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FOREWORD

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

The four sections are:

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

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

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

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

This report is the culmination of an intensive 18-month effort by the State Judicial Information System (SJIS)
Project Committee.

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

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

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




SJIS PRQJECT COMMITTEE AND STAFF

Chairman
Thomas J. Stovall, Jr.; Judge, 129th District of Texas

Participating States
California; Administrative Office of the Courts: Ralph N, Kleps, Director
Florida; Otfice of the State Court Administrator: James B. Ueberhorst, State Court Administrator
Georgia; Administrative Office of the Courts: David S. Harte, Assistant Director for Systems and Finance
Hawaii; The Judiciary: Robert I. Ueoka, Director, Administrative Services of Circuit Courts
Idaho; Administrative Office of the Courts: Carl Bianchi, State Court Administrator
Louisiana; Supreme Court of Louisiana: Eugene J. Murret, Judicial Administrator

Massachusetts; Supreme Judicial Court for the Commonwealth: Frank Buda, Director, Judicial Data
Processing Center

Minnesota; Supreme Court of Minnesota: Richard E. Klein, State Court Administrator
Missouri; Supreme Court of Missouri: James M. Parkison, State Courts Administrator

New Jersey; Administrative Office of the Courts: Arthur J. Simpson, Jr., Acting Administrative Director of
the Courts

Oregon; Oregon Supreme Courts Loren Hicks, State Court Administrator

Other Members
Robert Conger, Uniform Crime Reports; Federal Bureau of Investigation
Peter R. Gray, Deputy State Administrator: Office of Court Administration for the State of New York
Garland R, Goff, Information Systems Officer: Supreme Court of Alabama
T. John Leskinski, Chief Judge: Michigan Court of Appeals
Charles C. McCarty, Manager: Arkansas Statistical Analysis Center
Edward B. McConnell, Director: National Center for State Courts
Larry Polansky, Chief Deputy Court Administrator: Common Pleas Court of Philadelphia
Phillip B. Winberry, State Court Administrator: Office of the Administrator for the Courts of Washington

Project Coordination
W. T. Conn, Program Coordinator: SEARCH Group, Inc.
Roy E. Boswell, Assistant Project Manager: sSSEARCH Group, Inc.

LEAA Monitors
Al Ash, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, LCJISS
Willlam B. Herndon, Court Specialist LEAA: Region IV

Former Members
James C. Dunlap, Georgia Administrative Office of the Courts
Roy O. Gulley, Illinois Supreme Court
- Alex Wilson, Supreme Judicial Court of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Project Consultants
Institute for Judicial Administration
David Weinstein, Project Director
Frances Boronski
Marianne Stecich
Peter Leibowitz
Joseph Jordan (National Center for State Courts)

vi

INTRODUCTION

STATE JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM
(SJIS) PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

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

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

2 define the needs of the suppliers and users of in-
formation for court planning, management, re-
search, program development and evaluation,
and other purposes;

¢ identify those items of information required for
generation of comprehensive, reliable and timely
judicial statistics, court management informa-
tion, and planning and research data;

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

¢ define the interfaces of judicial information sys-
tems with OBTS, CCH and other state and na-
tional criminal justice information systems, while
still maintaining the independent nature of the
courts segment;

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

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

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

Structure of the Project

The State Judicial Information Systems Project
operates under the direction of a Project Committee
made up of representatives from 11 state judicial
departments and nine other persons knowledgeable
about information systems, criminal justice, judicial
statistics and related disciplines. Participating states
are; California, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New
Jersey and Oregon.

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

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




the Project Committee, the states are exploring com-
mon issues and problems and are seeking common
solutions through a two-way exchange. The activities
of the Project Committce provide scope and coor-
dination to the state efforts while the state develop-
mental work will insure that the Project Committee’s
recommendation is comport with the practical limits
on judicial information systems. This two-way in-
teraction should produce a series of recommendations
that meet the needs of state court administrators and
others for judicial information, and also reflect the
constraints on satisfying those needs.

Scope of the Report

This second report of the State Judicial Information
Systems Project builds on the earlier State-of-the-Art
review of state-level judicial information systems.

While the focus of the report is on information
requirements of state-level judicial administration, it
has a second major goal: to determine how the in-
formation requirements of the judicial components of
OBTS and the CCH data files can best be met by a
state judicial system. Since the judicial components of
these modules form the key to their success, the issue is
of pressing concern. N

Information and other requirements for a CCH
system have been worked out by the National Crime
Information Center of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation in conjunction with state and local criminal
justice officials. States also are developing their own
CCH systems. These requirements of the CCH system
were taken into account during the system design ac-
tivities,

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

Focus of the Report

The major focus in this report has been on state-
level judicial information requirments with respect to
case processing information in courts of general
jurisdiction and appellate courts. This report does not
consider, in depth, information which is not in ihe
category of case-processing information. That is,
limited attention has been paid to financial, personnel,
facilities, jury utilization and similar information,
which is desirable for state-level judicial administrative
purposes. It should also be noted that the report does
not consider, in depth, information collection with
respect to courts of limited or special jurisdiction (for
example, vourts which handle misdemeanor, traffic,
small claims, evictions and juvenile cases). Subsequent
reports of the SJIS Project Committee will address

non-case processing information requirements and
also information requirements with respect to these
limited and special jurisdiction courts. To the extent
that the OBTS data file and CCH systems require
tracking of felony defendants from the point at which
they enter the system, information from the lower
limited and special jurisdiction courts has been ad-
dressed. This report is directed to state-level judicial
administrations. It is not intended that the recom-
mendations be used by non-judicial agencies to expand
data collection about judicial processes and activities.

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

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

It should be kept in mind that the recommendations
made here are for an ‘“‘ideal”’ judicial information
system which satisfies OBTS and CCH needs as well.
Probably, no one state would want (o collect all the in-

formation recommended hereir, ‘but rather that each
state would pick and choose these parts of the recom-
mendations that best meet its own needs. Because of
the varying degrees of centralization of state judicial
systems, the different assignments of responsibility for
state-level iudicial administration, and the financial,
personnel and other constraints on the state-level
judicial administration system’s ability to act, it is
likely that the scope and shape of the state’s judicial
information systems will differ.

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

Organizational Relations

A number of considerations influenced the recom-
mendations of the SJIS Project Committee. Chief
among these has been the unique role of the judicial
system in our governmental process. It can not be em-
phasized too strongly that the judicial branch is an in-
dependent and co-equal branch of state government.

Grganization and Relationships

There has been a great deal of concern on the part of
the state judiciary concerning judicial operation
and/or participation in computer and other data
processing facilities. Some state judiciaries do not wish
to participate in any data processing facilities not
wholly under judicial control. Other state-level
judicial administrations have nc objection to par-
ticipation in outside information systems, even with
those run by operating law enforcement agencies.
Some have concluded that such systems can provide a
useful service to the judiciary without compromising
judicial interests. In other instances budget officials
have determined resources will not accommodate an
independent judicial information system.

At the state leve] there is a strong interest on the part
of the legislative and executive branches in con-

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

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

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

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

Since information is to be transferred from the
judicial branch to the data processing facility, ap-
propriate safeguards should be adopted with respect to
the processing and disclosing of this information. The
agency acting as a service bureau for the judiciary
should make no disclosure of information without
prior judicial approval. In no case should the state
computer facility undertake to release to anyone, other
than the judiciary, any files or statistical reports
generated from the data base of the state-level judicial
information system except upon prior consent of the
appropriate judicial body.




Another data processing alternative is for the
judiciary to seek data processing services from a
criminal justice information system. Even if this
system is not lodged in an operating agency, the con-
cept presents problems. Such systems basically serve
the needs of the law enforcement community. Police,
prosecutors, and probation officers appear as parties
in cases coming before the court. There is a potential
interest on the part of these components of the
criminal  justice system in influencing judicial
behavior. Whatever the neutrality of the criminal
justice information system or its stated neutrality, its
board of directors inevitably will be dominated by low
enforcement personnel. Under these circumstances,
the judiciary should exact, beicre participating in such
comprehensive criminal justice information systems,
absolute assurances that under no circustances will any
of the information identified for judicial management
use be processed or disclosed without prior judicial ap-
proval, or be used to influence judicial behavior.

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

Information Transferred to Non-judicial Data Banks

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

There arises the danger, however, that the data
transferred to these information systems will be
collated and reported so as to give rise to misleading
impressions about the performance of the judicial

system. The data could be compiled in ways that
permit the drawing of conclusions that the data
themselves do not support, or which require more
interpretation than is offered. It is important,
therefore, that the state-level judicial information
system exercise appropriate controls over the outputs
of the OBTS and CCH data banks.

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

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

To avoid incipient problems the SJIS Project
Committee recommends that:

1. If possible, the SJIS should use computer facil-
ities wholly under judicial management and

control or operate under a contract which spells -

out the judicial role in systems operations and
protections for judicial data.

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

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

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

Judicial Accountability

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

public reporting is something each state should
address.

This latter point raises another delicate issue that
has confronted the SJIS Project Committee—the
relationship between the state-level judicial
information system and the trial courts. In the end the
trial courts must collect and transmit the bulk of the
information that is recommended in this report. While
state-level judicial administrations have formal
authority with respect to information collection and
reporting, in fact it is recognized that fiat will not
work. There must be a process of negotiation between
the state-level judicial administration and the trial
courts to achieve desired reporting. It is recognized
that there is going to have to be a period of working
out appropriate relationships between the state-level
judicial information system and the trial courts to
achieve the enhanced level of information collection
and reporting recommended here. Included in this new
relationship will have to be some appropriate means of
financing the additional burden that this information
collection will place on the trial courts. Also included
in this relationship might be some direct information
services from the state-level judicial administration to
some or all the trial courts so that they need not
maintain their own separate data processing
operation. This issue will be addressed in the
subsequent work of the SJIS Project Committee,
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INTRODUCTION

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

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

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

(2) The idea that a management analysis or re-
search analysis system can be built on offender-
based transaction reporting (OBTS) remains a theo-
retical concept in the court systems of the states.
This project will test that theory although in some
states such a statistical system may become opera-
tional during the life of this project. In most states,
particularly the larger ones, any adoption of a court-
sponsored OBTS system will require a substantial

period of advance testing for feasibility and cost-
effectiveness. One way of accomplishing the nec-
essary testing is to use CCH data, which is necessar-
ily offender-based as the foundation for statistical
analyses of a management or research nature. Ex-
tension of such a transaction-based reporting system
from criminal to civil statistics is a further extension
of the concept that many state court systems cannot
undertake for some time to come.

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

LIST OF SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

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

1.1 Each constitutent trial and appellate court should
have the capabilities of recording the major trans-
actions in criminal cases and reporting separately with
respect to each defendant in each criminal case. This
should include the capability of compiling and report-
ing defendant-related information for the OBTS and
CCH files.

1.2 For statistical reporting purposes, in addition to
counting criminal cases, each state judicial informa-
tion system should be able to count each criminal de-
fendant in each proceeding as a separate unit.

1.3 If an individual is named as a defendant in
separate indictments, accusations or informations, he
should be counted as a separate unit for each
proceeding for statistical reporting purposes.

1. “Destgning Statewade Cominal Justice Statistics Systems - The Demonstration of a Pro
totype, "' SEARCH Technical Report Na. 3 (Nov. 1970).
“Implementing Statewide Criminal Justice Statistivs Svstems - The Madel and imple
mentation Environment,”” SEARCH Technical Report No. 4 (fan. 1972)
*Designing Statewide Criminal Justice Statistics Systems - An examination of the Five
State Implementation,” SFARCH Technical Report No. S tDec. 1972)

1

See Gurdelines for a Comprehensive Data System (LEAA, Washington, D.C., May
1974y

pe

. The effort to accumulate this data nationally, in the FBI's National Crime [nformation
Center, has run into major operating problems and only four states are now partiipa-
ting




1.4 1f a single indictment, information or accusatloq
covers multiple defendants, then each defendant
should be recorded in statistic.al reports as a separate
unit. Special reporting of multx'-defe.ndant _p;oceedmg;
may also be undertaken, if desired, in addition to, but
not in lieu of separate counting of each defendant.
1.5 Petitions, motions, reopened,. reinstated,_ sup-
plemental or transferred matters Whl.Ch had previously
been counted as original proceedmgs .an.d appeals
from courls of limited and special junsghctmn should
be counted separately from new proceedings. _
1.6. There should be no separate accour_ﬂmg for
individual charges or counts in informations and
indictments.
Recommendation 2.0
Collection and Counting
2.1 The counting of criminal cases‘ancl defendan.ts
and the OBTS and CCH data collegtlon shopld 'begm
with the filing of an indictment or information in the
court of general jurisdiction. o
2.2 For exception reporting purposes a judicial
information system should track defendants bound-}
over from a lower court to a‘grand jury or cpurt of
general jurisdiction even if no information OT
indictment has been filed in the latyer court. "l‘h_ese
defendants should not be included‘m th.e statlsu‘cal
count of filed or pending matters until the information
or indictment is actually filed in the court of general
jurisdiction. _
Jur}1258(:ommendation 2.2 is designed to f'lll. a gap
between lower court and/or grand jury agtxyltxgs gnd
filing of a case in the trial court of general ]LlI‘lSdlCtl?ﬂ.
While these matters should not be reported as bemg
general jurisdiction court cases, the tracking of
Tndividual defendants should be undertaken to ensure
ir timely processing. )
th(;]lreio?nn{elzldalion 3g.0 - Criminal Offense Reporting
3.1 I[nput and statistical reports on the criminal cases
should record offenses charged by state statute
number and literal description of the offense category.
(See Table CR-2 and CR-3). H
3.2 All offenses charged at a given stage should be
recorded for input purposes; the OBTS sy§tem should
undertake to extract data on the most serious offense
if it requires the same.
3.3 For CCH purposes, the state statutes should be
translated into NCIC’s Uniform Offense
Classification categories. This function can be
performed by personnel entering data at th_e trial cqurt
level or by a central state law en foFcement mformatxon
facility. Additional experience is needed before a
recommendation can be made as to the best way of
achieving the desired translation. -
Recommendation 4.0 - Post-Conviction Activities/
Reporting o
4.1 States should report post-conviction activities as a

. When to Begin Data
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separate category. The following categories should bg
used for statistical reporting of kinds and outcomes of
post-decision activities.

1.

Habeas corpus™*
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

. Prisoner petitions*

Total filed

Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing

Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

. Sentence review

Total filed

Sentence not modified
With hearing
Without hearing

Sentence increased
With hearing
Without hearing

Sentence reduced
With hearing
Without hearing

_ Motions to vacate, set aside, or modify sentence

Total filed

Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing

Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

. Motions to withdraw plea of guilty

Total filed

Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing

Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

. Motions for new trial

Total filed

Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing

Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

_ Other motions and wrils

Total filed

Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing

Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

8. Appeals filed
Civil
Interlocutory
Final
Criminal
Interlocutory
Final

In addition, the time it takes each of these activities to

move from initiation to disposition should be re-
ported.

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

Recommendation 5.0 - Reporting of Juvenile Pro-
ceedings for Statistical Purposes

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

1. Criminal delinquency proceedings

2. Juvenile (non-criminal) offense proceedings

3. Neglect, dependency, and abuse proceedings

Recommendation 6.0 - Reporting of Criminal
Dispositions

6.1 Courts should report to the CCH and OBTS data
files dispositions of individual criminal defend-
ants qualifying for entry into those files. Dispo-
sitions of all charges should be reported as input
to the SJIS.

6.2 Each state should prepare statistical reports on
dispositions using the final most serious offense of
which a defendant is convicted. If a defendant
is not convicted, then the most serious offense at
the disposition stage should be used. (See Tables
CR-7 and CR-8)

6.3 Each state should also report summary statistics
showing the disposition of the final most serious
charge against each defendant as a function of
the original most serious charge filed in court
(See Table CR-15).

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

. Judicial dismissal on defendant’s motion

. Judicial dismissal on prosecution’s motion

. Judicial dismissal on court’s own motion

Prosecutorial withdrawal/Nolle prosequi

Judgment on guilty or no-contest plea

Judgment after non-jury verdict

Judgment after jury verdict

. Judgment for defendant notwithstanding
the verdict

0O ~IJANA W WP —
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9. Deferred prosecution or sentence
* 10. Transferred
11, Consolidated
12. Other
(See Tables CR-7 and CR-8.)
6.5 Sentences should be reported as a function of the

most serious charge for which each defendant is
convicted,

(See Table CR-16.)

