 

~«~--------Transfers translated 
r---------~--------~ material from J500 disk 

to J100 disk for editing. 
User 
translation ~ 
computer ~ 

~ ________ ~ _____ (_J_l_O_0-J) ~<: Printer ~ 

Note: Project staff have not benchmarked this system to verify the maximum number of CRTs 
,that can .operate simultaneously without degradation of system performance. The 
computers could theoretically support simultaneous operations of 15 CRTs. 
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T.S.I. - 1/7 

TRANSLATION SYSTEMS INC. 

Vendor: 

Mailing address: 

Contact marketing: 

Contact technician: 

Marketing/service personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAT business: 

Current CAT development 
began: 

First installation: 

Number of operational sites 
claimed: 

Number pending installations 
(sites vendor claims to 
have signed contracts for): 

Number of operational and 
pending court sites: 

BASIC SYSTEM SUMMARY 
(as of 1/15/81): 

As of 1/15/81 

Translation Systems, Inc. 

Suite 412 
121 Congressional Lane 
Rockville, Maryland 20852 

Mr. Patrick O'Neill 
Vice-President 
(301) 468-6505 

Mr. Curt Hibbs 
(301) 468-6505 

Mr. William Carrigan 
(301) 468-6505 

N/A 

Since 1978 as T.S.I. 

6/78 

3/80 

18 

12 

5 (Honolulu, HI; Media, PA; 
Philadelphia, PA; Pittsburgh, 
Reading, PA). 

PA; 

Stand-alone: cassette entry, transla
tion, editing, !ind printing are done 
on-site. 

Jacquard system (floppy or fixed 
disk). 
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Translation dictionary: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 1 CRT system: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 2 CRT systems: 

BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATION 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Multi-tasking: 

') 

T.S.I. - 2/7 

2 system options: 
J500 - 1 CRT configuration 
JlOO - will support multiple (up to 
15) CRTs. 

Upwardly compatible due to no modifi
cation of the Jacquard operating 
system. 

Reporter submits notes and initial 
personal dictionary is defined by 
vendor. Personal and job diction
aries are user-defined. Universal 
main dictionary is ven~or
controlled. 

Universal dictionary is lOOK root 
words. 

No upper limits for personal diction
ary--usually 1,000 to 1,500 entries. 

Usable size and time: reporters with 
clean notes and a consistent style 
should make efficient use of system 
in 4-8 weeks. 

1-4. 

5-8. 

Computer: Jacquard JlOO or J500. 

Core: l28K. 

Operating System: Jacquard System 2, 
Release 8.1. 

Programming Language: Assembly. 

Disk storage: D 34-81 (24MB)--18MB 
fixed, 6MB removable. 

Yes: can simultaneously translate, 
edit and print from same job. With 
mult~ple CRTs, can simultaneously 
edit same job. 
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Multiple dictionary access: 

CRTs: 

Printers: 

Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

Telecommunications capabiH.ty: 

Site preparation recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS (includes 
development of initial 
dictionary) per reporter: 

, " 

T.S.I. - 3/7 

Yes: with multiple CRTs can edit 
multiple jobs simultaneously, but 
can only translate one job at a 
time. Jobs can be queued up for 
sequential batch (unattended) trans
lation. With mUltiple CRTs can sim
ultaneously edit same or different 
jobs on all CRTs. 

Jacquard (JlOO) can have up to 15 CRTs 
with added disk. (System not bench
marked for 15; largest current user 
supports 7 CRTs). 

Standard 24-line screen size. 

Diablo 45 cps--character printer 
($3,850) is standard. Texas Instru
ments Model 810, 150 cps dot matrix 
($3,290 + $35 monthly maint.), and 
Printronix 300 LPM character printer 
($8,720 + $85 monthly maint.) are 
available as options. 

Designed by T.S.I. 

Stenograph. 

Optional. 

J500 can communicate with JlOO and/or 
other computer. Remote terminals 
are supported via on-line interact
ive protocols. Working on batch file 
transfers to remote stand-alone ed
iting terminals. 

Dedicated l15V circuit. No other 
equipment should be connected to 
this circuit. 

Anti-static mat recommended. 

Normal air conditioning to control 
temperature and humidity range 
recommended. 

Included in purchase or lease price; 
5 dllYS on-site provided. 
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Charge for follow-up on-site 
training: 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Basic hardware with 2 CRTs: 
*Remote scoping station 
is also J500 without 
disk or other ancillary 
equipment. 
Shares disk with 
basic unit and, therefore, 
must be within 100 feet. 

Software Package: 

Steno recorders: (per unit) 

Freight: 

Installation: 

MONTHLY MAINTENANCE COSTS: 

Maintenance service provided: 

T.S.I. - 4/7 

First 4 reporters trained free. Addi
tional reporters trained at $250 per 
reporter, 1-2 days on-site. 

(JlOO with added CRT) (J500 with remote 
scoping station)* 

Basic unit: $25,720 
2nd CRT: 2,900 
Software: 50,000 

$87,620 
+ local taxes 

Basic unit: $39,320 
Remote Sta: 11,900 
Software: 50,000 

$92,220 
+ local taxes 

Can be purchased for $50,000. Later 
software releases can be purchased 
at their current price or user can 
pay $250 per month which entitles 
him to any and all future software 
updates. 

$1,500--Stenograph manual unit. Can 
be leased from Pengad Corp. 

Paid by user. Cost dependent upon 
geographical area. Project staff 
estimate is approximately $400 for 
either of above configurations. 

Included in purchase or lease price. 

$413 for 2 CRT JlOO configuration; 
$330 for 2 CRT J500 configuration. 
For 1 CRT system, JlOO is $386 and 
J500 is $235. 

AM Jacquard provides nationwide 
service contracts for all hardware. 
Jacquard also maintains all software 
(operating system and editing pro
grams) except translation program. 
T.S.I. provides software maintenance 
for translation software. 
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JlOO System 
60-month lease/purchase 

with 24MB disk 

J500 System 
I',) 60-month lease/purchase 
~ with 24MB disk 

Basic 1 CRT 

Basic unit: 
Sys. Maint. : 
Software: 

Basic unit: 
Sys. Maint.: 
Software: 

MONTHLY SYSTEM LEASE/PURCHASE COSTS* 
60-month lease-to·-purchase options 

S;tstem 2 CRT S;tstem 

$1,063 Basic unit: $1,063 
386 2nd CRT: 78 

(1) Sys. Maint.: 413 
$1,449 Softwar,~: (1) 

$1,554 

$ 695 Basic unit: $ 695 
235 Remote sta: 265 

(1) Sys. Maint. : 330 
$ 930 Software: (1) 

$1,290 

3 CRT S;tstem 

Basic unit: $1,063 
2nd & 3rd CRT: 166 
Sys. Maint.: 440 
Software: (1) 

Basic unit: 
2 remote sta.: 
Sys. Maint.: 
Software: 

$1,669 

$ 695 
530 
425 

(1) 
$1,650 

*Note: All lease/purchase prices cited above are based on the prime rate in effect 1/15/81. Lease/purchase prices 
will vary according to fluctuations in the prime rate at the time a contract is signed. Prices cited do not 
include any applicable state or local taxes. 

