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BACKGROUND

The LaJ/Enfercement Assistance Administration (LEAA) is sponsor-'

ing a field test in the Phoenix, Arizona, area to evaluate the utllity
vofgche video telephone in crlmlnal justice, The program began in
Janﬁery 1974, and is scheduled for completion in June 1976. The MITRE .

Corporation, a not—for—proflt federal contract research center, 1s :
assistlng in the 1mplementation of the v1deo telephone system and is
~ conducting the evaIuation for LEAA "~ The American Telephone and -,
:";f M Telegraph Company (AT&T) is providing and maintalnlng the equ1pmeb1 at no

’ cost. - 5 . N

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

ILU:,,::}\ _jemhe‘prbgraﬁ involves the installation of video telephones in
o w'\eriminal~ju3tice offices in Phoenix and a measurement of the impact
f of~the'use of the eQuipment in the daily handling of criminal cases.

The evalnatlon w111 include an estlmate of the potentlal utility 1f the

g.”,v‘\ v1deo telephone serv1ce were generally avallable at the evaluatlon site.

The test: 51te was selected from among communlties WJth a popula-

¢

tlon under one million, a high 1eve1 of reported 1ndex crlmes,l

anﬁ eignlflcant progress in implementlng a computerlzed criminal

Justlce information system. Cooperation and 1nterest by the partic1—

pants and potentidl for'frequent usage were con31dered cruc1al The

”.>,site selected for the test was Phoenix ~ Marlcopa County, Arizona.

i

'l'"Index Crimes" refers to those crimes reported on a monthly basis by
;v‘ law enforcement agencies to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for .
. dinclusion in the Uniform Crime Reports. These crimes are murder,
- forcible rape, robbery, aggravated aSSault burglary, larceny‘$50 and
'!1 over, and Auto theft.‘ o : jk
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THE VIDZO TEL:EPHONE SYSTIP |

o The video telephone comb:mes two~-way telev1sirn with telephone

‘ vsen‘rlce. A bas:Lc v1deo telephcne set provides black and nnlte, face— , |
‘to-face conmumcatlons with head and shoulders dl&;}l ay. The equ1p‘zient )
is shown in operation in the pnetograoh of Exhibit i, By dla]_jng the
: approprlate number, any party with a video teleprc*,.q can gae and con- -
‘verse W:Lth any other party similarly equipped. Thie parties in Phoenix v
who will have this equipment when the network is caﬁplete are the crimi~ |

nal Justlce agencies shown :Ln the network conflgu,rzrion of Exhibit IL(

In addition to the abllltv to see and conversr, with each other, o

each party is able to view exhibits on ‘the screen z5d maka paper copies
of -documents displayed by the ather party.: Documen* display is accomp-, .

llshed by redlrectlng the focus of the camera to the table top. '

; The equ1pment in use in Phoenix was deVelopea for AT&T by Bell
N La;‘boratorles. It is an advanced des:x.gn:L of the PI’J; JREPHOKE and is
i} ~ mot yet available to the public. ' G ‘

®

THE USE OF THE SYSTEM IN ]?HOFNT/Z

By mid—-1975, video telephone equipment was lmialled in the fol-
lowing criminal justice offices:

.Adult Probatlon

County Attorney

County Jail S KR » o » 5

I ' ‘Pollce Headquarters - Detectlvea, Recm:ds : T ‘

..' B a Publlc Defender A
Superior Court - Judge s chambers, secretary

® T

o The equipment in Phoenix is eémpatible with cdmﬁqrcial 'vide‘o‘, recor&iﬁé
- equipment’ ‘The resolution for 'graphics display is mwice that of previcus :

. mcdels and paper coples can be made of :unages or "‘J*ument:s dl fglayéd an L

“the ser r‘e en .

<
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EXHIBIT

o WDEO TELEPHONE IN USE AT PHOENIX POLICE SUBSTATION
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Any pérty ou the network can call any other party on the net;wo“rkﬁ. S : o
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The expected additlon of the follow1ng agencies in the fall of

1975 w1ll complete the netwcrk

'Jall Annex

Justhe Court

Pollcé Crime Laboratory
Superlor Court - Courtrocm

Supe rior CourL ClerL

These offices may be in the same building or as far apart as five

miles. The Iocations -of" the“agencies%1n reiatlon to- each ‘other are

' shown in Exhibit III. .

THE EVALUATION OF THE SYSTEM

The objective ef the'prqgrameis to determine the utility of the wvideo

télephone in criminal‘justice. Utility may be indicated by improvements
;; in‘thefprocessing‘of criminal cases and/or time and travel savings for dif-
.:_ferent levels df uégge'aﬁd network size. ‘The analysis will include iden~
tiffcation of actual changes experienced in the limited demonstration and

" a projection of potential changes based on a complete system implementa-

‘tion. » o

" The evaluation in Phoenix is focusing on specific points in the

'proeeseing of cases through the criminal justice system; A brief des~
eription of the uses or applications of the video telephone that are ex-

fpected to be 1mp1emented at these points 1Is presented in Exhibit IV. The

criminal justice case flow and Lhe p01nts at which these appllcatlons occur

'are illustrated in Exhibit V. The -manner in which the participating agencies

' ?Tinteract with each other to implement the evaluation applications is shown

in Exhibit VI.