6.6 In reporting sentences the following categories
should be used:

1. Incarceration (by type of confinement and
length of minimum and maximum sentence
in days and/or months and/or years)

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

3. Amount of unremitted fines

4, Terms of incarceration and probation if
sentenced to both and conditions imposed,
ifany

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

6. Term of probation and amount of unre-

mitted fine if both are imposed

. Death sentences

. Sentence to youthful offender, drug rehabili-

tation, mental health or other treatment pro-
grams or facilities
9. Other

6.7 In the event that incarceration is imposed, in part,

and suspended, in part, that fact should be reported.

oo~

Recommendation 7.0 - Stage of Guilty Pleas and
Dismissals in Criminal Cases
7.1 Each state should report the stage of the
proceeding at which guilty pleas or dismissals are
made. (See Table CR-9)
7.2 For reporting purposes the following stages
should be used:
1. Before trial
2. Trial began
3. Trial through proof complete but before ver-
dict. (See Table CR-9)

Recommendation 8.0 - Age of Criminal Cases

8.1 Each state should receive or generate reports on a
monthly basis on the age, in months, of all active
pending criminal cases. (See Tables CR-4 and CR-5)
8.2 The following reporting intervals should be used:

¢ less than one month

¢ one and less than two months

e two and less than three months
three and less than four months
four and less than five months
five and less than six months
six and less than 12 months

twelve and more months (See Tables CR-4
and CR-5)




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

Recommendation 9.0 - Processing Intervals for
Criminal Defendants
9.1 Periodic reports should be prepared displaying the
time intervals between major steps in the processing of

criminal matters. o _ .
9.2 The reports should contain information on time

intervals for all major offense types in all trial courts
of general jurisdiction with respect 1o all criminal de-
fendants disposed of during the reporting period.
9.3 Tor criminal defendants and cases disposed of by
plea or dismissal or other non-trial disposition reports
should cover the time intervals from

 filing to disposition

* disposition to sentencing (if any)

e filing to sentencing (il any) (See Tables CR-12

and CR-13)
9.4 For criminal defendants and cases disposed of by

trial the folowing time intervals should be used:

» initiation to trial readiness

s trial readiness to completion of trial

o completion of trial to sentencing (if any)
initiation to completion of trial
initiation to sentencing (if any) (See Tables CR-
10 and CR-11)
9.5 States whose reporting systems permit should also
produce, at least annually, flow diagrams depicting by
offense type the movement of criminal cases through
the various routes and exit points of the judicial
system.
9.6 For public reporting purposes only the total
elapsed time from filing to disposition and filing to
sentence should be used. Other information should be
retained for internal management use and be provided
upon request.

Recommendation 10,0 - Status of Active Criminal

Cases
10.1 Each state should report on a monthly or other
periodic basis on the status of active criminal cases
before the courts,
10.2 For statistical purposes, pending matters should
be designated as ‘‘active’’ or ‘‘inactive.”’ The latter
category should include proceedings in which the
defendant has fled the jurisdiction, is incarcersted or
otherwise unavailable for prosecution, as well as other
matters marked “‘inactive’ by the appropriate j .dicial
officer.
10.3 Appropriate profiles should be prepared
indicating by offense type and court situs:

* age of proceedings pending, and (See Tables

CR-4 and CR-53)
e stage of processing of the proceedings (See
Table CR-6)

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

» initial appearance

e plea

¢ {rial readiness

e trial begun

o trial completed

* judgment/sentence (See Table CR-6)

Recommendation 11.0 - Trial Information (Civil
and Criminal)

11.1 Each state should routinely report on all trial
dispositions. The report should cover, separately, jury
and non-jury trials and contested and non-contested
trials.

11.2 Trial dispositions should be reported only for
matters in which there is a final jury verdict or final
judgment by a judge sitting without a jury.
Dispositions should indicate mistrials and hung juries.
11.3 Each state should also report with respect to
jurors and juriex the following information (where
applicabie):

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

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

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

Recommendation 12.0 - Pretrial Release

12.1 With respect to bail =~ pretrial release the follow-
ing information should be reported;

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

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

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

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

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

Recommendation 13.0 - Resource and Work

Performance (Civil and Criminal)
13.1 States should collect and report work
performance information by court situs with respect
to:

¢ authorized judgeships

¢ judges actually serving

¢ judge-days available for judicial activities

13.2 Such information should also be collected and
reported with respect to auxilian} personnel such as
referees, masters, and commissioners who assist with
the disposition of criminal cases,

13.3 Ea.ch state should collect and report information
concerning judicial assignments into and out of
judthlal districts as well as requests for judiciat
assistance,

13.4 Information with respect to actual judge-time
spent on judicial activities should either be collected
and retained by the trial courts on a routine basis or
deve_loped through special studies rather than by
routine reporting to the state,

Recommendation 14.0 - Accounting for Civil Cases
14.1 Tl]e accounting for civil cases should begin with
Phe. ﬁ}ing of a civil action in the court of general
jurisdiction. The count should begin prior to the filing
of a first answer or other responsive pleading,

'14.? 'The unit of count should be the case rather than
1r}1]d1vllcc1hl;al plalintigfs or defendants. Appropriate note
should be macde of cases whi i inti
andor amade of ich have multiple plaintiffs
14.3 Petitions, motions, supplemental, transferred
reopen}ed or reinstated cases and appeals from courts’
of limited and special jurisdiction should be separately
teported under appropriate descriptive headings and
not counted with newly initiated cases.

Recommendation 15.0 - Civil Case Categories
15.1 Egch state should report on a monthly basis civil
cases filed, disposed of and pending at the beginning
and e.nd of each reporting period by appropriate levels
and situs of court. (See Table CV-1)
15.2 The major case categories set forth below should
be usec_l for reporting purposes. The more detailed
categories are illustrative and may be used for internal
purposes if desired.,
Contract

Personal Injury
Automobile
Non-Automobile

Property Damage
Automobile
Non-Automobile

Other Tort

Property Rights
Eminent Domain/Condemnation
Lien and Mortgage Foreclosure
Evictions
Partition
Quiet Title
Other

Domestic and Family
Paternity
Adoption

Custody
Support

Unif. Rec'ip. Enforc. of Support - Incoming
gmg.rRemp. Enforc. of Support - Outgoing
Marital
Divorce
Separation
Support
Alimony
Custody
Annulment
Conciliation
Consent to Marry
Probate
Testate Estates
Small
Regular
Intestate Estates
Small
Regular
Trusts
Gua.rdianships and Conservatorships
Ancillary or Foreign Administration
Other
Administrative
Zoning
Tax
Workmen’s Compensation
Other

A p/?ea/sfrom Courts of Limited or Special
Jurisdiction
Other Civil

Recommendal_ion 16.0 - Disposition of Civil Cases
16.1 The following categories should be used in repor-

ting the disposition of civil cases: ‘
e ses: (See Tables CV-7 &

Settled

Consent Judgment

D?fault or Uncontested Judgment

Dismissal with Prejudice

Dismissal without Prejudice

Summary Judgment

Judgment after jury trial

Judgment after non-jury trial

Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict

Consolidated

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

Pleadings

Discovery

Pretrial Conference

Trial prior to verdict or decision

Post trial



Recommendation 17.0 - Civil Case Processing

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

e Case initiation to trial readiness

» Trial readiness to disposition

» Trial readiness to trial

* Case initiation to disposition
17.1 Appropriate reports should be prepared in-
dicating by civil case type and court situs:

» The age of pending civil cases from date of filing

(See Tables CV-10& CV-11)
» The stage of processing each case type has reached
by age of case (See Table CV-6)
17.3 The report should indicate the last stage com-
pleted. The following stages should be used: (See
Table CV-6)

* case initiation
close of pleadings
pretrial discovery
pretrial conference
trial readiness
trial begun
trial completed
post-trial activity
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Recommendation 18.0 - Accounting Unit for
Appellate Court Business

18.1 For accounting purposes, each appeal or original
proceeding of any litigant should be counted as one
unit. In the event that several litigants voluntarily join
in an appeal or original proceeding prior to its in-
ception, that appeal or original proceeding should be
counted as one unit., Thus, the joint appeal of several
criminal defendants, from a single trial should be
counted as one unit, whether or not each defendant
files an individual notice of appeal. If cases are later
severed, then they should be counted as separate units.
18.2 1f the appeals or original actions are consolidated
at any point after the separate notices of appeal are
filed, the appeals which were consolidated into the sur-
viving, or ‘‘lead”’ case, should be eliminated from pen-
ding matters and reported under dispositions as con-
solidations.

18.3 Cases which are not consolidated or formally
joined, but for which a single brief is filed and a single
argument heard, should be reported under dispositions
as consolidations, when the ““lead’’ case is terminated.
18.4 A separate count and disposition report should
be maintained on individual defendants in criminal ap-
peals.

Recommendation 19.0 - When to Begin Counting
Appeals
19.1 The counting of appeals should begin with the
filing of the notice of appeal or other initial step
clearly leading toward appeal.
19.2 The counting of original proceedings should
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begin with the filing of the paper which originates the
proceeding.

Recommendation 20.0 - Source of Filings in

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

A. Trial courts*

B. Administrative agencies*

C. Intermediate appellate courts

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

Recommendation 21.0 - Basis of Jurisdiction in

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

A. Direct appeals from lower courts or agencies

B. Original jurisdiction

C. Interlocutory appeals
21.2 Incourts in which appeals may be filed either asa
matter of right or by discretionary review, the ap-
propriate basis of jurisdiction should be reported.
21.3 Courts should report whether criminal appeals
were filed by the prosecutor or the defendant.

Recommendation 22.0 - Description of Appellate
Case Types
22.1 Appellate courts should use the following
categories to describe the composition of their
caseload:
A. Direct Appeals
I. Criminal Appeals(Breakdown should be by
literal descriptions of state
statutes and statute num-
bers of most serious of-
fense for which defendant
was convicted (or charged,
in the case of interlocutory
appeals)
2. Criminal sentence review only
3. Civil Appeals
Contract
Tort
Property
. Domestic and family
. Probate
Administrative
(1) Taxation
(2) Workmen’s Compenstion
(3) Zoning
(4) Other
g. Post-conviction and habeas corpus

omae o

h. Other civil
4, Juvenile
B. Other Matters
1. Original actions
a. Post-conviction and habeas corpus
b. Mandamus
(1) Civil
(2) Criminal
¢. Quo warranto
d. Other
2. Special matters
a. Advisory opinions and certified
questions
. Bar discipline
Judicial discipline
. Other

o

oo

Recommendation 23.0 - Disposition of Appellate
Court Cases
23.1 Appellate courts should report dispositions so as
to display the manner in which particular case types
are disposed of and how cases of different jurisdic-
tional bases are disposed of.
23.2 Appeliate courts should use the following
classifications to report the manner of disposition of
their cases.
A. Cases disposed of by consolidation
B. Cases disposed of without hearing or submission
Dismissed on motion of appellant
Dismissed on motion of appellee
Dismissed on courts’s own motion
Dismssed for lack of progress
Withdrawn
Affirmed by order on motion to affirm
Reversed by order on motion to affirm
Extraordinary relief granted
Extraordinary relief denied
10. Transferred to another court
11. Other

C. Cases disposed of after hearing or submission
1. Decided with full opinion*
a. Affirmed (or agency order enforced)
b. Reversed (or agency order denied
enforcement)
Reversed and discharged
. Dismissed
Modified
Remanded
Transferred to another court
Extraordinary relief granted
Extraordinary relief denied
. Other disposition
ecided without full opinion*
a. Affirmed (or agency order enforced)
b. Reversed (or agency order denied
enforcement)
c. Reversed and discharged
d. Dismissed

e le R e R N e
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Modified
Remanded
Transferred to another court
Extraordinary relief granted
Extraordinary relief denied
. Other disposition
D. Cases appealed to higher court prior to decision
*Full opinion is an opinion, signed or unsigned, in
excess of 2 typed pages.
23.3 “Affirmed in part and reversed in part” should
be classified as ‘‘reversed.”’
23.4 If a case is clearly affirmed or reversed, the
decision should be reported as affirmed or reversed,
even when the case is also remanded or modified. For
example, “‘reversed and remanded’’ should be repor-
ted as ‘‘reversed,” and ‘‘affirmed and modified”’
should be reported as ‘“‘affirmed.”’ “‘remanded” and
“modified’’ should only be used when the case was
neither clearly affirmed nor clearly reversed.

DR O

Recommendation 24.0 Steps in Procesisng Ap-
pellate Caseload
24.1 For purposes of periodic time interval reports
and special studies, appellate courts should record,
with respect to each major case type, the date of each
of the following events:
A. Intermediate appellate courts or single appellate
courts! :
1. Trial court judgment®or agency decision
2. Commencing of appeal or filing of
original action
3. Transcript ordered
4. Transcript completed
5. Complete record filed in appellate court
6. Appellant brief filed
7. Appellee/respondant brief filed
8. Briefing completed
9. Argued or submitted
10. Decision
11. Final mandate or judgment on appeal
12. Petition for rehearing filed
13. Petition for rehearing decided
14. Rehearing held
15. Decision on rehearing
16. Appealed to higher court on application
for discretionary review filed
17. Discretionary review granted or denied
18. Date of terminatinn of case prior to
decision after arument?
B. Supreme Court review of intermediate appellate
appellate court
1. Trial court judgment *or agency decision

1 This recommendation assumes that all appeals to intermediate appetlate courts are of
right. 1f this is not so, the following events should also be records ! a}y apphication for
discretionary review, (b) applicahion acted upon

t2

In eriminal appeals, the date of sentencing, rather than the date of serdict or entry ot g
guilty plea, should be recorded . [n interfocutory appeals, the date of mtertocutary judy
ment should be recorded.

This event does not oceur in order on the hst, since an o:der Jismissime & case or any
other act disposing of a case, ¢an oceur at any point in the appellate provess

Courts should adapt ths st to reflect their own rules and practices
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2. Intermediate appellate court decision

3. Application for discretionary review filed
4. Discretionary review granted or denied

5. Appeal of right initiated

6. Compiete record filed in Supreme Court
7. Appellant brief filed

8. Appellee/respondant brief filed

9. Briefing completed
10. Argued or submitted

11. Decision in Supreme Court

12. Petition for rehearing filed

13. Petition for rehearing decided

14. Rehearing held
15. Decision on rehearing

16. Date of termination of case prior to decision

after argument

Recommendation 25.0 - Description of Pending

25.1

Caseload ‘
Appellate courts should report at least semi-

annually, by major case category, the following in-
formation about their pending caseload:

A.

Pending, beginning of reporting year

1. Total pending

2. Cases not yet “‘perfected’” or ‘‘ready”

3. Cases ready for argument but not yet
submitted

4. Cases under advisement

Total filings during reporting year

Total dispasitions during reporting year

Pending, end of reporting year

1. Total pending

2. Cases not yet “*perfected’’ or “‘ready”’

3. Cases ready for argument but not yet
submitted

4, Cases under advisement

Increase or decrease in cases pending during

reporting year

Total pending

Cases not yet “‘perfected” or “*ready”

Cases ready for argument but not yet

submitted

4, Cases under advisement

Wby =

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

A. Tolat filed

B. Total terminated

C. Motion type/filing party

1. Procedural

a. For extension of time!

b. Forappointment of counsel
For relief as counsel
. Other procedural

oo

Courts sy wide to detad thes turther, o regular reports or speoalb stidies, soas toan
it at what stage The oxtensan oreguesied
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2. Substantive?

For bond

For dismissal

For rehearing

For reinstatement

For stay

For summary affirmance
To vacate stay

26.2 The totzl number of motions filed should not in-
clude motions or petitions which constitute case filings
and are included in the filings figure.

Recommendation 27.0 - Judicial and Quasi-Judicial
Work Performance Information
27.1 Appellate courts should collect the following
workload information on a per judge basis:
A. For internal use only
By individual judge
1. Number and types of cases and motions
assigned
2. Number and types of cases disposed of
a, Total
b. Manner of disposition
3. Number and listing of cases already
submitted
4. Median time from submission to decision
5. Number of opinions issued
a. Full
b. Per curiam
¢. Dissenting
d. Concurring
B. For general reporting
Average per judge
1. Number of cases assigned
2. Number of dispositions
a. Total
b. Manner of disposition
3. Number of opinions issued
a. Full
b. Per curiam
¢. Dissenting
d. Concurring
27.2 Workload information should also be collecteda
with respect to auxiliary personnel such as referees,
special masters, commissioners, and any others who
perform judicial functions.
Recommendation 28.0 - Case Control Reports
Appellate Courts should prepare monthly case con-
trol reports listing the identification number, title,
stage, and age of individual cases in which an inor-
dinate number of continuances are granted; in which
the transcripts or lower court records are not trans-
mitted within prescribed time limits; or which, for
other causes, are not being processed within prescribed
time limits.

e on o

I Courts may wish to detail this further, in regular reports or special studies, so as wan-

dicare at what stage the extension is requested.
2. Coutts should adapt ths list to reflect their own rules and pracuces.

-

Recommendation 29.0 - Data Gathering

29.1 State-level judicial information systems should
contain only verifiable data about key events in
the processing of cases,

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

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

Recommendation 30.0 - Data Storage and Retention
30.1 Al information stored or retained in the SJIS
should be periodically audited for currency,
accuracy, and completeness. Appropriate correc-
tions should be made where required.

30.2 Confidential information, such as that relating to
juveniles and youthful offenders, should be re-
moved from active storage and dissemination in
the SJIS.

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

Recommendation 31.0 - Disclosure of SJIS
Criminal Data

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

31.2 Access to and dissemination of information
identifiable to a named individual should beon a
‘“‘need-to-know”’ and “‘right-to-know’’ basis.

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

31.4 After appropriate identification, individuals,
their parents, spouses, guardians or legal counsel
should be permitted to review and copy SJIS in-
formation relating to such person. Objections to
the information and recommended modifica-
tions, additions, or deletions should be acted
upon by the body administering the SJIS.

Recommendation 32.0: System Security
32.1 Protection from Accidental Loss. Information
system operators should institute procedures for
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32.2

32.3

324

protection of information from environmental

hazards including fire, flood, and power failure.

Levels of security will depend on funds available

and nature of the system.

a. Adequate fire detection
systems;

b. Watertight facilities;

¢. Protection against water and smoke damage;

d. Liaison with local fire and public safety

officials;

Fire resistant materials on walls and floors;

Air conditioning systems;

Emergency power sources; and

. Backup files.