(1) To date, Translation Systems, rnc. has not included software ($50,000) in lease/purchase arrangements. 
users will either have to purchase the software package for a one-time price of $50,000 or pay the $.01 
($.25 per average page) translation fees over and above the lease/purchase prices listed above. 

,. 
o 

t 

/ 

Therefore, 
per line 

· Ul · H · 

, 

\ 



11 
~ 

. ~ 
,~ 

\ 

! 
~- .~ 

I 
~l 

. 1 
, . ij 

I 
,! 
n 
; ! 

• .I 

TRANSLATION ~dARGES PER PAGE IF 
SOFTWARE NOT PURCHASED: 

SYSTEM OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS 
As of 1/15/81. 

Numerics capability: 

G10bals: 

Key word indexing: 

Conflicts 
--Prints options: 

--1 Stroke correct: 

Untrans1ates 
--Display steno notes in context: 

--File for later dictionary 
update consideration: 

--Scroll to next untrans1ate 
or conflict: 

Translate and print only 
portions of job: 

Translation rates: 

r ,,' 

T.S.I. - 6/7 

$.01 per line; average page = 25 lines 
which equals $.25 per page. No 
minimum number of pages per month 
required. With J500, maximum month
ly translation t i ;large is $1,000. 

Software can be purchased later, with 
1/2 of all translation fees paid, up 
to $25,000, being applied to $50,000 
purchase price. 

Yes. 

Yes; job and indirect dictionary up
date. (Universal dictionary is up
dated only by T.S.I.) 

Yes, on I-line context (indexed word 
in 80 character context). 

No; default to one word based on con
text or print untrans1ate. 

No. 

Yes; steno outline in translated con
text; steno outlines for a given 
page can be displayed. 

Yes. 

Yes. 

Yes. 

J100 = 60-70 pages per hour = 1 page 
per minute. 

J500 = 125 pages per hour = 2 pages 
per minute • 
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Interface with litigation 
support database: 

Ancillary software packages: 

Management stat1stics provided 
by system: 

T.S.I. - 7/7 

Yes, has magnetic tape (optional tape 
drive) and communications capabil
ity. 

Supports AM Jacquard word processing, 
general ledger, and accounting soft
ware. 

Basic billing statistics on1Y--'(.~·g·, 
date, reporter, and number of lines 
translated. 
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XSCRIBE CORPORATION 

Minimum Stand-Alone Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

Steno recorder Cassette C, ajsette&?!ejder 
~~[,oJ~ ~ 

Maximu~ Stand-Alone Configuration 

as of 1/15/81 

~, assette Cassette eader St2nO recorder C 0 
'--.-I===J-7D~ ~ 

User 
translation 
computer 

User 
translation 
computer 

r---------------~ 
Diskette controller 

--:;;..( Printer \ 

------O 35MB disk 
drive 

~( Printer \ 

------035MB disk 
drive 

t May be on-site 

[Q]
. (Handcarrip.d) or at, remote 

O <E: •••••••••••••••••••• ::;:.. Edit- location. Can 
only have a virtually 

Minimum and Maximum 
Service Bureau Configuration 

Dip.kette copy of CRT unlimited number 
translated data I of edit-only CRTs. 

35MB floppy 
disk drives 

If-! 
/ OP':ional -'"\. 
"- pnnter ~ 

Handcarried to 0 0 
servicg bureau ' 

as of 1/15/81 ~~ Tape drive for 
interface with 
litigation sup-

Tape port databases 
drive 

Steno notes I I 
~~ 

Vendor ~ 

translation ~ Printer \ 
~ Cassette cajsette&?!ejder computer __ " ~ 

[0 oj ~ ~ ______ --1 

~ Diskette controller 

Purchased or leased Service bureau 
by user 

Purchased or lea~,ed 
by user 
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Xscribe - 1/9 

XSCRIBE CORPORATION 
As of 1/15/81 

Vendor: 

Mailing address: 

Contact marketing~ 

Contact technician:' 

Marketing/service personnel: 

Subsidiary of: 

Years in CAT business: 

Current CAT development began: 

First installation: 

Number of operational CAT sites 
claimed: 

Number pending installations 
(sites vendor claims to have 
sign,ed contracts for): 

Number of operational and 
pending court sites: 

BASIC SYSTEH SUMMARY: 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Xscribe Corporation 

443 West C Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

Robert Mawhinney 
President 
(714) 239-1641 

Mr. Kirk Mitchell (same phone) 

Ms. Lois Hughes (Game phone) 

N/A 

Since June 1978 as Xscribe 

1972 

Testing: 1976 

1978 

1 - Service Bureau: supports 35 
reporters in San niego area; 30 
remote edit/print units installed. 

1 - for stand-alone system. 

1 - for stand-alone system. San 
Diego service bureau supports 30 
reporters; 12 are official court 
re:porters. 

Xscribe offers two basic configura
tions: stand-alone and service 
bur:eau. 
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Xf;lcribe - 2/9 

Stand-alone: cassette entry, trans
lation, editing, dictionary up
dating, and printing are all done 
on-site under the control of the 
user. 

Computer marketed for stand-alone 
systems is designed and manufac
tured by Xscribe. 

Stand-alone system is expandable 
thro~gh addition of remote edit
onlf. 'units (with or without 
prirtter) which use the stand-alone 
computer for translation but are 
capable of full edit and print 
functions. 

Service bureau: Xscribe offers a 
combination of a service bureau 
approach to translation with re~ 
mote stand-alone editing and 
printing capabilities. Xscribe is 
the only vendor to offer Optical 
Character Recognition (OCR) reading 
of steno recorder notes (paper 
notes), rather than relying on a 
digital cassette for data input, 
although cassettes can be used if 
the reporter chooses~ 

Computer used for service bureau 
translations, OCR equipment, and 
remote editing units are all de
signed and manufactured by Xscribe. 

Remote editing units use .100 page 
(320KB) removable floppy d1lskettes. 

To work with an Xscribe service 
bureau configuration, a reporter 
records his notes (on either a 
steno recorder that can produce a 
digital cassette or a regular 
stenograph unit) and then takes 
his notes or cassette(s) to the 
Xscribe service bureau. Xscribe 
thentr.anslates the notes and 
stores the translated data on 
floppy diskette(s). Each diskette 
will store approximately 100 pages 
of translated steno notes. The 
reporter then picks up his 
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Xscribe - 3/9 

diskette(s) and his notes/ 
cassette(s) (usually within 24 
hours) and uses his home/office 
editing station to edit the 
material on the diskette(s). 
Printing of completed transcripts 
can be accomplished on a remote 
printer attached to the editing 
station, or printing ~an be done 
at the service bureau by returning 
the diskette(s) to the service 
bureau. 