Intentional Damage to System. Agencies admin-

istering state-level judicial information systems

should adopt security procedures which limit

access to information files. These procedures

should include use of guards, keys, badges, pass-

words, access restrictings, sign-in logs, or like

controls.

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

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

Personnel Security.

a. Pre-employment screening: Applicants for
employment in state-level judicial information
systems should be expected to consent to an in-
vestigation of their character, habits, previous
employment, and other matters necessary to es-
tablish their good moral character, reputation,
and honesty. Giving false information of a sub-
stantial nature should disqualify an applicant
from employment.

Investigation should be designed to develop
sufficient information to enable the appropriate
officials to determine employability and fitness
of persons entering critical/sensitive positions.
Whenever practicable, investigations should be
conducted on a pre-employment basis and the re-
sulting reports used as a personnel selection de-
vice.

b. Clearance. Annual Review, Security Manual,

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

and quenching
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and others working at, or near the central pro-
cessor, should be assigned appropriate security
clearances and should have their clearances re-
newed annually after investigation and review.

c. System Discipline: Sanctions should be es-
tablished for accidental or intentional violation
of system security standards. Supervisory per-
sonnel should be delegated adequate authority
and responsibility to enforce the system’s se-
curity standards.

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

Recommendation 33.0 - Systems Administration

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

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

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

SCOPE OF THE REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS

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

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

judicial processing system as accurately and com-
pletely as needs and rescurces require or permit.

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

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

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

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

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

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

SECTION 1

TRIAL COURTS OF GENERAL JURISDICTION
CRIMINAL CASES

While all state-wide judicial information systems
now report annually or more frequently on the ac-
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tivities of the court, there is no conventional ‘‘ac-
counting’’ unit used by all systems. There is also no
consensus as to what kinds of more detailed in-
formation should be reported with respect to the ac-
counting units, This section addresses these issues.
There are two aspects of the accounting problem.
One must first define the unit concerning which input
reports will be filed. One must also select a unit upon
which summary statistical reports should be based.

Accounting Unit for Criminal Proceedings

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

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

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

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

1) single defendant - single case

2) single defendant - multiple cases

3) multiple defendants - single case

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Recommendation 1.0 - Accounting for Criminal
Cases (See Table CR-1)

1.1 Each constituent trial and appellate court should
have the capabilities of recording the major trans-
actions in criminal cases and reporting separately with
respect to each defendant in each criminal case. This
should include the capability of compiling and report-
ing defendant-related information for the OBTS and
CCH files.

1.2 For statistical reporting purposes, in addition to
counting criminal cases, each state judicial in-
formation system should be able to count each
criminal defendant in each proceeding as a separate
unit.

1.3 If an individual is named as a defendant in
separate indictments, accusations or informations, he
should be counted as a separate unit for each
proceeding for statistical reporting purposes.

1.4 If a single indictment, information or accusation
covers multiple defendants, then each defendant
should be recorded in statistical reports as a separate
unit, Special reporting of multi-defendant proceedings
may also be undertaken, if desired, in addition to but
not in lieu of separate counting of each defendant.

1.5 Petitions, motions, reopened, reinstated, sup-
plemental or transferred matters which had previously
been counted as original proceedings and appeals from
courts of limited and special jurisdiction should be
counted separately from new proceedings.
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1.6 There should be no separate accounting for in-
dividual charges or counts in informations and in-
dictments.

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

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

Beginning SJI!5, CCH and OBTS Data Collection

The trial courts of general jurisdiction and the ap-
pellate courts would, under the system recommended
in this report, assume responsibility for compiling
SJIS, OBTS aad CCH data. The data collection
should begin with the filing of the case with the general
jurisdiction or éppellate court. Data collection should
not begin too soon or too late.

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

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




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

Recommendation 2.0 - When to Begin Data Collec-
tion and Counting

2.1 The counting of criminal cases and defendants
and the OBTS and CCH data collection should begin
with the filing of an indictment or information in the
court of general jurisdiction.

2.2 For exception reporting purposes a judicial in-
formation system should track defendants bound-over
from a lower court to a grand jury or court of general
jurisdiction even if no information or indictment has
been filed in the latter court. These defendants should
not be included in the statistical count of filed or pen-
ding matters until the information or indictment is ac-
tually filed in the court of general jurisdiction.

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

Describing the Nature of the Offense Charged

Another important attribute of a criminal case is the
nature of the offense charged. The needs to be
satisfied by the judicial information system as well as
the requirements of the OBTS and CCH files must be
considered in selecting offense categories. For state-
level summary statistics and judicial management in-
formation purposes, the descriptions chosen should,
to the extent possible, satisfy the following criteria:

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

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

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

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

@ calegories required by law should be used.

The CCH program as defined by NCIC con-
templates reporting on offenses in uniform, national
categories. All charges on which individual defendants
were presented in court and on which they were
disposed of would be reported using Uniform Offense
Classification categories. The OBTS program by way
of contrast, envisions reports filed only with respect to
the ““most serious charge’’ against a defendant at filing
and disposition.
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Offense Categories

There is no general consensus as to how many and
which categories should be used in reporting criminal
offenses. This report recommends a fairly detailed
breakdown for statistical reporting on criminal cases
at the trial and appellate levels.

1f one wishes to anticipate trends, forecast workload
or measure changes wrought by new legislation, a
reasonably refined breakdown is required. Not all
types of cases are growing at the same rate. Indeed,
some may be declining while others are growing
significantly. Since cases take varying amounts of time
and resources to process, a detailed breakdown is
useful to help with caseload projections and resource
requiremerits analysis.

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

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

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

For internal state purposes a more useful break-
down would be into specific state statute numbers and
offense types. Beyond this, one could use the FBI’s
Uniform Offense Classification system which
categorizes all significant criminal activities into a
standard set of offense types. There are some

definition problems involved in using the FBI
categories. For example, there is no one-tc-one map-
ping between state statutes and FBI categories. An FBI
category may include a number of statutes or an in-
dividual statute could be put into several FBI
categories. These problems would occur given any at-
tempt to develop a uniform offense reporting system.
Some states have attempted to translate their state
criminal statutes into the Uniform Offense
Classification categories, Translation into these
categories would promote not only comparability of
offenses and sentences for CCH purposes but also
compatibility with statistics from other components of
the criminal justice system.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It is therefore recommended that:

Recommendation 3.0 - Criminal Offense Reporting
3.1 Input and statistical reports on the criminal cases
should record offenses charged by state statute num-
ber and literal description of the offense category. (See
Tables CR-2 and CR-3).

3.2 All offenses charged at a given stage should be
recorded for input purposes; the OBTS system should
undertake to extract data on the most serious offense
if it requires the same;

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

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




sentence is imprisonment for more than one year; in
other states, felonies are criminal offenses for which
the maximum penalty is more than two years im-
prisonment. There are also terminological differences,
wherein terms either have no consistent meaning or the
same term is used in different states to describe dif-
ferent events or categories. Another definitional issue
concerns reference periods and accounting units. The
states do not necessarily report information with
respect to the same time periods, nor do they always
use the same unit of account. For example, the
definition of what constitutes a ‘‘case’’ is not univer-
sally agreed upon.

There are also other kinds of differences that can
lead to problems of comparability of judicial in-
formation. For example, not all states use precisely the
same procedural steps or decision points in the
processing of cases or persons. Some states proceed in
felony cases by preliminary hearing and grand jury in-
dictment, other states proceed directly by filing of in-
formation on the accused person in a court of general
jurisdiction, and still others use a preliminary hearing
bindover procedure, The differences in the processing
of cases are likely to lead to differences in the
statistical reporting system. Finally, not all states
allocate subject matter jurisdiction among the courts
in the same way. For example, one state recently
authorized its lower court to assume jurisdiction for
crimes for which the maximum penalty was not more
than five years, As a result of the increased jurisdiction
in the lower courts the criminal caseload in the court of
general jurisdiction dropped by more than 50%. It
would be unwise to compare criminal caseloads in the
court of general jurisdiction in that state with the
criminal caseloads in the courts of general in other
states where the higher court handles not only all
felony cases, but also many misdemeanor cases.

It is not anticipated that it would be possible at this
time to resolve all definitional problems. The Census
Bureau is conducting a study with the assistance of the
SJHIS Project to determine what would be required to
achicve something approaching “‘comparability’’ of
definitions, (assuming that ‘“‘uniformity’” is unat-
tainable). This planned study will proceed by
examining reporting systems and reporting manuals
and definitional materials used in each of the states
which report state-wide judicial statistics, as well as an
examination of some large trial courts that report their
own statistics.

Special Categories of Cases

Two types of matters do not fall clearly into the
civil-criminal distinction. They are post-conviction ac-
tivities, inctuding habeas corpus and prisoner petitions
{which are usually classified as “‘civil’’ actions) and
juvenile proceedings which are to a large extent sui
genneris. On balance, it was concluded that these mat-
ters relate more closely to criminal cases but
nonetheless should be reported separately.
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Post-Conviction Activities

Post-conviction writs and motions generate a
significant amount of work for judges and clerical
staff. In addition, since post-conviction review should
be considered as much as possible a part of the over-all
criminal process, it ought to receive the same degree of
attention and expedition that earlier steps in the
criminal process do.

Recommendation 4.0 - Post-Conviction Activities/
Statistical Reporting
4.1 States should report post-conviction activities as a
separate category. The following categories should be
used for statistical reporting of kinds and outcomes of
post-decision activities.

1. Habeas corpus™
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing
2. Prisoner petitions*
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denijed
With hearing
Without hearing
3. Sentence review
Total filed
Sentence not modified
With hearing
Without hearing
Sentence increased
With hearing
Without hearing
Sentence reduced
With hearing
Without hearing
4. Motions to vacate, set aside, or modify sentence
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing
5. Motions to withdraw plea of guilty
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denied
With hearing
Without hearing

6. Motions for new trial
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denjed
With hearing
Without hearing
7. Other motions and writs
Total filed
Total granted
With hearing
Without hearing
Total denjed
With hearing
Without hearing
8. Appeals filed
Civil
Interlocutory
Final
Criminal
Interlocutory
Final
In addition, the time it takes each of these activities to
m(cj)ve from initiation to disposition should be repor-
ted.
*Habc;as corpus refers to petitions attacking sentence
or original conviction; prisoner petitions refers to
petitions attacking conditions of confinement.

Juvenile Proceedings

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

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

The other non-delinquency matters also present re-
porting problems. The line between “neglect’’ and
‘‘dependency”’ proceedings is a fine one which is not
d.rawn in all places, The “‘persons in need of super-
vision”® category as well as “‘abuse” proceedings
overlap to some extent with the other categories.

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

The formal dispositional stages of juvenile
proceedings are handled rather differently than adult
criminal and civil proceedings and the dispositional
alternatives are varied. The various options have not
yet been adequately explored. Contact has been made
with the staff of the Juvenile Justice Standards
Project, also staffed by 1JA, to determine the full
range of alternatives which must be considered. For
present purposes the recommendation is limited to the
most general reporting of juvenile proceedings. More
detailed recommendations will be postponed until a
thorough staff analysis can be undertaken.

[tis therefore recommended that:

Recommiendation 5.0 - Reporting of Juvenile
Proceedings for Statistical Purposes

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

1. Criminal delinquency proceedings

2. Juvenile (non-criminal) offense proceedings

3. Neglect, dependency, and abuse proceedings

Reporting of Outcomes

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

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

LI




dant is frequently brought into court on one charge
and disposed of on another. A guestion arises as to
whether the opening charge or the disposition charge
should be used for statistical reporting purposes.

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

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

Ouicomes and Sentences

The outcome of criminal cases also is of con-
siderable interest. On the criminal side, one would
want to know whether the defendant or the state
prevailed and what the sentence was, if any. Sentences
basically involve various combinations of fines,
probation and incarceration although other
dispositons may be possible. For example, with the
development of diversionary alternatives such as drug
treatment programs, youthful offender treatment,
court employment projects and deferred sentencing
options, it would be useful to add another general
dispositional category. In many states it is possible for
the court to direct the place of incarceration,
therefore, it would be helpful to distinguish between
state and county facilities and, perhaps, further sub-

divide these categories.

Recommendation 6.0 - Reporting of Criminal
Dispositions

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

6.2 Each state should prepare statistical reports on
dispositions using the final most serious offense of
which a defendant is convicted. If a defendant is
not convicted, then the most serious offense at
the disposition stage should be used. (See Tables
CR-7 and CR-8)

6.3 Each state should also report summary statistics
showing the disposition of the final most serious
charge against each defendant as a function of the
original most serious charge filed in court (See
Table CR-15.)

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

1. Judicial dismissal on defendant’s motion
2. Judicial dismissal on prosecution’s motions
3. Judicial dismissal on court’s own motion
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4 Prosecutorial withdrawal/Nolle prosequi
5. Judgment on guilty or no-contest plea
6. Judgment after non-jury verdict
7. Judgment after jury verdict
8. Judgment for defendant not withstanding the
verdict
9. Deferred prosecution or sentence
10. Transferred
11. Consolidated
12. Other

(See Tables CR-7 and CR-8.)

6.5 Sentences should be reported as a function of the
most serious charge for which each defendant is con-
victed.

(See Table CR-16.)

6.6 In reporting sentences the following categories
should be used:

1. Incarceration (by type of confinement and
length of minimum and maximum sentence in
days and/or months and/or years)

2. Term of probationary supervision (in months
and years and conditions imposed, if any)

3. Amount of unremitted fines

4. Terms of incarceration and probation if
sentenced to both and conditions imposed, if
any

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

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

7. Death sentences

8. Sentence to youthful offender, drug
rehabilitation, mental health or other treatment
programs or facilities

9. Other

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

Stages and Manner of Disposition

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

If case dispositional information is combined with
information about the stage of disposition, and case
type, one can get a good picture of how various kinds
of cases flow through a state’s judicial system. To
develop flow information it is necessary to identify the
key points at which cases exit from the judicial
process. With the exception of information on trial-
related and other formal dispositions, states do not
typically report on flow of cases out of their systems.
In order to improve information on non-trial
dispositions which is presently reported, it is recom-
mended that:

Recommendation 7.0 - Stage of Guilty Pleas and
Dismissals in Criminal Cases
7.1 Bach state should report the stage of the
proceeding at which guilty pleas or dismissals are
made. (See Table CR-9)
7.2 For reporting purposes the following stages should
be used:
1. Before trial
2. Trial begun
3. Trial through proof complete but before ver-
dict.
(See Table CR-9)

Description of the Operations of the Judicial
Processing System

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

Status of Cases

At any given point in time one can take a ‘‘snap-
shot’’ of the work flowing through the judicial process
and get a fairly accurate picture of where everything
stands. The standard report on volume of cases pen-
ding gives a partial picture of the status of judicial
prpceedings but more is required for state judicial ad-
ministration purposes.

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

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

Recommendation 8.0 - Age of Criminal Cases
8.1 Bach state should receive or generate reports on a
monthly basis on the age, in months, of all active pen-
ding criminal cases. (See Tables CR-4 and CR-5)
8.2 The following reporting intervals should be used:
¢ less than one month
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one and less than two months

two and less than three months

three and less than four months

four and less than five months

five and less than six months

six and less than 12 months

twelve and more months (see Tables CR-4 and
CR-5)

8.3 The monthly reports on case age should also in-
dicate by the trial court the number of defendants in
eapl; case age category who are incarcerated pending
trial.

Case flow information

Information about case flow falls into several
categories. One category is information about case
processing materials. There is no general concensus as
to what intervals should be used for reporting pur-
poses. Some states and the federal courts report with
respect to the time between filing and completion of
p.retrial activities, between that completion and final
dlsppsition and between filing and disposition, Some
special reports such as the [JA Calendar Status Study
report these time intervals with respect to a sample of
one category of case, ¢.g., personal injury actions
disposed of by trial. :

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

Recommendation 9.0 - Processing Intervals for
Criminal Defendants

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

* filing to disposition

* disposition to sentencing (if any)

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

and CR-13)

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

* initiation to trial readiness
trial readiness to completion of trial
completion of trial to sentencing (if any)
initiation to completion of trial
initiation to sentencing (if any) (See Tables CR-10
and CR-11)
9.5 States whose reporting systems permit should also
produce, at least annually, flow diagrams depicting by
offense type the movement of criminal cases through
the various routes and exit points of the judicial




system. ‘
9.5 States whose reporting systems permit shqulfj also
produce, at least annually, flow diagrams depicting by
offense type the movement of criminal cases t.hro.ugh
the various routes and exit points of the judicial
system.
9.6 For public reporting purposes only the'total elap-
sed time from filing to disposition and filing to sen-
tence should be used. Other information shoulc} be
retained for internal management use and be provided
upon request.

Case Status Information

Case flow information relates to cases disposed of
during the reporting period. One would want to km?w
about status of pending criminal cases. The in-
formation desired concerns how long the matters have
been in the system and how far they have progresged.

To this end, it is recommended that the following be

done:

Recommendation 10.0 - Status of Active Criminal
Cases
10.1 Each state should report on a monthly or other
periodic basis on the status of actiye criminal cases
belore the courts.
10.2 For statistical purposes, pending matters should
be designated as ‘‘active’” or “inactivg.” Th.e latter
category should include proceedings in which the
defendant has fled the jurisdiction, is incarcerated or
otherwise unavailable for prosecution as well as oth'er
matters marked ‘““inactive’” by the appropriate judicial
officer. _
10.3 Appropriate profiles should be prepared in-
dicating by offense type and court situs:
¢ aggolyproceedings pending, and (See Tables CR-4
and CR-5)
» stage of processing of the proceedings (see Table
CR-6)
10.4 The reports should indicate the last stage com-
pleted. The following stages should be used:
» initial appearance
plea
trial readiness
trial begun
trial completed
judgment/sentence (See Table CR-6)

[rial Information

In addition to reporting of dispositions with qnd
without trial and elapsed time for dispositions by trial,
there is an interest in obtaining additional information
about the trial process itself. Among the types of ad-
ditional information now collected or planned to be
collected are the following:
disposition by type of trial
number of juries selected and sworn
elapsed time of trials held
trial days of disposed matters
judicial beneh trial time in disposed matters
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size of juries (6 vs. 12)
prevailing parties
stage reached by trials begun but not completgd
dispositions by individual judge and type of trial
ratio of trial dispositions to filings
ratio of trial dispositions to all dispositions
mistrials
hung juries N
contested vs. uncontested trial dispositions
aumber of cases pending on jury and non-jury
trial dockets or lists
o estimated judges required to dispose of
anticipated trials .
Information on trial activity should be sufficient to in-
dicate the level of activity and resources consumed b.y
the trial process. Additional definitional work is
required to define ‘‘trials’” and when they are “cqn-
tested.”” A report should contain the following in-
formation:
Recommendation 11.0 - Trial Information (Civil
and Criminal)
11.1 Each state should routinely report on all grial
dispositions. The report should cover, separately, jury
and non-jury tirals and contested and non-contested
trials.
11.2 Trial dispositions should be reported only for
matters in which there is a final jury verdict or _final
judgment by a  judge sitting without a jury.
Dispositions should indicate mistrials ard hung juries.
11.3 Each state should also report with respect to
jurors and juries the following information (where ap-
plicable):
1. Number of six-person juries selected and number
of twelve-person juries selected;
5. Jurors available for jury service after excuses,
failure to appear and the like; .
3. Number of jurors actually picked to serve on six-
person juries and twelve-person juries.
Event Reporting ' .
There are a number of events in the processing of
cases whose occurrence Or non-occurrencé may
significantly affect the movement of cases through the
judicial system and the demands on judicial resources.
An illustrative list of significant events in case
processing of criminal cases includes the following:
e initial appearance
arraignment
probable cause hearing
other appearances
pretrial release
motions
hearings
conferences
trial settings or assignments
pleas
trials
sentencing

* post-conviction activity

* appeals

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

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

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

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

It is recommended that:

Recommendation 12,0 - Pretrial Release
12.1 With respect to bail or pretrial release the
following information should be reported:

1. Status/Method of Release

Cash bail

Professional surety bond
Non-professional surety bond
Minimum deposit bail
Release without bond
Incarcerated

Posting security

Third party parole
Supervised release

Other;

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

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

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

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

Resource Req ‘irements

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

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

A balanced report on resource capacity should also
take into account the use of non-judicial personnel
who perform judicial-type functions. Many trial cour-
ts use referees, commissioners, masters and similar
personnel to assist the trial judge or to act as a




surrogate for him, Their activities should be captured.

One might also want to know about the individual
or average performance of other key participants in
the judicial process. Some states contemplate collec-
ting such data about prosecutors, public defenders,
appointed counsel, and private firms. Qthers are con-
cerned with juror utilization information. The present
recommendation is limited to the work capacity of
judicial and quasi-judicial personnel. Other resource
capacity information will be addressed at a subsequent
time,

Itis, therefore, recommended that:

Recommendation 13.0 - Resource and Work

Performance (Civil and Criminal)

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

= authorized judgeships

» judges actually serving

s judge-days available for judicial activities
13.2 Such information should also be collected and
reported with respect to auxiliary personnel such as
relerces, masters, and commissioners who assist with
the disposition of criminal cases.
13.3 Each state should collect and report information
concerning judicial assignments into and out of
judicial districts as well as requests for judicial
assistance.
13.4 Information with respect to actual judge-time
spent on judicial activities should either be collected
and retained by the trial courts on a routine basis or
developed through special studies rather than by
routine reporting to the state.

SECTION 2

TRIAL COURTS OF GENERAL
JURISDICTION - CIVIL CASES

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

Accounting for Civil Proceedings

On the civil side, states have traditionally counted
“‘cases.”” The filing in court of initial pleadings in a
¢civil action marks a convenient point to begin the
count. There are some limitations to the case counting
approach. 1t tends to understate complicated
proceedings; especially those in which a number of
parties are involved on both sides. The counting of in-
dividual plaintiffs and defendants in multi-party cases
would to some extent overcome this short-coming. The
fate of individual plaintiffs and defendants is,
however, of less interest on the civil side than on the
criminal side. It would probably suffice to indicate
that a case involves multiple plaintiffs and/or defen-
dants. '
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A potential problem on the civil side is the reporting
of proceedings that are other than new civil cases
leading to a final trial disposition. Such proceedings
include:

» petitions and motions of various kinds;

* reopened proceedings;

o supplemental proceedings in cases previously re-

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

It is, therefore, recommended that:

Recommendation 14.0 - Accounting for Civil Cases
14.1 The accounting for civil cases should begin with
the filing of a civil action in the court of general
jurisdiction. The count should begin prior to the filing
of a first answer or other responsive pleading.

14.2 The unit of count should be the case rather than
individual plaintiffs or defendants. Appropriate note
should be made of cases that have multiple plaintiffs
and/or defendants.

14.3 Petitions, motions, supplemental, transferred,
reopened or reinstated cases and appeals from courts
of limited and special jurisdiction should be separately
reported under appropriate descriptive headings and
not counted with newly initiated cases.

Civil Case Categories

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

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

Recommendation 15.0 - Civil Case Categories
15.1 Each state should report on a monthly basis civil
cases filed, disposed of and pending at the beginning
and end of each reporting period by appropriate levels
and situs of court. (See Table CV-1)

15.1 The major case categories set.forth below should
be used for reporting purposes. The more detailed
categories are illustrative and may be used for internal
purposes if desired.
Contract
Personal Injury
Automobile
Non-Automobile
Property Damage
Automobile
Non-Automobile
Other Tort
Property Rights
Eminent Domain/Condemnation
Lien and Mort ~~ge Foreclosure
Evictions
Partition
Quiet Title
Other
Domestic and Family
Paternity
Adoption
Custody
Support
Unif, Recip. Enforc, of Support - Incoming
Unif. Recip. Enfore. of Support - Outgoing
Other
Marital
Divorce
Separation
Support
Alimony
Custody
Annulment
Conciliation
Consent to Marry
Probate
Testate Estates
Small
Regular
Intestate Estates
Small
Regular
Trusts
Guardianships and Conservatorships
Ancillary or Foreign Administration
Other
Administrative
Zoning
Tax
Workmen’s Compensation
Other
A_ ppeals from Courts of Limited or Special Jurisdic-
tion
Gther Civil
Disposition of Civil Cases
There are somewhat more ways to dispose of civil
cases than there are for criminal matters. It is recom-

mended that the following categories be used:

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

Settled

Consent Judgment

Default or Uncontested Judgment

Dismissal with Prejudice

Dismissal without Prejudice

Summary Judgment

Judzment after jury trial

Judgment after non-jury trial

Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict

Consolidated

Transferred

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

Pleadings

Discovery

Pretrial Conference

Trial prior to verdict or decision

Post trial

Civil Case Processing

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

Recommendation 17.0 - Civil Case Processing
Information
17.1 Each state should report on the time intervals
between major stages in the processing of civil cases
disposed of. The following stages should be used:
* Caseinitiation to trial readiness
 Trial readiness to disposition
* Trial readiness to trial
» Case initiation to disposition
17.2 Appropriate reports should be prepared in-
dicating by civil case type and court situs:
» The age of pending civil cases from date of filing
(See Tables CV- 10 and CV-11)
» The stage of processing each case type has reached
by age of case (See Table CV-6)
17.3 The report should indicate the last stage com-
pleted. The following stages should be used: (See
Table CV-6)
* case initiation
close of pleadings
pretrial discovery
pretrial conference
trial readiness
trial begun
trial completec
post-trial activity



SECTION 3
APPELLATE COURT INFORMATION

Inputs into Appellate Information System

Almost all states report annually on appeals and
other matters fiied, but there is no general agreement
on what constitutes an appropriate accounting unit or
what information should be reported about pending
cases.

Accounting Unit for Appeals

As is the case with the trial courts, there is un-
certainty as to what unit should be used to account for
appeliate cases—defendants, cases, or both.

Several separate appeals may arise from a single
trial if there are several defendants. For multi-
defendant cases there may be a single appeal for all
defendants or separate appeals for individual defen-
dants. When several appeals are filed, briefs may be
filed for ecach defendant, or one brief may be filed for
several defendants, Multi-defendant appeals may be
heard by the court in a single hearing.

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

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

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

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

Recommendation 18.0 - Accounting Unit {or
Appellate Court Business
18.1 For accounting purposes, each appeal or original
proceeding of any litigant should be counted as one
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unit. In the event that several litigants voluntarily join
in an appeal or original proceeding prior to its in-
ception, that appeal or original proceeding should be
counted as one unit. Thus, the joint appeal of several
criminal defendants, from a single trial should be
counted as one unit, whether or not each defendant
files an individual notice of appeal. If cases are later
severed, then they should be counted as separate units.
18.2 If the appeals or original actions are consolidated
at any point after the separate notices of appeal are
filed, the appeals which were consolidated into the sur-
viving, or “‘lead”’ case, should be eliminated from pen-
din:r matters and reported under dispositions as con-
solidations.

18.3 Cases which are not consolidated or formaily
joined, but for which a single brief is filed and a single
argument heard, should be reported under dispositions
as consolidations, when the “‘lead’’ case is terminated.
18.4 A separate count and disposition report should
be maintained on individual defendants in criminal ap-
peals.

When to Begin Counting Appeals

Appellate practices differ in each state, so it is dif-
ficult to designate the precise point at which counting
of appeals should begin: should counting commence
when the peition for leave to appeal is filed, or when
the appeal is docketed, or when the record on appeal is
filed, etc.

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

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

Sometimes a notice of appeal (or equivalent) is filed
even when there is no intention of perfecting the ap-
peal. Thus the number of filings is not an exact in-
dicator of the volume of business the court should ex-
pect. The argument might be made that a court should
not begin counting appeals until an action is taken
which indicates the appeal will be perfected, e.g., when
the record on appeal is filed. Such a date, however, oc-
curs too late in the appeal process to provide useful
case management information.

On the opposite extreme, there.is some thinking that
the appcllate court must take control of cases as early
as possible in the appeal process; in criminal cases, as
early as the conclusion of the lower court trial. To
begin counting appeals at such an early date, however,
would seriously inflate the filings figure.

Recommendation 19.0 - When to Begin Counting
Appeals

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

Source of Filings in Appellate Court

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

Recommendation 20.0 - Source of Fiiings in
Appellate Courts
20.1 Appellate courts should report the source of
filings using the following categories with appropriate
levels of details:
A. Trial courts*
B. Administrative agencies®*
C. Intermediate appellate courts
D. Original proceedings
*The source of appeals of trial court decisions which
reviewed administrative agency actions should be re-
ported as trial courts; administrative agencies as a
source category includes only cases not previously
reviewed by a court of record.
Basis of Jurisdiction in Appellate Court

It is also important that an appellate information

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

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

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

A. Direct appeals from lower courts or agencies .

B. Original jurisdiction

C. Interlocutory appeals
21.2 Incourts in which appeals may be filed either as a
matter of right or by discretionary review, the ap-
propriate basis of jurisdiction should be reported.

21.3 Courts should report whether criminal appeals
were filed by the prosecutor or the defendant.

Describing Case Types

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

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

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

Recommendation 22.0 - Description of Appellate
Case Types
22.1 Appellate courts should use the following
{:atzgories to describe the composition of their case-
oad:
A. Direct appeals
I. Criminal Appeals [Breakdown should be
by iiteral descriptions of
state statutes and statute
numbers of most serious
offense for which defen-
dant was convicted (or
charged, in the case of
interlocutory appeals)]
2. Criminal sentence review only
3. Civil Appeals
a. Countract
b. Tort
c. Property
d. Domestic and family




e. Probate
f. Administrative
(1) Taxation
(2) Workmen’s Compensation
(3y Zoning
{4y Other
g. Post-conviction and habeas corpus
h. Other civil
4. Juvenile
B. Other Matters
. Original actions
a. Post-conviction and habeas corpus
b. Mandamus
(1) Civil
(2) Criminal
¢. Quo warranto
d. Other
2. Special matters
a. Advisory opinions and certified
guestions
b. Bar discipline
¢. Judicial discipline
d. Other

Outputs of Appellate Case Processing System

Information must also be collected on outputs of the
appellate system: how many and what kinds of cases
are disposed of and how they are disposed of. Almost
all states report on dispositions or terminations, but
beyond total number of dispositions, there is no con-
sensus as to what items are reported.

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

Recomimendation 23.0 - Disposition of Appellate
Court Cases

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

A. Cases disposed of by consolidation

B. Cases disposed of without hearing or submission
Dismissed on motion of appeliant
Dismissed on motion of appellee
Dismissed on court’s own motion
Dismissed for lack of progress
Withdrawn
Affirmed by order on motion to affirm
Reversed by order on motion to affirm
Extraordinary relief granted
Extraordinary relief denied
. Transferred to another court
. Other

/S R I- N R ST N

fu—y
_—

34

C. Cases disposed of after hearing or submission
1. Decided with full opinion*
a. Affirmed (or agency order enforced)
b. Reversed (or agency order denied en-
forcement
. Reversed and discharged
. Dismissed
. Modified
. Remanded
. Transferred to another court
. Extraordinary relief granted
Extraordinary relief denied
. Other disposition
2. Decided without full opinion*
a. Affirmed (or agency order
enforced)
b. Reversed (or agency order denied
enforcement)
Reversed and discharged
. Dismissed
Modified
Remanded
Transferred to another court
. Extraordinary relief granted
Extraordinary relief denied
j. Other disposition

D. Cases appealed to higher court prior to decisior}
*Full opinion is an opinion, signed or unsigned, in
excess of 2 typed pages.
73.3 “Affirmed in part and reversed in part’ should
be classified as “‘reversed.”
23.4 If a case is clearly affirmed or reversed, the
decision should be reported as affirmed or reversed,
even when the case is also remanded or modfied. For
example, ‘‘reversed and remanded’’ should be repor-
ted as “reversed.”’ and ‘‘affirmed and modified”’
should be reported as ‘‘affirmed.”’ “Remanded’’ and
“modified”’ should only be used when the case was
neither clearly affirmed nor clearly reversed.

Steps in Processing Appellate Caseload

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

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

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

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

An order dismissing a case, or any other act
disposing of a case prior to decision after argument,
can occur at any point in the appellate process, thus
cannot be included in the lists in any specific place.
The date of such order or act should be noted at the
point it occurs.

Although a case does not generally come under the
jurisdiction of the appellate court until a notice of ap-
peal or some equivalent paper is filed, the time lapse
between decision in the lower court and commencing
of the appeal is of importance to the appellate court.
Therefore, the recommended list of time points in-
cludes the date of lower court judgment or agency
decision.

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

Recommendation 24.0 - Steps in Processing
Appeilate Caseload
24.1 For purposes of periodic time interval reports
and special studies, appellate courts should record,
with respect to each major case type, the date of each
of the following events:
A. Intermediate appellate courts or single appeliate
courts '
1. Trial court judgment 2 or agency decision
2. Commencing of appeal or filing of original
action
3. Transcript ordered
4, Transcript completed
5. Complete record filed in appellate court
6. Appellant brief filed
7. Appellee/respondant brief filed
8. Briefing completed
9. Argued or submitted
10. Decision
11. Final mandate or judgment on appeal
12. Petition for rehearing filed
13, Petition for rehearing decided
14. Rehearing held
15. Decision on rehearing
16. Appealed to higher court or application for
for discretionary review filed
17. Discretionary review granted or denied
18. Date of termination of case prior
to decision after argument’
B. Supreme Court review of infermediate appellate
court
1. Trial court judgmentz or agency decision
2. Intermediate appellate court decision
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Application for discretionary review filed
Discretionary review granted or denied
Appeal of right initiated
Complete record filed in Supreme Court
Appellant brief filed
Appellee/respondant brief filed
Briefing completed

10. Argued or submitted

11. Decision in Supreme Court

12. Petition for rehearing filed

13. Petition for rehearing decided

14, Rehearing held

15. Decision on rehearing

16. Date of termination of case prior to decision

after argument’
Description of Pending Cases
It is also important for the court to know

periodically—at least semi-annually-—how many cases
it has at what stages of appeal. The recommended in-
formation on pending caseload advises the court of
exactly what the workload is for the coming period;
serves as a record of the court’s backlog; and, by
specifying at which stage pending cases are, provides
some indication of where the court is getting backed
up.