Dictionary updates are stored on the 
diskette(s) which are eventually 
returned to the service bureau. 
The service bureau then reads the 
diskette(s) and performs the 
actual update of the reporter's 
dictionary. The dictionary is 
physically stored at the service 
bureau. 

Xscribe supplies each reporter with 
a 45K entry universal dictionary. 
The reporter defines additional 
entries from an 8K word list which 
Xscribe then superimposes· on the' 
Xscri.be universal dictionary. The 
reporter can then add or delete 
entries from the dictionary via· 
the indirect diskette return pro
cedures discussed above if the 
service bureau is used, or directly 
if the stand-alone configuration 
is used. 

Actual physical control and storage 
of the dictionary remains with the 
service bureau for remote edit
only users. The dictionary is 
resident and under the control of 
the user in the stand-alone 
configuration. 

lOOK words is the upper limit for the 
size of a reporter's dictionary. 

In either the service bureau or stand 
alone configuration, a reporter 
With reasonably clean notes and 
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Number of reporters supported 
by 1 CRT system: 

Number of reporters supported 
by 2 CRT system: 

BASIC HARDWARE CONFIGURATIONS 
(as of 1/15/81): 

Computer: 

Core: 

*Operating system: 

Programming language: 

Disk: 

1-3 

3-6 

Stand-alone 

Xscribe 

64K 

Xscribe (2) 

Assembly 

Micropolis 
35MB fixed 
Winches~er 
type 

-------------..... =:=:'::=:;t~I::L ~ 

Xscribe - 4/9 

Editing 
station Service bureau 

Xscribe Xscribe 

64K 64K with extended 
memory 

Xscribe (1) Xscribe (2) 

Assembly Assembly 

Micropolis 2 Winchester type 
320KB 35MB drives 
floppy 
diskettes 
(100 page) 

*Xscribe has developed two operating systems, one for translation only and 
one which is for editing and printing functions. Only one operating sys
tem can be operating at any given time. 
( ) = number of operating systems provided with each configuration. 

Multi-tasking: 

Multiple dictionary access: 

CRTs: 

Printer: 

No: two operating systems (OS) pre
clude multi tasking. System can 
edit and print simultaneously when 
that OS is used. Second as is used 
to translate-~applies to both 
stand-alone and service bureau 
configurations. 

No: cannot simultaneously work on " 
mUltiple reporters' jobs. 

Console CRTs only--standard size 
screen. 

NEC Spinwriter 55 cps character 
printer. 
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Cassette reader: 

Steno recorder: 

Telecommunications capability: 

Site preparation recommendations: 

TRAINING COSTS (includes develop
ment of initial dictionary) per 
reporter 

Charge for follow-up 
on-site training: 

Xscribe - 5/9 

OCR steno note reading capability 
at service bureau (not marketed 
with stand-alone Gystems), or can 
use Stenograph cassettes at ser
vice bureau or on stand-alone 
system. 

Stenograph--manual or electric. 

No: working on remote read-in and 
file transfer to remote editing 
station. 

Xscribe indicates that no special 
preparations are r~quired for the 
installation of either a stand
alone system on a remote edit-only 
terminal. 

First dictionary per system is free; 
each additional at $500. Training 
conducted at service bureau. 

Yes: (negotiated with user, but done 
at service bureau). 



c 

-'I j 

SYSTEM PURCHASE COSTS 
(as of 1/15/81) 

Basic hardware with 2 CRTs: 
Stand Alone System 

Master unit: $42,685 

Xscribe - 6/9 

Service Bureau 

Stand Alone System: requires 
basic unit plus edit-only 
unit without printer. Soft
ware included in purchase. 
No translation fees. 

Edit-only unit: 5,185 
$47,870 

+ local taxes 

Service bureau: requires two 
edit-only units with print
er. Software not included. 
Translation provided at 
service bU(eau. See fee 
structure b.~low. 

Sof tware pc\(!kage: 

Steno recorders: (per unit) 

Freight: paid by user--estimated 
at: 

Installation: paid by user-
estimated at: 

Included 

Edit unit w/printer: $8,686 
Edit unit w/o printer: 5,185 

$13,871 
+ local taxes 

Not sold 

$1,500 Stenograph $1,500 Stenograph 

$50-$300 $50-$150 

$50 Unknown 

MONTHLY MAINTENA.b:l:.':: CONTP.ACT COSTS: 
All maintenance provided by $180 plus any $62 plus any 

freight charges Xscribe: freight charges 

Maintenance service provided: 

.... 

Xscribe provides all maintenance for 
hardware and software. Hardware 
is warranted for 90 days and soft
ware is unconditionally warranted. 
After 90 days, two maintenance 
arrangements are available: 

--Maintenance contract: 
Stand-alone master unit: $180/mo 
Editing console w/printer: $4l/mo 
Editing console w/o printer: $2l/mo 

--Maintenance without contract: 
$35/hour plus parts. 

--User pays any freight charges to 
return hardware to Xscribe for 
service. 
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TRANSLATION CHARGES PER PAGE 
IF SYSTEM PURCHASED: 

--Stand alone system: 

--Service bureau: 

Other service bureau charges: 
(None of these charges would 
apply to a stand-alone unit , 
and only the usage of Priority 
Service w'ould be applicable 
to a user with a remote printer) 

<. 

Xscribe - 7/9 

None 

Xscribe charges by the word trans
lated, defined as any 5 char
acters. Number of wo.t'ds in a job 
equals total number of characters 
translated divided by 5. A page 
is defined as 180 words. Rates 
for word costs below provided by 
Xscribe. Costs for page rates 
were computed by project staff. 
Xscribe has no minimum monthly 
page requirements. 

Per word costs: 
--Up to 144,000 words in 1 month @ 

$.0025/word 
--144,001-288,OQ words/month @ 

$.0012/word 
--Over 288,000 words in 1 month @ 

$.00185/word 
Per page costs: 
--1st 800 pages/reporter in 1 month @ 

$.45/page 
--Next 800 pages/reporter in 1 month 

@ $.225/page 
--Over 1,700 pages/recorder in 1 

month @ $.33/page 

Printing charges (if 
bureau) : 

Original + up to 2 
Additional copies 

done by service 

copies $.15/page 
$.05/page 

Separating and Collating (if done by 
serV.ice bureau) 

$.01 per sheet of paper. E.g., 
original + 2 copies equals 3 
sheets of paper = $.03 per page 
of job. 

Keyword Indexin2 
$2.30 per printed page 
Priority Service 
Immediate service rather than normal 

24-hour turnaround. Rates indi
c~ted above for all translation 
and other services are doubled. 
Priority words are computed before 
normal service words each month; 
hence, they are computed at 
highest translation rate before 
doubling rate. .~ 
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SYSTEM LEASE AND LEASE-TO-PURCHASE COSTS - MONTHLY CHARGES 

Note: All lease or lease-to-purchase prices are based on the prime lending rate in effect as of 1/15/81. 
Lease costs will change based on changes in prime lending rate. Contact Xscribe Corporation for 
exact current pr~ces. Prices below do not include any applicable local or state taxes. 