Recommendation 25.0 - Description of Pending
Cases
25.1 Appellate courts should report at least semi-
annually, by major case category, the following in-
formation about their pending caseload:
A.. Pending, beginning of reporting year
1. Total pending
2. Cases not yet “‘perfected’’ or “‘ready”
3. Casesready for argument but not yet
submitted
4, Cases under advisement
Total filings during reporting year
Total dispositions during reporting year
Pending, end of reporting year
1. Total pending
2. Cases not yet ‘‘perfected’” or “‘ready’’
3. Cases ready for argument but not yet
submitted
4. Cases under advisement
E. Increase or decrease in cases pending during
reporting year
1. Total pending
2. Cases not yet ““perfected’’ or *“‘ready”’
3. Cases ready for argument but not yet
submitted
4. Cases under advisement

vow

. This recommendation assumes that all appeals to intermediate appeblate courts are ol
right. If this is not so, the following events should also be revorded: a) application for
discretionary review, (b) application acted upon.

2. In criminal appeals, the date of sentencing, rather than the date of verdict or entry ¢t a

guilty plea, should be recorded. In interlocutory appeals, the date of interlocutory judg-
ment should be recorded.

1. This event does not occur in order on the list, since an order dismissing a vase or any

other act disposing of a case, can occur al any point in the appeflate provess.




Reporting on Motions on Petitions

The ABA Proposed Standards do not recommend
that information about motions be collected.
However, since motions or petitions account for a
significant portion of appellate workload, it is recom-
mended that some basic information about motions be
collected. ,

Motions, except those commencing and terminating
appellate cases, should not be included in the reports
on filings and dispositions, since they do not place the
same demands on the court as do appeals or original
proceedings. To include motions in the total filings
and dispositions figures would inflate them seriously.

1t is important to know how many motions are filed,
what types of motions are filed, and how many and
what types are terminated. It would be too bur-
densome, and not very useful, to report processing
times for motions. And, since motions can be filed at
any stage in the appellate process, it is not possible to
include motions in the time points to be noted, except,
of course, those motjons commencing or disposing of
cases. In order to avoid duplication in reporting,
motions that constitute full cases and are included in
the filings reports should not be included in e
motions reports.

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

The only types of procedural motions which would
seriously affect court processing are motions for ex-
tensions of time. Two other procedural motions which
do not directly affect case processing, but which are
important for courts to be apprised of are motions to
be appointed as counsel and motions to be relieved as
counsel. Other procedural motions need not be broken
down into specific types of motions. Some courts may
wish to detail the types of motions to extend time, i.e.
to file record, to file appeliant’s brief, etc.

Since substantive motions have direct bearing on the
processing and/or disposition of appeals, and since
they place a greater demand on court resources, they
should be reported in greater detail. The recom-
mendalion includes a suggested breakdown of sub-
slantive motions, but each court should adapt this list
to reflect its own ruies and practices.

Recommendation 26.0 - Reporting on Moltions
26.1 Appellate courts should report the following in-
formation about motions {or petitions):
A. Total filed
B. Total terminated
C. Motion type/filing party
1. Procedural
a. For extension of time'
b. For appointment of counsel
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¢c. For relief as counsel
d. Other procedural
2. Substantive?
For bond
For dismissal
For rehearing
. For reinstatement
For stay
For summary affirmance
g. To vacate stay

26.2 The total number of motions filed should not in-
clude motions or petitions which constitute case filings
and are included in the filings figure.

Judicial and Quasi-Judicial Workload Information

To arrive at a fair assessment of a court’s workload
and performance, it would be useful to add in-
formation about that court’s resources to filings, pro-
cessing, and dispositions statistics.

Part 1 of the following recommendation is tased
largely on the ABA’s Proposed Standards. Some of
the statistics on judicial workload and performance
should be reported for use only within the court.
Others should be published for general use. Those for
internal use enable the judges 10 distribute workload,
to budget their time, and to measure their performance
in comparison with other members of the bench. The
data for general reporting is simply the filings and dis-
positions figures broken down on an average per
judge. Such information provides a more meaningful
indication of the court’s workload and performance in
comparison to other courts and other years.

Care must be taken about disseminating these
statistics by name of individual judge. As noted in the
text of the trial court recommendations, while such in-
formation may be appropriate for internal
management purposes, the individual judge in-
formation may be subject to misinterpretation by per-
sons outside the judicial system.

Some judicial functions are performed by other
staff in appellate courts; referees or special masters
may hear original jurisdiction cases, commissioners,
or others may screen appeals. To assess accurately,
then, judicial workload and performance in the
disposition of cases and to measure the performance
of quasi-judicial personnel, information should also
be rollected on court staff who perform any judicial-
type functions.
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Recommendation 27.0 - Judicial and Quasi-Judicial
Work Performance Information
27.1 Appellate courts should collect the foliowing
workload information on a per judge basis:
A. For internal use only
By individual judge

1 Courts may wish to detail this further, in repular reports on special studies, o as to in-

dicate at what slage the extension s requested.

3. Courts should adapt 1his list to reflect their own rules and practices.

1. Number and types of cases and motions
assigned
2. Number and types of cases disposed of
a. Total
b. Manner of disposition
3. Number and listing of cases already
submitted
4, Median time from submission to decision
5. Number of opinions issued
a. Full
b. Per curiam
¢. Dissenting
d. Concurring
B. For general reporting
Average per judge
1. Number of cases assigned
2. Number of dispositions
a. Total
b. Manner of disposition
3. Number of opinions issued
a. Full
b. Per curiam
¢. Dissenting
d. Concurring
27:.2 Workload information should also be collected
w1th_ respect to auxiliary personnel such as referees
special masters, commissioners, and any others whc;
perform judicial functions.
Case Control Reports
In addition to aggregate statistical reports, appellate
courts should prepare regularly monthly reports listing
cases Fhat are not being processed within the court’s
prescribed limits. These reports should be transmitted
to the Chief Judge, court administrator, or any other
court staff responsible for case control.

Recommendation 28.0 - Case Control Reports

Appellate Courts should prepare monthly case con-
trol reports listing the identifiction number, title
st.age, and age of individual cases in which an inor:
dinate number of continuances are granted; in which
the. transcripts or lower court records are not tran-
smitted within prescribed time limits; or which, for

qther‘ca}lses, are not being processed within prescribed
time limits.

SECTION 4
STATE-LEVEL APPLICATIONS
OF JUDICIAL DATA

The preceding sections of this report recommend the
state-leyel collection of a considerable amount of in-
formation about case processing in trial courts of
general jurisdiction and appellate courts. The poten-
tial uses of this information will determine how
frequently the information should be reported and the
manner of data collection. These uses are, in furn
§hap§d by varying levels of involvement of state-leve’l
judicial administrations in the movement of cases
through the courts.
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At one end of the spectrum the state judicial system
may l?e :structured so that the trial courts of general
jurisdiction and appellate courts are funded and
opera_ted _by the state government. In some instances
the trial judges may be routinely rotated throughout
Fhe' s@at.e so that the state-wide court of general
jurisdiction is run as a single trial court. At the other
extreme a state judicial system can be highly fragmen-
teq with financial or operating responsibility residing
}Vlt}_] .the counties or municipalities. The state-level
judicial administration, may in such a case, be restric-
ted toa general supervisory role.

Differing degrees of state-level involvement and
contyol over constituent courts are reflected in the
varying approaches used to oversee or regulate the
Tnqument of cases through the courts. State-level
JuQ1c1a1 administrative responses to problem areas
rmgh‘t i'nplxlde any combination of the.following:

. 1r}1t1ation of inquiry into causes of case processing

difficulties; )

» provision of technical assistance;

¢ adoption of standards or court rules governing

case processing;

= creation of alternative ways of handling disputes

among parties;

s adoption of new procedures for handling certain

classes of cases;

* seeking additional resources for the judicial

system.

State-level judicial administrative officials will be in-
terested. in the kinds, quality and quantity of in-
for.matlon (reported with appropriate frequency)
which fit their roles in the operation of the judicial
sysFem gnd are appropriate to the tools they have at
their disposal. The information collection recom-
mended above is probably broader than that any one
state-level judicial administration will undertake. Each
state will have to determine what level of data collec-
tion is maost appropriate to its needs.

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

. Another useful monitoring tool is exception report-
ing. Rather than reports being made with respect to
a”.CE‘lSGS, only those with some exceptional charac-
teristics are reported on. For example, reports could be
made about cases which have failed to meet processing
ste}ndards or which require special or priority han-
dling. By reporting only on selected classes of cases the
reporting burden is reduced and one can draw the in-
ferenqe that other cases are proceeding at an ap-
propriate pace. Exception reporting is most useful



when there are some judicially established criteria
against which the processing of judicial business can
be compared. One should have some basis for deter-
mining how important in guality or quantity a par-
ticular exception is.

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

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

Another important variable is frequency of reports.
Data collection might proceed on a day-to-day basis
but it is not necessry to collate, analyze and report on
all items of information with the same frequency. For
routine monitoring of case progress and compliance
with case processing guidelines it might be sufficient to
generate quarterly reports. It might be desirable,
however, to receive more frequent (e.g., monthly)
reports on the status of cases involving incarcerated
defendants or cases which are unusually delayed. The

frequency of reporting will be a function of the uses of
the information and the capabilities of the state-level
judicial information system. At a minimum, however,
the information recommended above should be sum-
marized in an annual report on the condition of the

judicial system.

Uses of Information

There are a number of uses to which judicial in-
formation can be put by a state-level judicial ad-
ministration. These include:

1. expedition of case flow;

5. determination of the level and allocation of

judicial resources;

3. evaluation of judicial rules and procedures;

4. structural modification of the judicial system;

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

Expedited Case Processing

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

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

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

Information on case age, combined with in-
formation about case types, will show whether or not
the courts are processing particular types of cases more
swiftly or more slowly than others. For example, if
rape casesin a particular court are generally older than
any other type cases, perhaps the court is not
processing them with due expedition, or perhaps there
are some procedural snags peculiar to this type of case.
This, then, would be an area for further examination.

Another useful type of information concerns time
intervals between important events in the processing of
judicial business. T ime interval reports of stages be-
tween filing and disposition would assist in pin-
pointing, more precisely, where delay in a particular
court is occurring and which participant in the judicial
process is responsible, and to take remedial steps. For

example, if in a certain county, an inordinate amount
of time elapses between case initiation and trial
readiness, it might be discovered that attorneys are lax
about filing their papers within prescribed time limits
or other responsible for delay. The courts might then
begin monitoring the attorneys more closely and en-
forcing sanctions for failure to file on time.

As illustrated, by reporting time intervals between
important stages in case processing, one can assign
responsiblity for lack of case progress. A good exam-
ple of a time interval study pinpointing areas of delay
and leading to efforts to climinating them was the
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study undertaken by the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the Second Circuit. Median time intervals
were computed between each stage in the appellate
process; stages in which aggravated delay existed were
identified: these were examined more closely for
precise causes; and a plan was designed to expedite the
processing of appeals.
Resource Levels and Allocations
State-level judicial administrations may be directly
involved in the setting and readjustment of resource
levels and their allocation to the extent that there is
state financing of courts. They may prepare the state-
level judicial budget. In other instances, although they
may not have budgetary authority, they may have the
authority to request and/or report on the need for ad-
ditional judges and their allocation among existing or
revised judicial districts. To make accurate ferecasts
of resource levels and allocations information is
required about the present workload of judicial of-
ficers and their ability to process matters coming
pefore them. Caseload weighting systems have been
devised which attempt to give a more accurate picture
of the demand on judicial resources presented by
various types of proceedings Along with the demand
for judicial personnel, the state-level judicial ad-
ministration may be called upon to evaluate the need
for support personnel such as clerks, legal assistants,
stenographers, and other support personnel as well as
additional facilities such as offices and courtrooms.
[nformation should be available to help with the
discharge of these resource allocation responsibilities.
Chief justices or other responsible administrative
judges may also be involved in the assignment and
reassignment of personnel between judicial districts.
In highly centralized states, with a unified trial court
and an appointed judiciary, the assignment and
reassignment may be a periodic task as the judges are
moved around the state on regular circuit basis. In
more decentralized judiciai systems, the supreme court
chief justice or another responsible official usually has
the power to assign and reassign judicial personnel to
meet caseload requirements, to fill vacancies tem-
porarily and to fill in for sick or retired judges. To
achieve this task, the state-level judicial administration
must know something about the availability of judges
and their past performance, as well as their present
judicial responsibilities. This means getting fairly good
information about which judges are available to sit on
cases, where the vacancies are located, where assis-
tance is required, and which judges are free or best
equipped to handle these vacancies. Records must be
kept concerning the assignments and reassignments for
fiscal accounting and other management purposes.

A number of other types of information are useful
in the resource acquisition and allocation process. In-
formation about filings and dispositions over several
years, for example, can be used to forecast caseloads,
for use in long-range and short-term budgeting. Long-
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range forecasls are necessary t0 budget for personnel,
courthouse facilities and other judicial resources and
to make requests for additional judgeships. On a
short-term basis, if there is information available
about (1) what the ratio of filings to cases that go to
trial is, and (2) how long it takes on the average for a
case to move to trial, then one can take whatever steps
are necessary to allocate enough judges, court per-
sonnel, juries, courtrooms, and other judicial resour-
ces to handle the predicted caseload. This kind of in-
formation would be particularly useful in the event of
an unusual increase in filings, which was not ac-
counted for in the long-range budget. For example,
assume a court has forecast average menthly filings of
300 per month, and has calculated the ratio of filings
10 cases which go to trial as four to one, and the time
to trial as five months. One month, however, there are
600 filings; so instead of the average 75 trials, in five
months the court will have 150 trials. The judicial ad-
ministrator will have to make whatever adjustments
are necessary to handle the bulge in filings.

It would be useful to report separately on workload
data with respect to special proceedings which present
unusual processing problems. Post-conviction
proceedings are an example. Information on post-
conviction activities, broken down by districts,
provides a comparative picture of the workload of
each court in the state, It may happen that in a par-
ticular county there are relatively few case filings, but
since there is a prison in that jurisdiction, there is a
large volume of prisoner petitions and similar filings.
This information about the total workload of a court
can be used for allocation of personnel and resources.

Combined with dispositional information, such as
whether the petitions were granted or denied before or
after hearings, such information provides a more ac-
curate measure of how much judicial time was actually
spent in disposing of post-conviction activities. This
information also allows for more accurate forecasting
of how much judicial time will be required to process
pending and future post-decision petitions. If, for
example, a court maintains a one-to-one ratio of
filings to dispositions, and knows that over a number
of recent years one-eighth of the petitions disposed of
were heard before a judge and one-fourth were heard
before a magistrate, one can provide for a sufficient
number of judges and magistrates to handle the
caseload. In addition, if a court knows that there is an
average time lapse of X months between filing and
hearing of post-conviction petitions, the court can

predict more accurately what its workload will be at
any particular time. This information is useful for
allocating courtroom space, judges to particular cour-
ts, or magistrates to particular jurisdictions.
Combined with information about attorneys, par-
ticularly the ratio of the number of filings in which
public defenders and court appointed counsel are in-
volved to the total number of filings of post-decision

petitions, one can insure that enough public defenders

anq .appomted attorneys are available to handle the

petitions. For example, if in two out of three prisoner
petitions, the petitioner requests the court to appoint
gounsel, and there has been a recent dramatic increase
in the number of petitions filed, the court might have
to expand its list of counsel for appointment to in-
digent petitioners.

Evaluation of Judicial Rules and Procedures

The state judicial branch, typically, has authority
and res_p_onsibility for the adoption of rules of criminal
and c1y11 procedures. The rules can cover case
processing from the early stages (e.g. pre-trfal
dgscov_er_y and conferences) to the final appellate
dxsposxt_lon. The purpose of these rules is to ensure
both fair and equal treatment in the courts of the state
and the reasonably prompt disposition of cases. Ap-
propriate feedback is required to determine how rules
and procedures are working and what the impacts of
lziztual or proposed changes in them are or are likely to

A nu.mber of items of information are relevant to

evaluatlpn of rules and procedures. Particularly im-
portant is information about case age. Periodic reports
on the age of all criminal cases can, for examplek
dt?monstrate the compliance of the courts with speed)’i
trial rules and the effectiveness of pre-trial disposition
procedures. The overall statistical reports can be sup-
plem‘ented with exception reports indicating by
loca.tlon and type of cases where problems are oc-
curring.

_ Ca;e age reports can be compared with reports on
time intervals and stages of disposition of cases (o pin-
point sources of delay and the efficiency of various
pyocedures. If, for example, the reports indicate inor-
dinate delay between filing and trial readiness and a
low settlement rate during the early stages of cases
one can adopt rules to require early completion o%
pleadings, pre-trial discovery and motions. These rules
can be augmented with pre-trial diversion or set-
tlgmer}t programs designed to promote early
disposition of cases.

‘By looking at post-conviction proceedings one
m{ght also get insight into the perceived efficacy and
fairness of various dispositional alternatives. An
unusu:dl number of motions to withdraw guilty pleas
or review sentences, or attack convictions because o’f
actions of counsel might prompt re-examination of
plea bargaining rules or the quality of public defen-
ders_ or appointed counsel. An unusual number of
mou_ons for new trials or mis-trials may lead to an
inquiry cqncerning the procedures governing the con-
dL}Ct qf trials. An inordinate small or large number of
trgals in a given court may lead one to question pre-
trial proceedings or decision-making processes.