Stand-alone system Basic 1 CRT system With 1 added CRT With 2 added CRTs 

60-month lease* Basic Master Unit: $1,153 Basic Unit: $1,153 Basic Unit: $1,153 
no page minimums **System Maint: 180 Edit Unit: 140 2 Edit Units: 280 

$1,333 Sys. Maint: 201 Sys. Maint: 222 
$1,494 $1,655 

Service bureau o,Etion 

60 month 1ease* Edit-only unit $ 235 Edit-only unit Edit only unit 
no page minimum~ with printer: with printer $ 235 'th '.. $ W1 p,.z .;}';it.er: 235 
translation fees **Sys. Maint: 41 Edit-only Unit: 140 2 edit un~ts: 280 

charged $ 276 Sys. Maint: 62 Sys. Maint: 83 
$ 413 $ 596 

*Lease/Purchase: With either option above, system can be purchased at the end of 60 months for a one-time 
payment equal to 10% of the purchase price of the hardware involved. Under service bureau option, 
Xscribe would continue to charge translation fee, but user would own remote hardware. 
Payment for stand-alone systems would be: 1 CRT = $4,269; 2 CRT = $4,787; 3 CRT = $5,306. 
Payment for service bureau system would be: 1 CRT = $ 869; 2 CRT = $1,387; 3 CRT = $1,906. 

Xscribe requires a 10% (of hardware costs) deposit at the time that a contract is being settled. Once a 
contract has been signed, this 10% deposit is refunded. 

**User pays any shipping charges associated with sending equipment back for service. If service contract is 
not used, maintenance is provided at $35 per hour plus parts and any shipping charges involved. 
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SYSTEM OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS 
As of 1/15/81 

Xscribe - 9/9 

(Same for stand-alone system and edit-only units) 

Numerics capability: 

Globals: 

Key word indexing: 

Conflicts 
--Prints options: 
--1 Stroke correction: 

Untranslates 
--Display steno notes in 

context: 

--File for later dictionary 
update consideration: 

--Scroll to next untranslate 
or conflict: 

Translate and print only 
portions of job: 

Translation rate: 
(stand-alone unit) 

Ancillary software packages: 

Interface with litigation 
support databasec 

Management statist~cs provided: 

Yes: will print # bar or can be de
fined in dictionary. 

Yes: job, English, purge, and main 
dictionary. Main dictionary 
updates done via diskette for 
service bur.eau based systems. 

Yes: I-line context (word in 80 
character context). 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes: or displays all steno notes for 
page. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes: with OCR 
(tape is marked start and stop). 
With cassette, reporter must show 
material as separate identifiable 
job. 

250 pages per hour = 4 ~ages per 
minute. 

None 

Yes: from service bureau only. 

Yes: job sheet returned from service 
bureau provides the number of 
untranslates and confllcts printed 
for the job; stand-alone unit 
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displays the same statistics at 
job end. 
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Appendix B: CAT Systems in the Courts 
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Appendix B: Courts wit~ CAT Systems (December 31, 1980) 

Courts with CAT systems in .~peration more than one year: 

1. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania - Court of Common Pleas 
370 City Hall 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Joe Harrison, Deputy Court Administrator 

215/686-2525 

2. Dallas, Texas - 203rd Judicial District 
Dallas County Courthouse, Room 3141 
500 Commerce Street 
Dallas, Texas 75202 

General jurisdiction, c.riminal division 
Contact: Mary Ann McNeel, CAT reporter 

214/749-8561 

3. San Antonio, Texas - l75th District Court 
Bexar County Courthouse, 2nd Floor 
San Antonio, Texas 78205 

General jurisdiction, criminal division 
Contact: Archie Henson, Court Coordinator 

512/220-2527 

4. Sacramento, California - Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District 
Library and Courts Building 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Intermediate appellate court 
Contact: Wilfried J. Kramer, Clerk 

916/445-4677 

5. Atlanta, Georgia - Superior Court of Fulton County 
707 Fulton County Courthouse 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Jack E. Thompson, Court Administrator 

404/572-3116 

6. Phoenix, Arizona - Superior Court of Maricopa County 
101 West Jefferson 
Phoenix, Arizona 95003 

General jurlsdiction, civi.l and criminal 
Contact: Gordon Allison, Court Administrator 

602/262-3204 
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Courts with oper.ating CAT systems installed in first half of 1980: 

1. Houston, Texas - Harris County Criminal Court 
301 San Jacinto Steet, Room 807 
Houston, Texas 77002 

General jurisdiction, criminal division 
Contact: Charles Cameron, Court Administrator 

713/221-6576 

2. Baltimore, Maryland - Supreme Bench of Baltimore City (8th Circuit) 
535 Civil Courts BuUding 
111 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Doris Gaffney, Chief Court Reporter 

301/396-5010 

3. Salt Lake City, Utah - Third District Court 
Courts Building 
240 East Fourth South 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Tom Betts, Court Administrator 

801/535-7681 

4. Charleston, West Virginia - Circuit Court (funded by Administrative 
Office of the Supreme Court of Appeals) 

Kanawha County Courthouse 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

General jurisdiction 
Contact: 1. Duane Price, CAT Reporter 

304/348-7167 
2. Fletcher Adkins, Deputy Administrative Director 

Administrative Office of the Supreme Court of 
Appeals 

304/348-0145 

Courts in the process of implementing CAT systems - 1/1/81: 

1. Tulsa, Oklahoma - District Courts 
Tulsa District Cou~ts 
Fifth and Denver 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103 

General jurisdiction, criminal 
Contact: Claude Smith, Court Administrator 

918/584-0471, ext. 2300 
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2. Honolulu, Hawaii - First Circuit Court 
417 S. King Street 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96809 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Anthony C. Ornellas, CAT Reporter 

808/548-2802 

3. Media, Pennsylvania - Court of Common Pleas 
Delaware County Courthouse 
Media, Pennsylvania 19063 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Dr. Dennis Metnick 

215/891-2011 

4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania - Court of Common Pleas 
370 City Hall 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Joe Harrison, Deputy Gourt Administrator 

215/686-2525 

5. Reading, Pennsylvania - Court of Common Pleas 
Court House 
6th and Court Street 
Reading, Pennsylvania 19601 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: William R. Kase, Chief Court Reporter 

215/375-6121, ext. 252 

6. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania - Court of Common Pleas 
621 City-County Building 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219 

General jurisdiction, civil and criminal 
Contact: Charles H. Starrett, Court Administrator 

412/355-5410 

7. Detroit, Michigan - Circuit Court (first-year funding provided by 
Michigan Court of Appeals) 

Wayne County Circuit Court 
536 Lafayette Building 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

General jurisdiction 
Contact: 1. William C. Oliver ; Chief Reporter 

313/224-0409 
2. Henry Hensen, Assistant Clerk, Court of Appeals 

313/256-2780 
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Official state court CAT transcription production (December 31, 1980) 