With respect to appellate and other post-conviction
procc.:edgn_gs, one might also want to determine how
non-judicial personnel can assist with case disposition,
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Various screening procedures can be designed and
evaluated if adequate information is available
Structural Modification of the Judicial Svs('em
State-level judicial bodies are frequently'called upon
to suggest or react to proposed modifications of the
structure of a state judicial system. In a recent surve
cor}d\_xcted for the National Advisory Commission ox)i

.Crlr.m‘na] Justice Standards and Goals, state-level
Jud1c1al. qdministrative officials ra’ted court

reorganization and unification as a major objective

Eand achievement), Some of the information relevant
to court reorganization will, undoubtedly, have to be
collected through special studies but so‘me can be
iilée::gtggrgg.m regular reports on judicial activities

To_effectuate reorganization one must know about
the distribution of cases by location, and the allocation
of personnel within the existing court structure. One
must qlso be able to have information which wifl per-
mit hm_l to draw some judgment as to how (o
reorganize court facilities or district lines or judicial
assignments to assist in the movement of cases. In-
formatan systems should also be adequate to su.pply
mforfnat_'non about the effect of the reorganization on
the distribution of caseload, on judicial per<onnel and
the movement of cases through the courts.

_Muc.h' of the information on case filing and
disposition rates, case age, and workload recom-
mended above will be relevant to decisions bearing on
the restructuring of the judicial system,

Comparisons of Performance

Cpr_nparative evaluation of judicial performance is a
sensitive area. Comparisons may be made but there ére
no.gen.erally accepted criteria or standards against
which judicial performance can be evaluated. [n tﬁe
absence of such standards, comparison can serve
gnother useful purpose. Rather than trying to rate
judges or courts on some fixed scale comparisons can
pe used to pinpoint differences among them. If some

judges or courts are performing significantly above or
bglow tl}e average of all judges or courts, one might
w1_sh to initiate inquiries as to reasons for these vari-
ations. The objective is not to assign ratings to judges
and courts, but rather to highlight areas for inquir;'
and study. )
Comparative evaluation also serves another pur-
pose. It permits one to determine if persons similarly
situated are receiving similar treatment by the courts
To the extent possible all citizens in similar cif:
cumstarices »...uld be treated similarly irrespective of
where they live and who they are. Varying delays and
lqrge 'b_acklogs in different areas and s‘entéhcing
:llip'arcli['le's 1among judges and courts may be a sign that
udicial system i i i £
treajtmem. y is falling short of its goal of equal
Speciﬁc_ types of information useful for assessing
comparative performance include:
+ disposition and sentencing rates and patterns;




o case age, processing times, and backlogs;

» filing and grant of post-conviction and appellate

relief;

« stage and manner of disposition of cases.

Legislative Impact Analysis

As evidenced by statements of the Chief Justice of
the United States and work being conducted in
~alifornia, there is increasing interest in analyzing the
impact of proposed legislation on the judicial system.
The legislation might deal directly with the judicial
system and the judicial process OT it might expand
private or public rights and causes of action which, in
turn, could lead to increased litigation. It has been
suggested that judicial impact statements accompany
legislation which might significantly impact the courts.

It is difficult to forecast precisely what kinds of in-
formation will be required to measure legislative im-
pacts. One can, however, identify general types of in-
formation which should be collected.

At a minimum one should have available good
historical information of filings and dispositions by
case type and location. If, for example, the legislature
removes certain matters from judicial consideration
such as automobile accidents (no fault insurance) or
encourages non-judicial forms of couflict resolution
(arbitration of labor disputes), some tentative
assessment of impact can be made.

More difficult is the assessment of what happens
when new rights of action are added since there may
not be past experience. The effects of growth of en-
vironmental, consumer, civil rights litigation (in-
cluding habeas corpus and prisoner petitions), and the
impact of tougher drug laws are more difficult to
predict without some prior experience. It may be that
the best the judicial system can do is identify new types
of cases and establish an *‘early warning’’ monitoring
system to catch growth trends early enough so that ap-
propriate action can be taken.

If the legislation affects judicial processes Or struc-
ture one would want to have available information on
case age, processing intervals and stage and manner of
disposition. 1f the particular point and manner of
legislative intervention can be identified, one might be
able to forecast expected impacts on case movement
and resource requirements. In many instances it will
still be necessary, however, 10 conduct special studies
to unearth the information appropriate to assessment
of probable impacts.

SECTION 5
SECURITY AND PRIVACY REQUIREMENTS

Although the terms are occasionally used in-
terchangeably, rather different concepts and interests
lie behind the security and privacy aspects of in-
formation systems. Security is inward looking; it en-
compasses those concerns related to the protection of
the information system, tele-communications network

and data base from accidental or intentional loss or in-
jury or unauthorized access. The privacy concept as
applied to information systems refers to protection of
the interests of those persons whose personal in-
formation is kept in an automated or manual data
base. Also of concern is the power of a judicial agency
to control the collection, access, and dissemination of
the information. This chapter discusses the security
and privacy concepts as presently applied or planned
to be applied to judicial information systems.

Privacy Issues

Privacy issues arise with respect to judicial in-
formation systems when those systems collect in-
formation about identifiable individuals. The in-
formation need not be collected only by name and
other personal identifiers to raise problems. Collection
of information by a case number or other identifier
which can lead to ascertainment of the identity of the
individual involved in a criminal case raises privacy
issues. Some state-level judicial information systems
collect information on a case-by-case basis sO the
problem of privacy is becoming more important at the
state level. The recommendations of the SJIS Project
Committee to expand case-by-case and defendant-by-
defendant reporting must be matched by an equal con-
cern for individual privacy. Information recom-
mended to be contained in the state-level judicial in-
formation system files would comprise the bulk of in-
formation which is retained and disseminated through
“‘rap sheets,”” or criminal history records.

It has been argued that the information contained in
the SJIS with respect to accused persons is available to
the public in most states from the basic documents and
original papers filed in the trial courts in which the in-
dividual is prosecuted. The transfer of this in-
formation to a state-level information system,
however, creates additional problems which require
special solutions.

Comprehensive state-level judicial information
systems will have lerger and more readily accessible
files which contain information abstracted from
original source documents without the explanations
contained in those documents. Although not as com-
prehensive as law enforcement criminal history files,
the records, nonetheless, share some of their charac-
teristics. They disclose the nature of the arrest,
prosecution, and a disposition of criminal cases over a
period of years. If an individual has been repeatedly
arrested they might carry a number. The information
in them would form the bulk of any criminal history
file kept by a law enforcement agency.

There has been considerable concern over the collec-
tion, storage, retention, access and dissemination of
criminal history records in law enfocrement data
banks. There have been efforts to create a complete
network of protection. If judically-held files are not
subject to restrictions, then a significant gap in the

protec_:tion of the individual might be created. A per-
son 1qterested in obtaining criminal history in-
formation who cannot do so from the law enforcement
Fialg }aaf}ks would have incentive to use the state-level
judicial information system to obtain the information
othewise unavailable to him.

[tis important, therefore, that state-level judicial in-
formation systems be designed with adequate

safeguards. Protections should b
ity e erected at key

Data Gathering

lelgations on data gathering are essential for
protection of individual privacy. The proposed SJIS
}’Vlll be _llmited to data about events happening openly
in gh‘e judicial process. Thses data are objective and
\'er1flaple. Their reporting requires no subjective
evaluation or assessment. The recommended data
elements are a minimum set required to describe ac-
curately and fully judicial processing of accused per-
sons. If there are adequate procedures for ensuring ac-
curacy of reporting at the source and sufficient
trqmec_i personnel operating under clearly defined
gu.ldelmes, the SJIS should not present unusual
privacy problems at the data gathering stage. ‘

It is recommended, therefore:

Recommendation 29,0: Data Gathering
29.1 State-level ‘judicial information systems should
contain only verifiable data about key events in
the processing of cases.

29.2 Appropriate audit and other procedures should
be instituted to ensure clarity and accuracy of all

data entered into and retained in the system.

29'.3 Only high-quality, well-trained personnel oper-
ating under explicit guidelines should be per- ‘
mitted to capture judicial data and enter it into

the state-level judicial information system.

Data Storage and Retention

In whagever form SJIS information is stored, e.g
paper, microfilm, punched cards, tape, disc ,th.er.é
sho'uld be adequate security to protect the dat; from
accxdentie}l or intentional injury or loss or
u_nauthorlzed access, The section on system security
discusses the required safeguards in more detail
Beyond this basic protection the entries into the Sjlé
should be periodically examined to determine if they
are accurate and up-to-date. If they are not, ap-
propriate modifications, additions, or deletions si;ould
be rpade. Standards for mandatory updating are
required to ensure currency of entries.

It has been suggested by a number of sources that
certain data should either be eliminated from the files
or placed under restrictions. Certain kinds of records
sl}ould. prqbably not be available for inspection and
dlsseml.natlon. If, for example, a state-level judicial in-
formatxoq system obtains information which is, by
law, confidential, such as that respecting juvenile’s or
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youthful offenders, that information should be
removed from active storage and dissemination within
Fhe state-level judicial information system. Similarly
if any Fecords are ordered or required to be sealed b)‘/
operation of law of binding administrative or judicial
order or are required to be erased or removed by such
law or order, then the state judicial information
system should restrict or remove those records ac-
cording to the tenor of the law or order. ‘

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

Since the SJIS is not a criminal history file and is .not
to be used for that purpose, it should purge its files
when management and financial consideration

dlc?_tate unless a valid order is reaceived to do so
earlier. ‘

Recommendation 30.0: Data Siorage and Retention
30.1 All information stored or retained in the SJIS
should be periodically audited for currency,
accuracy, and completeness. Appropriate cor-
rections should be made where required.

30.2 Infprmation which is confidential such as that re-
lating to juveniles and youthful offenders should
b_e re_moved from active storage and dissemina-
tion in the SJIS.

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

Access and Dissemination

The SJI‘S is both a management information system
an operating records system and a disposition repor:
ting system. Some exception reporting and listings by
m.dlv_xdual’s names are also contemplated. While
criminal history-type information is useful for judicial
gvi.lsrt]go.sesl, e.g.c,1 sentencing studies, exchange of

rical records to outsi ies it i

g, side agencies it is not an ob-
‘ If police, prosecutors, probation officers, and even
Judges_ need criminal history information for discharge
ofhthelr responsibilities, this information should be ob-
tained from the appropriate law enforcement data
!Jank. With the exception of limited case and historical
information transmitted to judicial officials for pur-




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

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

Recommendation 31.0: Disclosure of SJIS Criminal
Data
31.1 The SJIS should not be used for routine dissem-
semination of criminal history-type information
except for transfer of such information to the
OBTS and CCH data files and the court entering
the data.
31.2 Access to and dissemination of information
identifiable to a named individual should be on
4 “need-to-know’’ and “‘right-to-know” basis.
31.3 Research or evaluation programs which require
access to informaton identifiable to named indi-
viduals should be subject to prior review and ap-
proval of the body administering the SJIS. Each
researcher or evaluator should submit for ap-
proval a workplan which includes appropriate

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

31.4 After appropriate identification, individuals,
their parents, $pouses, guardians or legal counsel
should be permitted to review and copy SJIS in-
formation relating to such person. Objections to
the information and recommended
modifications, additions, or deletions should be
acted upon by the body administering the SJ1S.

Systems Security

Neither privacy nor confidential safeguards can be
implemented without an adequate level of systems
security. The security protections should be designed
to guard against environmental hazards as well as ac-
cidential or intentional human acts or omissions. The
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals recommends a set of basic
security standards. These standards appear to be ap-
plicable to state-level judicial information systems.
With minor modifications they appear below as draft
recommendations.

Recommendation 32.0: System Security

32.1 Protection from Accidental Loss. Information
system operators should institute procedures for
protection of information from environmental
hazards including fire, flood, and power failure.
Levels of security will depend on funds available
and nature of the sytem.

Appropriate elements could include:

Adegquate fire detection and control systems;

Watertight facilities;

Protection against water and smoke damage;

Liaison with local fire and public safety

officials;

Fire resistant materials on walls and floors;

Air conditioning systems;

. Emergency power sources; and

. Backup files.

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

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

poge
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32.3 Una.uthorized Access. State-level judicial infor-
mation systems should maintain controls over
access 10 information by requiring identification
authorization, and authentication of systen;
users anq their need and right to know. Process-
ing restrictons and integrity management shoﬁld
be employed to ensure system security.

32.4 Personnel Security.

a. Pre-employment screening: Applicants for
employment in state-level judicial information
systems should be expected to consent to an
1nve§tlgation of their character, habits
previous employment, and other matter;
necessary to establish their goo moral charac-
ter, reputation, and honesty. Giving false in-
fc.)rmatl'on of a substantial nature should
dlsquallfy an applicant from employment.

[qv_&stxgation should be designed to develop
suffxqenl information to enable the ap-
propriate officials to determine employability
a.'n'd fitness of persons entering critical/sen-
sitive p_ositions. Whenever practicable, in-
vestigations should be conducted on a pre-
employment basis and the resulting reports
used as a personnel selection device.

b. Clearance. Annual Review, Security Manual
and In-Service Training: System pefsonnel in:
cludi‘ng terminal operators in remote
locations, as well as programmers, computer
operators, and others working at, or near the
centrg[ processor, should be assigned ap-
propriate security clearances and should have
thex? clfearances renewed annually after in-
vestigation and review,

Each state-level judicial information system
should prepare a security manual listing the
rules and regulations applicable to main-
tenance of system security. Each person
yvor_km.g with or having access to criminal
justice information files should know the con-
tents of the manual. To this end, each em-
ployee should receive not less than ten hours

of tr‘alning each year concerning system
security.
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< C. S,vst?nz Discipline: Sanctions should be es-
te}bhghed for accidental or imentionﬁl
Vlolathn of the system security standards.
Supervisory porsonnel should be delegated
adequate authority and responsibility to en-
force the system’s security standards. ]

Any violation of the provisions of these
stanc.;iards by any employee or officer of any
pu‘bl1c agency, in addition to any applicubl'c
criminal or civil penalities, shall be punished
by suspension, discharge, reduction in grade
transf'er\ or such other administrati\'é
penalties as are deemed by the judicial agency
to be appropriate,

Systems Management

'I:he security and privacy guidelines and the SJIS it-
self are not self administering. Some responsible body
must manage the state-level judicial information
systera, adopt rules and regulations and audit and
e\faluaie operations. This body should also be charged
wx}h the responsibility for administering security and
privacy star}dards and punishing violations of them.

The precise composition ot the body will vary from
state to state but it should be broadly reprcsenl‘a'tive of
the courts which contribute information to the SJIS as
well as the state-level judicial administration. A \;'efl;
balanced group will help to insure that the system
meets L1§ers’ needs without duly burdening any par-
ticipant in it. -

Recommendation 33.0 Systems Administration

33.1 Responsibility for administration of the SJIS
shopld be assigned at the state level, Appropriat'e
advisory bodies of judges, clerks, ¢c art adminis-
trators and other system users may be required. ‘
Exphm% provision should be made for rules and
regqlauonf covering system organization and op-
eration, security, and privacy standards as wéll
as assignment of authority to audit and evaluate
systems performance and sanction violations of
security and privacy rules and regulations.

333 Prqcedures should be established to act upon in-
dividual challenges to the currency, accuracy
and completeness of information relating to
them which is returned in the SJIS.
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Disposed of After Trial (By court)
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Between Initiation and Sentencing of Cases
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SUMMARY — CRIMINAL CASES CR-1
PENDING FILINGS DISPOSITIONS PENDING
START OF YEAR - Reinstated or Before After END OF YEAR .
- Active [ Inactive Original Transterred Trial Trial Active inactive
[ COURTS
|
Y
CRIMINAL FILINGS — OFFENSE TYPE CR-2
CRIMINAL HOMICIDE LARCENY AUTO
N RAPE|ROBBERY A%ﬁgﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁo BURGLARY [Gver [Undar| ey | ARSON | FORGERY

COURT |

Murder | Manslaughter

$100 [$100

NOTES:

1. The offense listed on this and subsequent tables are used
merely as example. The reports should use the state statute
numers and literal descriptions of offenses.
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R, T

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

for all the courts.

2. This table should contain only active cases. Reporting of in-
active cases in this table would distort the report, by including
many old cases which are not part of the court’s actual work-

load.

3. The offenses listed on this tabie are used merely as example.
The reports should use the state statute numbers and literal

descriptions of offenses.
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ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES — BY OFFENSE AND COURT CR-3
GRIMINAL HOMICIDE LARCENY
AGGRAVATED AUTO
RAPE [ROBBERY BURGLARY ARSO
Murder |Manslaughter ASSAULT $91v§6 %‘1‘88' THEFT ASON | FORGERY
COURT
v
NOTES:
1. The offenses listed on this table are used merely as example.
The reports should use the state statute numbers and literal
descriptions of offenses.
2. Only active cases should be included in this report, since
inactive cases are not a measure of the court’s workload.
ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES
AGE IN MONTHS
(BY OFFENSE) CR-4
LESS 1&less | 2&Less 3&Lless | 4 &Less 5&Lless | 6&Lless | 9&Less 12 &
THAN 1 Than 2 Than 3 Than 4 Than 5 Than 6 Than 9 Than 12 More
CH
! O [MurDER
M |
I C
N |
A DIMANSLAUGHTER
L E
RAPE
ROBBERY
AGGRAVATED
ASSAULT
BURGLARY
L
S OVER $100
£
N |UNDER $100
Y
AUTO THEFT
ARSON
NQTES:
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(COURT-BY-COURT)
TRIAL

3& Less
Than 4
or particular

, if desired.