Average Average Averag-o: 
monthly number of numbf'< of 

Date Number Number of page pages per pages per 
Court Site CAT vendor ins~ Hardware of CRTs ----- reporters Scoper volume CRT reporter 

Court 1 CAT, Inc.* 75-10 1 CPU + 2 CRTs 2 12 2 4,500 2,250 375 
Court 2 Baron 76-09 1 CPU 1 3 1 1,375 1,375 458 
Court 3 Baron 78-01 1 CPU + 5 Atlases 6 6 1 1,765 294 294 
Court 4 Baron 78-04 1 CPU + 2 Atlases 3 10 1 1,200 400 120 
Court 5 Baron 79-03 1 CPU + 1 Atlas 2 7 1.5 3,500 1,750 500 
Court 6 Baron 79-06 1 CPU 1 8 --!1 l.!.460 3,460 435 

Average for court CATs in use more than one year 2.5 7.7 1 2,635 1,590 345 

Court 7 Baron 8e-03 1 CPU + 1 Atlas 2 5 1 2,780 1,390 556 
Court 8 Baron 80-03 1 CPU 1 4 0 1,500 1,500 375 
Court 9 StenoCAT 80-05 1 CPU 1 3 0 38** 38** 13** 
Court 10 Baron 80-05 1 CPU 1 2 0 600 600 300 

Average for court syst.ems in use from six months to one year 1.25 3.5 .25 1,627** 1,163** 410'~* 

*Courts in the process of implementing CAT systems: 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 
District Courts Baron 80-08 1 CPU 1 4 0 

Honolulu, Hawaii 
Circuit Court TSI 80-11 1 CPU + 2 CRTs 2 10 0 

Media, Pennsylvania 
Court of Common Pleas TSI 81-01 1 CPU 1 6 0 

Detroit, Michigan 
Wayne County Circuit Court StenoCAT 81-01 1 CPU + 1 CRT 2 6 1 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 
Court of Common Pleas TSI 81-03 2 CPUs 2 4 0 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
Court of Common P1eas* TSI 81-? 1 CPU + 3 CRTs 4 12 2 

Reading, Pennsylvania 
Court of Common Pleas TSI 81-05 1\ 'CPU + 3 CRTs 4 9 0 

*No longer in business. This court is included in the list below because it is in the process of implementing a different vendor's system. 
**Court 9's output was not included in the averages. 

Source: CAT Analysis Project staff site visits and telephone contacts • 
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(December 31, 1980) 

Private agencies doing predominantly official state court transcripts 

Date system 
Average Average Average 

Number of Numbl!r of number of number of number of 
~ installed Hardware ~ repol~ Scoper pages monthly pages per CRT pal!ies per reporter 

4-1 76-12 1 CPU and 1 Atlas 2 6 0 4,500 2,250 750 4-2 78-04 1 CPU and 3 Atlases 4 2" 3 10,000 2,500 450 .. 
4-3 78-06 1 CPU and 1 Atlas 2 9 .5 4,000 2,000 440 4-4 79-02 1 CPU and 1 Atlas 2 i. 0 3,000 1,500 750 4-5 79-04 1 CPU 1 Ii 0 4,800 4,800 800 

Average 2.2 9.4 .7 5,260 2,390 560 

(December 31, 1980) 

Sample of private agencies where UP to 50% of their work involves production of official state and/or federal transcripts on CAT 

Date System Number of 
Agency installed Hardware CRTs 

1-20 79-08 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 
1-21 79-08 1 CPU 1 
1-32 79-10 1 CPU 1 
1~ 4 77-08 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 
1- 7 78-05 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 
1- 1 77-06 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 
1-23 79-09 2 CPUs & 1 Atlas 3 
1-12 78-08 1 CPU & 3 Atlases 4 
1-18 79-07 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 
1-15 79-02 2 CPUs & 2 Atlases 4 
1-25 79-10 2 CPUs & 2 Atlases 4 
1-29 78-03 2 CPUs & 3 Atlases 5 

Average 2.7 

" 

r 
i 

Number of 
report(~rs 

2 
3 
6 
6 
7 
7 
6 
9 
6 
8 

15 
9 

7 

Scoper 

.5 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
4 
0 
1 
2.5 
1 
2 

1.1 

Average Average Average 
number of number of number of 
pages Month1:t pages per CRT pages per reporter 

3,000 1,500 1,500 
3,000 3,000 1,000 
4,200 4,200 700 
5,000 2,500 830 
5,000 2,500 715 
5,600 2,800 800 
6,000 2,000 1,000 
8,000 2,000 880 
8,000 4,000 1,335 
8,000 2,000 1,000 

10,000 2,500 670 
12,000 2,400 1,335 

6,485 2,430 ' 925 
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(December 31, 1980) 

Sample of private agencies doing no official state or federal court transcripts on CAT 

Average Average Average 
Date System Number of Number of number of number of number of 

" Agency installed HardwarEj CRTs reporters Scoper pages Month1;:t pages per CRT pages per reporter 

3- 3 77-08 1 CPU 1 2 0 1,800 1,800 900 

3-30 79-10 1 CPU 1 5 0 3,000 3,000 600 
3-17 79-07 1 'CPU & 2 Atlases 3 4 0 4,500 1,500 1,125 
3- 6 78-01 1 CPU be 2 At1.1ses 3 6 .5 5,000 1,670 835 

3-19 79-07 1 CPU & 3 Atlas 4 11 1 7,000 1,750 635 

3-11 78-08 1 CPU & 2 At1a$es 3 4 2 7,000 2,335 1,750 
3-14 78-10 2 CPUs 2 12 2 10,000 5,000 835 

3- 5 77-12 2 CPUs & 2 Atlases 4 14 2 12,500 3,125 $90 

3-16 79-07 1 CPU 6 9 3 13,000 2,170 1,445 

Average 3 7.4 1.2 7,090 2,360 950 

(December 31, 1980) . 
Sample of private agencies where ell or a large par~ of work involves production of official federal court transcripts on CAT 

Average Average Average 
Date System Number of Number of number of number of number of 

\ 
.-

Agenc;:t installed Hardware CRTs reporters Scoper pages Month1;:t pages per CRT pages per reporter 

2-13 79-08 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 5 0 3,900 1,950 780 
2-10 78-05 2 CPUs 2 6 2 7,000 3,500 1,165 
2-27 77-05 1 CPU & 1 Atlas 2 6 .75 8,000 4,000 1,330 
2'::'" 8 78-05 2 CPU & 1 Atlas 3 7 3 10,000 3,330 1,430 
2- 9 78-05 2 CPUs & 2 Atlases 4 3 1.5 10,000 2,500 770 
2- 2 77-07 3 CPUs & 3 Atlases 6 15 6 18,000 3,000 1,200 

Average 3.2 7 '2.2 9,485 2,995 1,355 
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Appendix 0: Guidelines for Screening ,Reporters 
to Use CAT 
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Appendix D: Guidelines for Screening Reporters to Use CAT 

July 15, 1980 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: NCSC-ABA-NSRA CAT ANALYSIS COMMITTEE 

FROM: NSRA COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSCRIPTION EFFICIENCY TASK FORCE 

The Computer-Aided Transcription Efficiency Task Force 
established its objectives as follows: To develop a formula or 
guidelines to identfy those shorthand styles and methods that 
would require maximum retraining for computer efficiency. 

We attach to this report guidelines which we feel accomplish our 
established objective. However, the committee feels very 
strongly that we must state several caveats. 

Passing this test with a high score does not assure that that 
reporter will be an efficient and successful user of computer 
services, nor does failure mean that an individual could not 
improve his or her system and become an efficient CAT user. 

There are many elements which contribute to the optimum use of 
CAT, and the development of guidelines to identify reporters at 
that end of the s~ectrum of efficiency would. be a far more 
difficult and complex task than the assignment that we have 
completed. 

Becaust~ all work on CAT must pass through one point, the 
mainframe of the system, timed and orderly schedules are 
essential to an efficient operation of the system. An efficient 
CAT reporter must be one who approaches work in an orderly, 
methodical fashion and be able to adapt to a highly structured 
environment. 

To fit into a multi-reporter CAT system, such reporter must be a 
team player, able to work well with a group because of the 
time-sharing basis on which the group must work. Problems arise 
because that same team player, to be a good CAT reporter, must be 
flexible enough to understand and adapt to an adjustment of the 
entire group's schedule required by an emergency order. 
High-strung people incapable of accommodating to the pressures 
and the stresses of group transcription will find it difficult to 
adjust to CAT. 
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MEMORANDUM, PAGE 2 July 15, 1980 

The Committee feels very strongly that reporters must identify 
those areas in their shorthand writing which require correction, 
and must then make those corrections. One of our management 
objectives i.s the production of transcript in the shortest 
possible time. The most efficient way to accomplish this is to 
use shorthand input requiring a minimum of scope time. Only in 
this fashion can the maximum computer potential be realized. 

There are several effective ways to introduce new reporters to 
CAT. One way would be to give the. candidate a specified period 
of time to work out identified conflicts before starting on the 
system. Another approach would be to have new reporters spend 
sufficient time on the screen to identify and correct problem 
areas. 

Whatever method is followed, it is important to adopt a policy 
and plan of procedure that has as a goal the writing of clean and 
conflict-free shorthand. 

In summary, a reporter most likely to reach maximum efficiency on 
CAT and accomplish our management objectives is a self-starter, 
strongly motivated, a high achiever who has demonstrated he or 
she is conscientious and responsible; in short, a reporter with a 
professional approach to reporting. 
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Doris Mauldin, Chairman 
Doris O. Wong 
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National Shorthand Reporters Association 

Computer Assisted Transcription Test 
To develop a formula or gUidelines to identify those 

shorthand styles and methods that would require max

imum retraining for computer efficiency. 

OBJECTIVE: 

Evaluators of these screening tests should be one of the following: 

_ A practicing supervisory reporter 
_ The head of a reporting agency 
_ An instructor engaged in teaching machine shorthand 

A practicing CAT reporter 
_ A CAT system manager who reads shorthand 

Additional information about this test may be obtained from the Research 
and Technology Department, National Shorthand Reporters Association, 

118 Park Street, S.E., Vienna, VA 22180. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Nationallnstilute of Justice 

80625 

This document has been reproduced exactly'as received from 'the 
pers?n or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated 
In thIs documen~ ~re tho,s,e of the authors and do not necessarily 
repr~sent the offIcIal posItIon or policies of the National Institute of 
JustIce. 

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material in mi
crofiche onlY has been granted by 

National Shorthand Reporters 
Association 

tolhe National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS), 

F,urther reprodu~tion outside of the NCJRS system requires permis
sIon of the copynght owner, 
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Part I - Clean Execution 

This e~aluation can be made by inspecting a pad of actual 
reporting notes selected by the candidate cont' . 
both good d b d ' alnmg an a notes from the actual work setting. 

A ,finding of an average of five (5) misstrokes or outline 
sh.aao,ws p~r fol~ (meaning 17 inches when pad is 0 en) 
Will disqualify this candidate from further considerati~n. 

Part II - Are You Ready For CAT? 

1. Long Vowels - If you us III give yourself 16 points. e a ong vowels corosistently, 

2. High Frequency Conflicts - Give yourself 2 oints f 
~:~~) of the following that you differentiate (ci~le tho~; 

it/the 
had/did 
be/been 
were/with 

their/there 
alan/and 
oh/on/owe 
his/is/as 

of/have/very 
go/gone/-ing 
am/him/many 
two/to/too 

3. Same Outline for DifferC!nt Words or Phrases - Give 
y( ~urlselfh2 points for each outline where you differentiate 
eire (: t ose used) 

inform/information 
yourlyou are 
after/avenue 
sub/subject 
our/hour 

communirate/communication 
I/eye!" 
per/perfect 
well/we will 
co-/could/company 

4: A.rtid~ A and Syllable A - Give yourself 8 points if you 
distingUish A standing alone from the syllable A 

5. Punctuation - Give yourself 8 points if in your short
~alnl d ~otes .you routinely punctuate at least two of the 
o oWing (cIrcle those used) 

salutations 
introductory clauses 
interrogatory appendages 

6
f 
E~dings - Give yourself 8 points if you distinguish four 

o t e examples set forth below (circle ones used) 

-TI-TH -s/-z -ll-LY -T/-TV 
-ER/-S -S/-ST -shal/-shus/-shun 

7. ~on~ E and EA Conflicts - Give yourself a total of 8 
pOints If you distinguish words such as: 

hear/here 
week/weak 
steel/steal 

ea/see 
sealing/ceiling 
break/brake 

~. FI~gged Alphabet - Give yourself 8 points if you dis

tingUish alphabetical letters in your writing system 

ADD YOUR POINTS. IF THE RESULT IS LESS TH 
TRY AGAIN WHEN YOUR ~YSTEM IS ST ABILlZ~~.75, CORRECT SOME OF THE ABOVE AND 

Copyright National Shorthand Reporters Association 1980 
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Appendix E: f P P ge Costs •. option 1* Computation 0 Net er- a 

Vendor 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

Year 2 
w/o scoper 

Year 3 
w/o scoper 

Stenograph. 