AGE OF ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES

PLEA

2 & Less
Than 3

ACTIVE PENDING CRIMINAL CASES
AGE IN MONTHS

AT PARTICULAR PROCESSING STAGES

In addition, courts may prepare

prepared for each court and stiould
separate tables including a particular case type.

INITIAL
APPEARANCE

1 & Less
Than 2

puted from date of inltiation of case to end

offense types, in addition to alf criminal cases

1. Separate court-by-court tables can bé made f
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1. “Original Charge™ and “Final Charge’ refer to original most
serious charge and final most serious charge.

2. There should be a table for each court as well as a summary

for ali the courts.

3. The offenses listed on this table are used merely as example
The reports should use the state statute numbers and literat
descriptions of offenses.
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CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS — FINAL CHARGE AS A FUNCTION OF ORIGINAL CHARGE CR-15
= == FINAL CHARGE st i mm e < — —— —
CRIMINAL HOMICIDE HAPE ROBBERY AGGRAVATED BURGLARY LARGENY AUTO THEFT
MURDER MANSLAUGHTER ASSAULT UNDER $100 OVER $100 v
__ORIGINAL ____
CHARGE
CH ; |
R 0| MURDER |
' 1‘
M :
I C H
N !
A O [MANSLAUGHTER !
LE i
4
il
HAPE
ROBBERY i
A 1 -
AGGRAVATED ;
ASSAULT !
BURGLARY | !
\ ‘ i
L : : ! i | | o i
C A AVER $160 ! ! ! ‘ i ‘ ; :
R : . ! i | : |
c — —+ +
; i | ! ‘ ; '
% | unpersco ; ‘ : 5 ! | ] |
Y ! ' , z ; i \
’ i ! S B e ' 4 I
AUTO THEFT 1‘ : . : :
i ; : : ! i : H
NOTES:




SENTENCE AS A FUNCTION OF FINAL CHARGE

CR-16

INCARCERATION

PROBATION

Only | _ With

With

Probation | Fine

With

With
Both | O™

Fine

FINE ONLY

DEATH

YOUTHFUL OFF=NDER,

DRUG,
ETC.

Murder

ImoO—~0—Z0X

Manslaughter

RAPE

ROBBERY

AGGRAVATED

_ASSAULT

BURGLARY

NOTES:

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

for all the courts.

A

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

rrn s S b i Moas et St

CRIMINAL SENTENCING

INCARCERATION — LENGTH OF MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM SENTENCE
MAXIMUM PERIOD OF INCARCERATION

CR-17

s it et e A k. St i S S Pl S s U Sy S

30
days

60 90
days days

6
Mos.

9 1
Mos. | Year

2 3
Years

Years

4
Years

10
Years

More Than
10 Years

None or
Indefinite

30 days

90 days

6 months

9 months

1 year

2 years

3 years

4 years

5 years

10 years

More Than
10 years

LIFE

NOTE:

1. Such a table could be prepared by court, case type, or judge.
Mare than one of these cannot be included in this table, which
already contains two sets of elements. Note that the table
does not indicate whether the sentence also includes proba-
tion or fine. Nor does it report place of confinement.

SUMMARY — CIVIL-CASELOAD CV-1
NUMBER FILINGS DISOSITIONS Umaen
PENDING
START OF ORIGINAL REINSTATED BEFORE | AFTER A ENDING
COURTS YEAR TRANSFERRED TRIAL TRIAL
CIVIL FILINGS
CASE TYPES cv.2
TORT DOMESTIC-FAMILY
CONTRACT | pPERSONAL | PROPERTY PROPERTY PROBATE
COURTS INJURY | DAMAGE | OTHER DIVORCE | OTHER
CIVIL PENDING
BY CASE TYPE AND COURT CV-3
TORT DOMESTIC-FAMILY
CONTRACT |PERSONAL | PROPERTY PROPERTY PROBATE
COURTS INJURY | DAMAGE | OTHER DIVORCE | OTHER
57




PENDING CiViL —
CASE AGE IN MONTHS

(BY CASE TYPE) Cv-4
LESS 3&LESS | 6&LESS |12& LESS |18 & LESS |24 & LESS | 36 AND
THAN 3 THAN 6 THAN 12 | THAN 18 | THAN 24 | THAN 36 MORE
) ”_CONTRACT
T PERSONAL
o WM_IVNJURY
PROPERTY
R DAMAGE
T OTHER
-PROPERTY
3
MoA DIVORCE
EgM
s |
T L
| Y OTHER
C .
E PROBATE '
NOTE:
1. There should be a table for each court, as well as a summary
for all the courts.
PENDING CIVIL —
CASE AGE IN MONTHS
(BY COURT) CV-5
LESS 3 & LESS 6 & LESS 12 & LESS 18 & LESS 24 & LESS 36 AND
THAN 3 THAN 6 THAN 12 THAN 18 THAN 24 THAN 36 MORE
COURT
NOTE:

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

if desired.
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AGE IN MONTHS
OF PENDING CIVIL CASES

AT PARTICULAR PROCESSING POINTS CV-6
CASE CLOSE OF | PRETRIAL PRETRIAL TRIAL TRIAL TRIAL POST- TRIAL
INITIATION |PLEADINGS |DISCOVERY [CONFERENCE | READINESS|BEGUN [COMPLETED| ACTIVITY
LESS THAN 3
B RS I
3 & LESSTHAN B
6 & LESS THAN 12
12 & LESS THAN 18
4 4 _ ]
18 & LESS THAN 24
24 & LESS THAN 36 T
e . S
36 AND MORE ]
NOTES: o
1. Age should be computed from date of initiation of case to end
of current reporting period.
2. A separate table should be prepared for each court and should
include all civil cases. In addition, courts may prepare
separate tables including a particular case type (e.g. personal
injury cases only).
DISPOSITIONS — CIVIL CASES
BY CASE TYPE
AND METHOD OF DISPOSITION Ccv-7
DEFAULT _{JUDG-|{ JUDG- JUDG-
| con- |TRans.| SON- Iopuncon.| DS DIS. | SUMIUeNT| MENT | MENT
SET SOL| FER SENT MISSED MISSED |MARY
- - TESTED _|AFTER| AFTER | NOTWITH-
TLED JUDG- WITH WITHOUT [JUDG
DATED| RED MENT JUDG- PREJUDICE | PREJUDICE | MENT JURY |NONM-JURY|STANDING
MENT TRIAL | TRIAL VERDICT
CONTRACT
T |PERSONAL
INJURY
O [PROPERTY
DAMAGE
R
T OTHER
1
PROPERTY
D
O ¢ IDIVORCE
'\é‘ A
2"
| & |OTHER
C
PROBATE
NOTE:

1. There should be a table for each cour, as well as a summary

for all the courts.
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DISPOSITIONS — CIVIL CASES
BY COURT

AND METHOD OF DISPOSITION Ccv-8

o DEFAULT JUDG- JUDG- JUDG-

CON- DIS- DIS- SUM-
CON- |TRANS-| SENT |ORUNCON-|  yecer MISSED | MARY | MENT MENT MENT

SET- | 5oL ) TESTED AFTER AFTER NOTWITH-

LI-| FER- |JUDG- = WITH WITHOUT | JUDG-

TLED IpaTED| RED |MenT| YUPS: | pREJUDICE | PREJUDICE | MENT | JURY | NON-JURY | STANDING
COURTS MENT ’ TRIAL TRIAL VERDICT
NOTE:

1. Separate court-by-court tables can be made for particular case
types (e.g. Personal Injury) in addition to all civil cases, if
desired.
DISPOSITIONS — CIVIL CASES
STAGES OF SETTLEMENT Cv-9
. PRE-TRIAL TRIAL PRIOR POST-
o PLEADINGS | DISCOVERY | ooNEERENGE TO VERDICT TRIAL
CONTRACT
T  |PERSONAL
INJURY
0
PROPERTY
R DAMAGE
T OTHER

PROPERTY
o F
o A |DIVORCE

E &M
s
T L
|y |OTHER
c
PROBATE ]

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

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

CV-10

gA
11]
mUEg
2E35
olWs &
=, 2<
> 0o
og<a>
(&) Sa

<

NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN INITIATION

CASES DISPOSED OF AFTER TRIAL

TRIAL READINESS
TO DISPOSITION

Min.

Med. | Mean | Max.

CASE INITIATION
TO TRIAL READINESS

Min.

Med. { Mean | Max.

CASE INITIATION
TO DISPOSITION

CASES DISPOSED
OF BEFORE TRIAL

ALL CASES
DISPOSED OF

Min. | Med.} Mean | Max. [ Min. {Med. | Mean | Max. |Min.

Med.| Mean | Max.

CONTRACT

PERSONAL
INJURY
PROPERTY
DAMAGE

PROPERTY

DIVORCE
OTHER

PROBATE
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1. There should be a table for each court, as well as a suminary

NOTE:

for all the courts.



SUMMARY — APPELLATE CASES

Breakdown by Court

AR-1

PENDING
START OF PERIOD

FILINGS

DISPOSITIONS

PENDING
END OF PERIOD

ABEeIIate courts

SUMMARY — APPELLATE CASES AR-2
Breakdown by Case Type
PENDING PENDING
START FILINGS DISPOSITIONS END
OF PERIOD OF PERIOD

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

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

JUVENILE (Total)

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

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

TOTAL

NOTE:

1. There should be a report for each appellate court, as well as

a summary for all the courts.
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APPELLATE CASES: SOURCE OF FILINGS AR-3
Breakdown by Court
TRIAL COURTS ADMINISTRATIVE INTERMEDIATE | |
AGENCIES APPELLATE COURTS | ORIGINAL

SITUS
A

SITUS
B

SITUS
C

SITUS
D

AGENCY | AGENCY | AGENCY

11

12

13

COURT|COURT | COURT

A | B c

Appellate
Courts

} R
i
!

PROCEEDINGS

APPELLATE CASES: SOURCE OF FILINGS

AR-4
Breakdown by Case Type
ADMINISTRATIVE INTERMEDIATE
TRIAL COURTS AGENCIES APPELLATE COURTS ORIGINAL

SITUS

SITUS
B

SITUS
C

SITUS
D

AGENCY |AGENCY | AGENCY

11

12

13

COURT [ COURT | COURT

A B C

PROCEEDINGS

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

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

JUVENILE (Total)

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

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

TOTAL
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SUMMARY REPORT: PETITIONS FOR REHEARING AR-11
QUTCOME
PETITIONS FOR REHEARINGS DECISION DECISION DECISION
REHEARING FILED HELD AFFIRMED REVERSED MODIFIED
APPELLATE COURT A (Total)
Civil
Criminal
Other
APPELLATE COURT B (Total)
Civil
Criminal
Other
APPELLATE COURT C (Total)
Civil
Criminal
Other
APPELLATE COURT D (Total)
Civil
Criminal
Other
REPORT ON INDIVIDUAL JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES AR-12
MATTERS ASSIGNED MATTERS DISPOSED OF .
MEDIAN DAYS
ORIGINAL ORIGINAL BETWEEN
CIVIL | CRIMINAL |\~ oys | PROCEEDINGS | CIVIL | CRIMINAL | pPROCEEDINGS SUBMISSION
APPEALS | APPEALS AND OTHER | APPEALS | APPEALS | aND OTHER OPINIONS WRITTEN AND OPINION
MATTERS MOTIONS MATTERS FULL | PER CURIAM | CONCURRING | DISSENTING

Appellate Court A

Judge A
Judge B
Judge C
Average Per Judge

Appeliate Court B

Judge A
Judge B
Judge C
Average Per Judge

‘Appellate Court C

Judge A
Judge 8
Judge C
Average Per Judge

Statewsde average per

Judge
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PART B.

SYSTEM DESIGN AND
IMPLEMENTATION
SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT

PREFACE

This initial report of the Systems Design and
Implementation sub-committee is the product of
months of deliberation by the members of the sub-
committee. Much useful assistance was received from
other members of the SJIS Project Committes.

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

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

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

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

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

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

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SJIS

Scope of the System

The Systems Design Subcommittee in this report
describes one possible model system for gathering,
processing, analyzing, and reporting at the state level
information about activities of trial and appellate
courts. The model system described in this report is
referred to as the State Judicial Informatiz System
(SJ1S). The SJIS encompasses both civil and criminal
data collection and analysis by the state-level judicial
administration for its own purposes, as well as the
most appropriate methods for collecting and reporting
Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and
Computerized Criminal History (CCH) information.
[t should be understood that all references to “‘SJIS’?
in this report relate to the model system outlined here
and not to any state-level judicial information system
in any particular state,

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

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



work is completed, the system design should be
amended to accommodate these additional needs.
Because the SJIS detailed here must be of broad
utility, the design is not as specific as that of a par-
ticular jurisdiction’s state-level judicial information
system. An attempt has been made to address the
major design questions that face those thinking about
setting up a state-level judicial information system and
to offer answers to those questions. The specificity of
the design will be reconsidered after the states par-
ticipating in this project have had an opportunity to
test their own state-level judicial information systems.
it should be recognized that the system design
presented here is for the guidance of jurisdictions con-
templating development of a state-level judicial in-
formation system, The data elements, reports, and
design concepts recommended here are illustrative.
Their purpose is to offer to others the best thinking of
a group of persons who have wresteled with common
problems. [ndividual state-level judicial ad-
ministrations should take from this report only what
they find useful. It was not the intention of the drafts-
men that the SJIS outlined here should become a
model to be imposed on states. The purpose of this
report is to offer guidance to and not to constrain in-
dividual states.
Functions of the SJIS
The SJIS must serve a variety of needs. First and
foremost it must be able to satisfy the information
requirements of the state-level judicial administration
for information about judicial proceedings, activities,
finances, and resources. It should also be designed to
~upply the judicial information required for the OBTS
and CCH data files. The SJIS could also, to some ex-
tent, produce information required by trial courts for
their own internal management purposes.
Specific objectives to be met by the SJIS include the
following:
1. Provide State-wide Judicial Statistics
.Collect, process, and report accurate, timely
and useful comparable statisticsona state-wide
basis.
.Provide data for statistical analysis of trends in
case processing and disposition.
.Provide data for the evaluation of the impact of
judicial system improvement programs, changes
in court rules, procedures and legislation.

2. Provide Data for Civil and Criminal Case-Flow
and Criminal Defendant Flow Monitoring and
Management
.Enable the state-level court administrative office
to monitor civil and criminal case-flow and
criminal defendant flow in the state’s trial and
appellate courts.

.Provide reports of exceptions from those stan-
dards that are of direct interest to the state-level
court administrative office.
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.Provide the capability for generating special-
purpose reports on request.
.Provide court-by-court exception reports and
statistics from which caseload and court
operational data can be derived. This would in-
clude lists of those cases for which the processing
has been late or otherwise off schedule.
.Provide interface with national, state, and local
information systems for exchange of in-
formation on criminal cases including CCH
data.,

3. Provide Data for Estimating Judicial and Other

Resource Requirements

.Provide data on personnel and jury utilization
for cases of various types.

.Provide data for projection of judicial man-
power and resource requirements.

Provide data for judicial assignment purposes.
.Provide data for assessing and evaluating court
performance and operations.

4. Provide Cost Data
.Provide information on operational costs.
.Provide data for projection of current and
future costs and revenues.
Only the first and second objectives are addressed in
this report.

Structure of the SJIS

The SJIS is a cas-following information system
which can also track individual defendants in criminal
cases. It has four subsystems: (1) Civil Subsystem; (2)
Criminal Susystem; (3) Appellate Subsystem; (4)
(4) Juvenile Subsystem. Only the first three subsystems
are discussed in this report because additional analysis
is required with respect to the Juvenile Subsystem.

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

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

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

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

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

2. Inputs into the SJIS system will be by-products
or outputs of trial and appellate court infor-
mation system operations.

3. The.SJIS has the capability, if required, of gen-
erating most periodic statistical reports required
fror_n courts by the state-level judicial adminis-
tration. That is, the SJIS is structured in such a
way that trial and appellate courts would no
longer have to prepare, at the source, most of
the periodic state-level statistical reports they
now prepare.

4, The SJIS has the capacity to record the signifi-
cant events in the processing of a case and to gen-
erate status and intermediate event elapsed time
reports.

5. Major events, suchd as hearings and trials are to
be reported as soon as possible after they have
occurred.

6. Data required for the OBTS and CCH files and
state-level judicial administrative and statistical
statisti_cal purposes are to be collected in « single
operation using a standard coding structure with
uniform definitions.

7. Even where there is already an ongoing state-
leyel_ non-judicial data collectiori system for
f:nmmal cases using a case or defendant-follow-
ing approach, the SJIS should be the data collec-
tion system for all judicial information.

8. Where there are automated trial court informa-
tion systems covering significant areas of court
activity, the state-level judicial administration
wgll have to establish standards to insure that the
trial court information systems will generate the
required data on each case and criminal defen-
dant in the specific format for each data element
required by the SJIS.

9. The SJIS can handle all cases involviag criminal
pffenses that are mutually agreed upon for entry
into the state’s OBTS and CCH systems.

10. Qv‘ii cases originating in trial courts of general
jurisdiction as well as those civil cases entering
t.he.court by reason of appeal {rom a court of
limited or special jurisdiction will be included in
the SJIS.
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11. All appellate and post-decision matters in trial
courts of general jurisdiction and appellate
courts will be included in the SJIS.

12. Juvenile proceedings can be included in the SJIS
(t_)ut this module is excluded from this system de-
sign pending additional requirements analysis).