Cimarron 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

Year 2 
w/o scoper 

Year 3 
w/o scoper 

Steno-CAT 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

Year 2 
w/o scoper 

Year 3 
w/o scoper 

for purchased Systems 

(1)** 
Basic system 

(CPU, CRT, 
printer, 

and software 

13,700 
" 

13,700 
" 

13,700 
" 

6,613 
" 

6,613 
" 

6,613 
" 

9,980 
" 

9,980 
" 

9,980 
" 

(2) 
Maintenance 

(Basic 
system) 

3,696 
" 

3,696 
" 

3,696 
" 

1,824 

" 
1,824 

" 
1,824 

" 

2,352 
" 

2,352 
" 

2,352 
" 

Transcription Systems, Inc. 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

17,864 

" 
Year 2 
w/o scoper 

17,864 

" 
Year 3 
w/o scoper 

17,864 
" 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

8,537 
" 

Year 2 
w/o scoper 

8,537 
" 

Year 3 
w/o scoper 

8,537 
" 

4,632 
" 

4,632 
" 

4,632 
" 

2,160 
" 

2,160 
" 

2,160 

" 

(3)** 
2nd 
CRT 

-0-
" 

2,160 
" 

2,160 
" 

-0-
" 

6,613 
" 

6,613 
" 

-0-

890 
" 

890 
" 

-0-

" 
580 

" 
580 

" 

-0-

" 
1,037 
" 

1,037 

" 

(1+) 
Maintenance 

2nd 
CRT 

-0-

" 
1,236 
" 

1,236 
" 

-0-

" 
1,824 

" 
1,824 
" 

-0-
" 

336 

336 
" 

-0-

" 
324 

" 
324 

" 

-0-

" 
-0-

" 
-0-

" 

(5)** 
6 Steno 
recorders 

3,174 
" 

3,174 
" 

3,114 

" 

2,640 
" 

2,640 
" 

2,640 
" 

2,340 
" 

2,340 
" 

2,340 

" 

2,340 

" 
2,340 
" 

2,340 
" 

2,340 
" 

2,340 
" 

2,340 

" 

(6)** 
Dictionary 

building 
and 

reporter 
_~.:~lL 

420 
" 
420 

" 
420 

" 

600 
" 

600 

" 
600 

" 

600 

600 

" 
600 

" 

-0-
" 

-0-
" 

-0-
" 

500 
" 

(7) 
Translation 
charges per 

page 

-0-

-0-

" 
-0-
" 

-0-

" 
-0-
" 

-0-

" 

-0-
" 

-0-
" 

-0-
" 

-0-
" 

-0-

" 
-0-
" 

-0-
" 

500 -0-

" " 

500 -0-

" " 

d in as depicted on Figu~e 12: Option I-A. 
n sys tem with 2 CRTs, phase . *Assumes ,6 reporters 0 6 8 and 9) are prorated over fl.ve years. 

**Hardware and start up costs (columns 1, 3, 5, , 

Source: 

f I 

Vendor price quotations in January 19R1. 
included in this appendix. 

1 t Pricing data and is not One vendor did not supp Y curren 
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(8)** 
Site prep., 
freight and 
installation 

325 
" 

%5 
" 

345 
" 

100 

" 
100 

" 
100 
" 

100 
" 

100 
" 

100 

" 

100 

" 
100 
" 

100 
" 

70 
" 
70 

" 
70 

" 

I 
(9)** 

Burster and 
decollator 

$1,200 

240 
" 

240 

" 
240 

" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 

" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 

" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
10 

240 

(10) 
Supplies 

at 
$.07/page 

(.07 x col. 15) 

1,133 
" 

3,370 

" 
3,780 

" 

1,133 

" 
3,370 

" 
3,780 

" 

1,133 
" 

3,370 
" 

3,780 
" 

1,133 
" 

3,370 
" 

3,780 

" 

1,133 
10 

3,370 

" 
3,780 

" 

(11)*** 
Software 
updates 

1,000 

" 
1,000 

" 
1,000 

10 

-0-
" 
300 
" 
300 
" 

200 

" 
200 
" 
200 
" 

3,000 
" 

3,000 
" 

3,000 
" 

-0-

" 
-O~ 

" 
-0-

" 

(12) 
Local taxes 

at 5% of 
Col. IS 1-11 

1,184 
10 

1,467 
" 

1,488 
" 

658 

" 
1,206 

" 
1,227 

" 

847 
" 

1,020 
" 

1,041 

" 

1,456 
" 

1,623 
" 

1,643 
" 

749 
" 
925 
" 
946 

" 

(13) 
Scoper at 

$l,OOO/month 
10% fringe 

$13,200 

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,2bO 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

(14) 
Total 
Annual 
Costs 

38,072 
24,872 

44,008 
30,808 

44,439 
31,239 

27,008 
13,808 

38,530 
25,330 

38,961 
25,761 

30,992 
17,792 

34,628 
21,428 

35,059 
21,859 

43,785 
30,585 

47,273 
34,073 

47,703 
34,503 

28,929 
15,729 

32,631 
19,431 

33,062 
19,862 

(15)**** 
Total 
annual 

page 
volume 

16,180 
" 

48,140 
\I 

54,000 
" 

16,180 

" 
48,140 

" 
54,000 

" 

16,180 
" 

48,140 

" 
54,000 

" 

16,180 
" 

48,140 

" 
54,000 

16,180 

" 
48,140 

" 
54,000 

" 

*Assumes 6 reporters on system with 2 CRTs, phased in as depicted on Figure 12: Option I-A. 

(16} 
Total 

revenues 
(col. 15 
x $.60) 

9,708 
" 

28,884 
" 

32,400 
" 

9,708 
" 

28,884 
" 

32,400 
" 

9,708 
" 

28,884 
" 

32,400 
" 

9,708 
" 

28,884 

" 
32,400 

" 

9,708 
" 

28,884 
" 

32,400 
" 

(17) 
Net cost 
(Col. 14 

less 
(Col. 16) 

28,364 
15,164 

15,124 
1,924 

12,039 
0,161) 

17,300 
4,100 

9,641 
(3,554) 

6,561 
(6,,639) 

21,284 
8,084 

5,774 
(7,456) 

2,629. 
(10,571) 

34,077 
20,877 

18,389 
5,189 

15,303 
2,103 

19,221 
6,021 

3,747 
(9,453) 

662 
(12,538) 

(8) 
Net cost 
per page; 
Col. '17 

divided by 
Col. 15) 

1. 75 
.94 

.31 

.04 

.22 
(.02) 

1.07 
.25 

.20 
(.07) 

.12 
(.12) 

1.32 
.50 

.12 
( .15) 

.05 
(.20) 

2.11 
1.29 

.38 

.11 

.:18 

.04 

1.19 
.37 

.08 
(.20) 

.01 
(.23) 

***8aron and Steno-CAT software updates are prorated over five years. Other vendor prices in Co1un.n 11 are annu~l software 
update contract costs. 

**** Estimated system production per Figure 9. 

257 

.t "., -~~~~~:;;;;:::t r ,,~. '~ .; 

/ 

j 
! 

I 
If 
I 
I 



Appendix E: P Costs - Option 2* 
£C~o~m£P~u~ta~t~io~n~o~f~N~e~t~p~e~r~~a~g~e~~~ 

for purchased systems 

Vendor 

Year 
'olIo scaper 

Year 2 
'olIo scoper 

Year 3 
wlo scoper 

Stenograph 

Cimarron 

Year 1 
wlo scopex' 

Year 2 
wlo scoper 

Year 3 
wlo scoper 

Steno-CAT 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

Year 2 
'01/0 scoper 

Year 3 
wlo scoper 

(1)** 
Basic system 

(CPU. CRT, 
;>rinter, 

and software ---

13,700 
" 

13,700 
)' 

13,700 
11 

1\,613 

" 
6,613 

" 
6,613 
" 

9,980 
" 

9,980 
" 

9,980 
" 

(2) 
Maintenance 

(Basic 
system) 

3,696 
" 

3,696 
" 

3,696 
" 

1,824 
" 

1,824 
" 

1,824 
" 

2,352 
" 

2,352 

" 
2,352 

" 

Transcription systems, Inc. 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

Yeat' 2 
w/o scoper 

Year 3 
wlo scoper 

Year 1 
w/o scoper 

Year 2 
w/o scoper 

Year 3 
w/co scoper 

17,864 
" 

17,864 
" 

17,864 

" 

8,537 
" 

8,537 
" 

8,537 
" 

4,632 
" 

f., 632 
" 

4,632 

2,160 
" 

2,160 
" 

2,160 
" 

(4) 
(5)** (3)** 

2nd 6: 3rd 
---2,.R_T __ 

Maintenance 
2ud & 3rd 

CRT 
9 Steno 

recorders 

2,160 (2) 1,236 

" 
3,560 (3) 

" 
3,560 (3) 

II 

6,613 (2) 

" 
13,226 (3) 

" 
13,226 (3) 

" 

890 (2) 
II 

1,780 (3) 
" 

1,780 (3) 
" 

580 (2) 

" 
1,160 (3) 
" 

1,160 (3) 

" 

1,037 (2) 
" 

2,074 (3) 

" 

" 
2,472 

" 
2,472 

" 

1,824 (2) 
II 

3,648 (3) 
II 

3,648 (3) 
II 

336 (2) 

" 
672 (3) 

" 
672 (3) 

" 

324 (2) 

" 
648 (3) 

" 
648 (3) 

" 

252 (2) 

" 
504 (3) 

" 
2,074 (3) 504 (3) 

" " 

4,76l! 
" 

4,761 

" 
4,761 

" 

3,96() 
II 

3,960 
II 

3,960 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

3,510 
" 

(7) 

(6)** 
Dictionary 

building 
and 

re;>orter 
training 

'rrans1ation 
charges per 

page 

630 
" 

630 
" 

630 
II 

900 
II 

900 
II 

900 
" 

900 
" 
~OO 

900 
" 

-0-

" 
-0-
" 

-0-

" 

800 

" 
800 

" 
800 

" 

-0-
" 

-0-

" 
-o-

Il 

-0-

" 
-0-

" 
-0-

" 

-0-
" 

-0-

" 
-0-
" 

-0-

" 
-0-

" 
-0-

II 

-0-
" 

-o-
Il 

-0-

" 

~ d in as depicted on Figure 12: Option 2-A. 

(8)** 
Site prep., 
freight, and 
installation 

345 
" 

385 
" 

385 

" 

100 
" 

125 
" 

125 
" 

100 
" 

125 
" 

125 
" 

120 
" 

120 
" 

120 
II 

70 
II 

100 

" 

*Assumes9 reporters on sy,stem with 3 CRTs, p ase ') t d ver five year 
~.~~ts (columns 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, and 9 are prora eo. • 

**Hardware and start-up ,.- hO' 
., data and ie not included on t 1S 

One vendor did not supply current pr1c1ng 
Source: Vendor price quotations in January 1981. 
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(9)** 
Burster and 
decollator 

$1,200 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
" 

240 
II 

240 
" 

240 
" 

2AO 
" 

(10) 
Supplies 

at 
$.07/page 
($.07 x 
col. 15) 

1,699 

" 
5,055 

" 
5,670 

" 

1,699 
" 

5,055 
" 

5,670 
" 

1,699 
" 

5,055 

" 
5,670 

" 

1,699 

" 
5,055 

" 
5,670 

" 

1,699 
" 

5,055 

" 
5,670 

" 

(11)*** 
Software 
updates 

1,000 
" 

1,000 
" 

1,000 
" 

-0-

" 
450 
" 
450 
" 

200 
" 
200 
" 
200 
" 

3,000 
" 

3,000 
" 

3,000 
" 

-0-
" 

-0-

" 
-0-

" 

(12) 
Local taxes 

at 5% of 
col.'s 1-11 

1,473 
" 

1,775 
" 

1,806 
" 

1,189 
" 

1,802 
" 

1,833 
" 

1,010 
" 

1,241 
II 

1,271 

" 

1,598 
" 

1,811 
" 

1,842 
" 

915 
" 

1,149 

" 
1,180 

" 

(13) 
Scoper at 

$l,OOO/month 
10% fringe 

$13,200 

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

13,200 
-0-

(14) 
Total 
annual 
costs 

44,140 
30,940 

50,474 
37,274 

51,120 
37,920 

38,162 
24,962 

51,043 
37,843 

51,689 
38,489 

34,417 
21,217 

39,255 
26,055 

39,900 
26,700 

46,767 
33,567 

51,240 
38,040 

51,886 
38,686 

32,420 
19,220 

37,329 
24,129 

37,975 
24,775 

(15)**** 
Total 

annual page 
~~ 

24,270 
" 

72,210 
" 

81,000 
" 

24,270 
" 

72,210 
" 

81,000 
II 

24,270 
II 

72,210 
" 

81,000 
" 

24,270 
" 

72,210 
" 

81,000 
" 

24,270 
" 

72,210 

" 
}( 81,000 

',} II 

(16) 
Total 

revenue 
(col. 15 
x $.60) 

14,562 

" 
43,326 

" 
48,600 

" 

14,562 
" 

43,326 

48,600 
" 

14,562 
" 

43,326 
't 

48,600 
" 

14,562 
" 

43,326 
" 

48,600 
" 

14,562 

" 
43,326 

" 
48,600 

" 
*Assumes 9 reporters on system with 3 CRTs, phased in as depicted on Figure 12: Option 2-A. 

(17) 
Net cost 

(Col. 14 
less 

col. 16) 

29,578 
16,378 • 

7,148 
(6,052) 

'2,520 
(lO,680) 

23,600 
10,400 

7,717 
(5,483) 

3,089 
(10,111) 

19,855 
6,655 

(4,071) 
(17,271) 

(8,700) 
(21,900) 

32,205 
19,005 

7,914 
(5,286) 

3,286 
(9,914) 

17,858 
4,658 

(5,997) 
(19,197) 

(10,625) 
(23,825) 

(18) 
Net cost 
per page; 
(Col. 17 
divided by 

col. 15 

1.22 
.67 

.10 
(.08) 

.03 
(.13) 

.97 

.43 

.11 
( ,08) 

.04 
(.12) 

.82 

.27 

(.06) 
(.24) 

( .11) 
(.27) 

1.33 
.78 

.11 
(.07) 

.04 
(.12) 

.74 

.19 

(.08)/ 
(.27)(1 

il 

(.13) 
(.29) 

**Baron and Steno-CAT software updates are prorated over 5 years. Other vendor prices in column 11 are annual software 
update contract costs. 

****Estimated system production per FiguT.'e 9. 
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