13. The SJIS does not include minor traffic cases.
(A n'umber of states have developed statewide
traffic systems and, at this time, it does not
appear desirable to require case-following on the
scale recommended for SJIS of all traffic cases).

14. The SJIS has the capability of ~ollecting and re-
porting information separately with respect to
f:ach civil case and each defendant in each ¢rim-
inal proceeding.

15. The Criminal Subsystem of the SJIS is structured
on the.assumption that the interfaces between
the police, prosecutors, courts and correctional
systems are initiated automatically as soon as one
stage (e.g., arrest, prosecution, etc.) has been
completed,

Interfaces

Tl}e S.JIS is designed to capture data about cases
coming into the judicial system. These cases come
from outside the system, and in some instances, pass
from the judicial to the correctional systems. So;ne of
the data to be entered into the SJIS must come from
persons outside the formal control of the state-level
_]Uf.‘llClal administration such as police, prosecutors and
private attorneys. In preparing this system design, it
was ass.umed that the initiator of a criminal
prosecution in court can be relied upon to supply iden-
tification, arrest, bail and charging data to the court.
Preferably, this information should be captured on an
SJIS form, or, at a minimum, presented so that court
personnel can readily capture the data on the form. It
is also assumed that attorneys filing civil actions will
provide sufficient information on the face sheet of the
complaint so that court personnel can readily capture
the data.

SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS

Data Capiure

Tlle SJIS is designed to capture information about
major events in the processing of a case as they occur.
Tl_ns means that in some cases saveral separate entries
will l?e made into the SJIS between case initiation and
termmation. While this method of data collection may
entail some additional costs, recording and reporting
upon major events as they occur rather than upon ter-
mination of a case will help to ensure currency and ac-
curacy of data. For those state-level judicial ad-
mlmhstra‘ltions actively involved in case-flow
monitoring or provision of information services to
courts, this reporting method is virtually required.
Since a good part of any additional cost may arise
from muitiple recording of case and/or defendant




identificaiion on reporting forms, preparation of
multiple sets of this data at the outset of a case may
reduce later costs.

The capture of data at the source, i.e., at the trial or
appellate court level, should be in formats designated
by the SJIS management in consultation with the trial
and appellate courts.

Tnput Methods

SIS data can be collected at the source in a number
of ways. One method is by means of paper forms
which are completed and then either processed locally
or mailed in to some central site. A second method
would be by on-line entry into either a storage device
or a local computer for transmittal to the SJIS site or
on-line entry from the source into the SJIS state com-
puter.

Selection from among these three general types of
$JIS data entry methods will have to be made by states
planning -or implementing a statewide judicial in-
formation system based on their individual cir-
cumstances, In the absence of data on volume of tran-
sactions, ete., no specific recemmendations are made
as 1o collecting data and submitting it to the SJIS.

Any forms used 1o collect the information necessary
1o track criminal defendants and civil, criminal and
appellate cases through a state’s judicizl system from
the point of entry (o final disposition should contain
five basic types ol information:

1. Identification information, consisting of case,
defendant and situs identifiers, and other linking
numbers;

OBTS and CCH tracking numbers, assigned and
supplied by non-judicial agencies and copied on
all forms;

3. Caseinitiation information;

4. Case activity information prior to disposition;

5. Disposition and termination information.

A detailed introduction and user’s manual should be
compiled by the state-level judicial administrative
body for each state. It should define all data elements.
The manual should include provision for updating and
revisions, detailed instructions for the completion of
forms, and tables.and lists of statute numbers.

As data is entered into the SJIS, there should be
wome means of determining what type of transaction is
taking place. There are three major types of tran-
sactions that should be provided for: (1) entries in
which new intormation and data is to be added to the
SJIS data base files: (2) modifications, in which data
already in the files is to be changed or otherwise
modified, and (3) cancellation, in which data
previously entered is to be eliminated.

Itis recommended that, where possible, all SJIS for-
ms also include provision for recording a transaction
type code or entry kev and that this code be used as the
basis for developing information, entry control and
security procedures. This code would serve as an entry

(2
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key for the SJIS and would identify, for the SJIS
processing system, the routing of the entry.

Data Elements

Standard SJIS data elements have been developed
for each of the three SJIS subsystems. A complete
listing is presented in Appendix A.

While the data elements here are a recommended
standard for the SJIS, there will be variations from
state to state in the list of data elements finally adopted
for each state system, primarily because of variations
in court organization, procedures and rules. At a more
detailed level, the actual data element values (or break-
downs) in wuse for such data elements as
““disposition’” and ‘‘sentence’’ may vary somewhat.

It is recommended that those states comtemplating
the adoption of a system modeled on the SJ1S should
carry out the following steps with respect tO data
elements:

. Compare the data bases for existing and/or
planned systems to insure that all of the recom-
mended SJIS data elements are included or
have been otherwise accounted for in these
svstems.

2. Where the definitions and usage of data elements
in the data base of an existing or planned judicial
information system differ from the standard de-
finitions recommended for the corresponding
data elements in the SJIS data base, states should
develop appropriate transformation procedures
and exception listings.

3. With respect to data element values (or “‘break-
downs”’) states should survey court procedures,
to determine manner of initiation of cases, me-
ods of disposition, dispositional alternatives,
and sentence options, and develop a data base re-
flecting these. Procedures should then be de-
veloped to enable the state system {0 combine or
otherwise group these to produce the SJIS data
base.

Qutputs

The SJ1IS will have several types of outputs. The first
will be statistical reports and displays in criminal, civil,
and appellate cases. [llustrative reports are included in
an appendix to Part A of this report, Requirements
Analysis Subcommittee Final Report.

Each subsystem will also have to produce tran-
saction data to be used for updating that subsystem’s
files. In addition, the Criminal Subsystem and Ap-
pellate Subsystem (with respect to criminal cases) will
have to produce CCH transmittal data that will
provide criminal history information, as well as OBTS
transmittal data, which will provide the judicial
module of the OBTS data set. Little has been done
anywhere in the country to define precisely how the
judicial system should relate to the CCH system or
ORBTS. In the absence of operating state-level systems
for CCH and OBTS, some assumptions have been

made about how they would function.

Definitions and Terminological Problems

The SJIS is structured to insure intrastate com-
parability of inputs and outputs, Uniformity within
the states depends on standardized definitions of all in-
put and output data. The SJIS, therefore, uses a
uniform set of data element definitions. In an
operational system they should be embodied in a user’s
manual which explains the information to be recorded
on the input forms and defines in detail those terms
which are likely to be unclear or are ambiguous.

The use of standard definitions will eliminate most
terminological problems. Some r:porting problems
arise, however, because of substantive differences in
case processing, Even within a state there are
variations in subject matter jurisdiction of general and
limited jurisdiction courts and in the steps of case
processing. These differences are likely to persist in the
absence of state-wide court reorganization and rules
for case processing.

To assist with the separate problem of interstate
comparability of judicial data, the states could do a
number of things. They could, for example:

1. Clearly define all data elements and reporting

categories;

[\S]

. Indicate the subject matter jurisdiction of courts
of various levels and provide as complete cover-
age as possible;

3. Use civil case types and criminai offense cate-
gories which can be translated into common
terms.

The CCH and OBTS data files raise additional

terminological problems. This project has accepted the

SEARCH and NCIC data elements to be used for of-

fender transaction and criminal history creation. The

judicial data elements in these systems were identified
a'nd defined without the same level of judicial par-
ticipation that accompanied development of the SJIS.

At some point LEAA and the FBI should undertake a

reconsideration of the data elements referring to ju-

dicial processes.

SJIS DESIGN CONCEPT

Files

The major SJIS files will be a master file of active
cases and a historical master file of concluded cases.
The concluded cases will be retained until all appeals
are over and statistical analyses are completed. Certain
types of cases such as divorces will be retained longer
because of the possibility that they will be reopened
and reactivated. The data elements listed in Appendix
A should form the basis for the master file and the
somewhat smaller historical master file. Each state will
have. to tailor its file design to its processing
requirements and data processing capabilities, Such
tailoring may include the selection of a disk-based
system with a single hierarchical master file.
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Thg p_rocessing of data for each SJIS subsystem will
be mrm]ar. There will be edit, update, report
generation and special or other program components.

Edit

The edit phase will begin with a check of the in-
formation by the trial or appellate court furnishing it
to the SJIS. An error control unit within the SJIS
should be responsible for correction of any errors
detected after manual and machine edit at the SJIS
facility. The edit program utilized in the SJIS will
maintain statistics on the source, nature and frequency
of the errors.

Certain fields such as court identification number,
case identification number and judge identification
number, as well as key dates, will have to be carefully
edited to assure internal consistency and validity. With
respect to criminal defendants, the information to be
transmitted to the OBTS and CCH data files will also
have to be edited to be sure identifying numbers are
available and all data complies with their requiremen-
ts. Appellate information must be checked to ensure
that unique appellate case and court identifiers are
properly linked to the trial court identifying numbers.

Update

The updating of the master files is a critical process
in each subsystem. Each subsystem should employ two
types of master files. The first of these would be the
master file of active cases; the second would be an
historical file containing those cases previously
processed, but no longer considered to be active
because of completion of judicial activity.

The actual updating of the master file may employ
either a random or sequential process. The choice with
regard to updating will be dependent upon several fac-
tors including volume and processing constraints im-
posed upon the agency and systems designers. On a
daily basis, the SJIS will probably be processing a
relatively large file with a refatively low volume of ac-
tivity; random processing of this information may,
therefore, be the best approach.

During the updating process it will be necessary to
insure that logical relationships are maintained bet-
ween data elements within a particular case. In-
formation may pass the edit process and yet be found
to be incorrect during the updating if, for example, the
date of trial completion is prior to date of filing. This
rather obvious error may not be readily identifiable
until the file is updated. During the updating process
accurate statistical control totals should be main-
tained. These totals are essential for auditing of in-
formation, quality control, accuracy of the files, and
future training programs for those persons supplying
information from the local level.

Errors detected during the update process should he
identified and the quality control section of the SJIS
agency notified. This section should be charged with
the responsibility of maintaining files in a timely and



accurate manner and correcting erroneous in-
formation as quickly as possible.

Report Generatien

On a periodic basis the SJIS is required to generate
certain specified reports. It is recommended that
parameter inputs be used and files, if possible, be
processed only once in the report generation phase of
the SJIS.

QOther Programs

Other programs will be used for special one-time
reports and file maintenance purposes. The file main-
tenance program should remove from the raster file
cases no longer active. Parameter inputs can be used to
identify and remove cases to be put in the historical
master file. Programs should also be available to
produce the data required for the OBTS and CCH
files.

IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

Equipmeni and Sofiware Configurations

Equipment configurations will have to be deter-
mined by each separate state. Budgetary op-
portunities, present EDP resource capacities, as well as
anticipated system volumes and activities will deter-
mine this mix. Software, and input/output
requirements and frequencies also impact hardware
sclection.

There are a host of software and file management
options available. Some will be defined by the equip-
ment configuration, others by the application tasks to
be executed. It is not within the scope of this report to
exhaust all possible permutations. However, certain
alternatives are discussed.

The application programs should be written in AN-
S COBOL to promote transferability. Printed output
can be generated from especially written reporting
programs or standard report generators.

Personne! Training Requirements

The training program for personnel involved with
the SJIS must begin early in the development process
and must continue on well into the operation of the
system. The training program must be designed not
only to impart tehcnical information about the
operation and organization of the SJIS but also to
overcome the most common people-related problems
associated with introduction of automated-
information systems. The concerns of a large number
of peupie must be addressed if the SJIS is to be suc-
cessfully developed, implemented and aperated. Per-
sons to be reached by the training program include
court administrative and financial officials, legislative
personnel, presiding judges and various judicial com-
mittees, municipal county governing bodies, including
boards of supervisors and city councils, state law en-
forcement planning agency staff as well as the staff of
the state-level judicial administrative office. In ad-
dition to reaching these higher-level policy-making of-
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ficials the program must focus on various court per-
sonnel including clerks of various kinds, members of
the prosecutors’ and public defenders’ offices and
private attorneys, These persons require technical in-
formation with respect to the SJIS. On the other hand,
there are technical personnel who require instruction
with respect to operation of the SJIS in a court con-
text. Therefore, the training program must also ac-
commodate computer operators and supervisors as
well as systems analysts and programmers who will be
involved with the operations of the $J183.

The SJIS training program will have three basic
components. The first will deal with justification for
the planned SJIS and its specific applications. The
second component will deal with generalized computer
and systems concepts for the benefit of personnel who
are not already familiar with computer and systems
analysis. This component will provide bachground
material for the more specific portion of the training
program which will deal with the application of the
SJIS. The final element of the training program will be
a skills development module designed to provide per-
sons, who will be working with the system, with
specific information about data capture, data input,
computer operations and ways of obtaining and using
computer generated outputs.

The training program will focus directly upon
people’s fears and expectations about com-
puterization, Changes in job assignments, job
security, court staff organiation and career paths
should be frankly discussed with judicial personnel so
that they will have a full expectation of what the SJIS
will mean to them directly. There should be emphasis
placed upon training programs that will accompany
the introduction of the automated system, and the im-
portant role that courts personnel will play in the plan-
ning, design and implementation of the system should
be spelled out. The instructional material should also
cover description of the project organization and
management, developmental stages and the process of
converting over from existing systems to the SJiS.

Information Coufidentiality and Control

Information confidentiality and control require a
level of systems security that will afford an acceptable
level of protection for a reasonable expenditure of
funds. Security procedures must cover data
acquisition, data storage znd retention and data access
and dissemination as well as systems administration.
Security requirements establish a floor upon which
privacy and confidentiality safeguards rest. These
safeguards go beyond technical security requirements,
however, and require conscious judgment as to what
information should be collected, retained and
disseminated to specific individuals or agencies.

The security problems and requirements may differ
depending on whether the SJIS is a dedicated or share
system. The recommendations made here assume

either a dedicated system or one in which there is sub-
stantial judicial management control. If this is not the
case, it may be difficult for the SJIS to obtain desired
levels of security. Appropriate contractual
arrangements should be entered into between the SJIS
management and that of any shared information
facilities used by the SJIS to ensure an adequate level
of systems security and confidentiality.

Receommendations are made with respect to data
accuracy, data entry procedures, data storage and
retention, site security, communications security and
personnel security, It also is recommended that access
and dissemination be tightly restricted and the SJIS
not be used for routine criminal history exchange.

On the policy level, recommendations are made that
the judiciary maintain management control over the
SJIS even if data processing is handled by a central
computer facility. Data entry and disclosure should
also be under judicial control. The SJIS itself would be
subject {0 a judicial management body operating un-
der established rules and procedures.

SECTION 1.
SCOPE AND FUNCTION OF THE SJIS

In{roduction

In this report the Systems Design Subcommittee
describes one possible model system for gathering,
processing, analyzing, and reporting at the state level
information about activities of trial and appellate
courts. The recommended model systemn described in
this report is referred to as the State Judicial In-
formation System (SJIS). The SJIS encompasses both
data collection and analysis by the state-level judicial
administration for its own purposes, as well as the
most appropriate methods for collecting and reporting
Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS) and
Computerized Criminal History (CCH) information.
1t should be ur.derstood that all references to ““SJIS”
in this report relate to the model system outlined here
and not to uny state-level judicial information system
in any particular state.

The terins CCH and OBTS cause considerable con-
fusion. In this report ““OBTS”’ will be used to refer to
an information collection effort at the state level which
attempts to collate information arising from a single
arrest of a criminal defendant. Information is collec-
ted about the processing of each defendant for each
arrest. The purpose of OBTS information is to prepare
statistics concerning the processing of various cohorts
of defendants. CCH refers to a disposition reporting
system for persons charged with serious crimes.

It is assumed that an agency in each state will be
charged with OBTS data collection and the data to be
reported by the judicial system are those set forth in
Project SEARCH Tehcnical Report No. 4, 1t is also
assumed that each state will have a separate agency
responsible for creating a state-level CCH system and
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* that this system will contain those data elements

defined by the F.B.1.’s National Crime Information
Center as of the end of 1973. It is recognized that these
assumptions may not hold true in the future. They do,
however, offer the more reasonable basis for pro-
ceeding with the design of the SJIS.

It should be recognized that the system design
presented here is for the guidance of jurisdictions con-
templating development of a state-level judicial in-
formation system. The data elements, reports, and
design concepts recommended here are illustrative.
Their purpose is to offer to others the thinking of a
group of persons who have wrestled with common
problems It is anticipated that individual state-level
judicial administrations will take from this report only
what they find useful.

Scope of the SJIS )

As outlined in this report, the SJIS permits the
tracking of individual civil and criminal cases and also
defendants in criminal cases. It focuses mainly on
state-level information needs with respect to trial cour-
ts of general jurisdiction and appellate couts, and con-
templates tracking of criminal Jefendants through the
lower courts. The SJIS is not designed to produce all
information required to satisy state-level judicial
management needs. Additional work must be done in
the subsequent phases of this project to define in-
formation requirements with respect to courts of
limited and special jurisdiction including juvenile
courts. Further analysis is also needed with respect to
financial and personnel data requirements as well as
those pertaining to facilities and juror utilization,
When the additional requirements analysis work is
completed, the system design should be amended to
accommodate these addtional needs.

Because the SJIS detailed here must be of broad
utility, the design is not as specific as that of a par-
ticular jurisdiction’s state-level judicial information
system. An attempt has b