The evaluation is scheduled to be completed in the summer of 1376.
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: ‘ , ' EXHIBIT IV ' ‘
P : VIDEO TELEPHONE A\ppucmoNs TO BE EVALUATED IN PHOENIX

- ; E . /'?
} § ¥ . ’ i i s N

APPLICATION TITLE nr.scanmof(

Ax public defender may interview a client aL“ the Maricopa County

Public Defender Interview of -
J{H.l via video telephone prior ta court hearing.

Incarcerated Client

Al inveatigating probatien officer may interview 4 convigted
félon 1 jail via video telephione to cbtain information for
the pre-sentence report and a £feld supérvision probation of-
ji@«:er may  interview a probationer who is in jail because of
vijplation of probation or ra-arrest.

Probation Officer Infe:vieﬁ
of Jalled Person:

i

Thé\ county attorney may confer with pclice and/or expert witness
toveview testimony and evidence prior to adjudicacion vig video
ta‘& phone

Pm—disi:obinian Conference
- Hatween County A:tomey

' . ‘ U and Witnesa

'Proaet:uciun Review of Police . 1 A pmice of ficer in Court: Liaison may call the County Attoraey's
Complaint i office via video telephone to discuss an arrest and furnish
‘ - : i} < harf copleg of. required forms which will enable the attormey
to feterfiine v‘rhe:her or not to f£ile a formal ¢ 11/ aint agalnst
the”nrresr.ed pacty.

The tounty atﬂ:crney aiid public deferder may confer on cases and

. pre-Omnibus Hearing Conference
; ! ‘xeview documancs via video t:elephone prior to omnibus hearing.

The county a& torney and/ox public defender may. present motions

Ounibus Hearing or Motion
) via vl.deo telephone ;o the judge conducting the omnibus hearing.

s -Review

A defendant may enter a plea from jail via viden telephone elim-
ingting the need for an edeort to and from the Superior Court
and’ ¥educing the security risk.

Arraigmment oE ‘In-Custody
Dufendatt

1% R ) K Jaiiédl":obm:ioner Participation A probationer may make his initial appearance prior to his
: .1 in Probation Revocation B probation vevocation hearing via the video telephiona ak the
- Initial Appearance ) Jail, .

Via v;ldeo talephone, a defendant in jail may- hear the county
attorney dnd view the evidence pregented agairst bﬁn at his
juatice egurt preliminaty hearing. i

. Jafled Dafendast Participatlon in
Justice Cours Ereliminary .

’ Hearing Vs

An anlult probation officer may parb[cipat:e fto’/hia office via
vides telephone in the prc‘ation cevovation tr aring. -

) Probutioxi Officar Testimony in
Proba:ion Revocation Hearing

Law Enforcemen: Tastimony in Just.ice.

qu enfm;cement officers may testify at ju;/zice court preliminary
Court Preliminary Hearing

hedrings’ from thé police department via vid 20 telephone.

Police OFficers may acceés central police gcords from the sub-
station 'via video teleplione to obtain info hation required for
investigation, identification, and prepara[im for court testi~
wony, Other criminal justice ageneiea may access police records
for criviinal history information. -

Access Lo Pplice Records

Sudpﬁl:ﬁ 1D Verification by A sibstition police officer who has arrested a suspect may
S : , Central I’c'lj,tce Records tranam:’.t: his fingerprint via video telephone to central poline
' ) B o i s records for ddentification purposes,
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EXHIBIT VI - . .

S | " AGENCY INTERACTIONS IN EVALUATION APPLICATIONS - B ey
. . . ‘ & N ‘ N ’
AGENGY INITIATING CALL AGENCY CALLED o ) PURBOSE ‘ 0 ‘ e
COUNTY ATTORNEY POLICE o CONFERENCE WITH POLICE WITNESS
| PUBLIC DEFENDER PRE-OMNIBUS HEARING CONFERENCE
JUSTICE COURT DEFENDANT IN COUNTY JAIL ] PARTICIPATION BY DEFENDANT IN PRELIMINARY HEARING
POLICE o : - PRELIMINARY HEARING TESTIMONY

.
T

K SUPERIOR COURT‘ JUDGE COUNTY ATTORNEY AND PUBLIC DEFENDER | OMNYBUS HEARING OR MOTION REVIEW

_ COURT CLERK ‘ REVIEW FILE ‘
CRIME LAB . TRIAL TESTIMONY
] DEFENDANT IN COUNTY JAIL - .| ARRATGNMENT _
PROBATIONER 1N COUNTY JATL INITIAL APPEARANCE ON PROBATION REVOCATION ,
PROBATIONER IN COUNTY JAIL | PROBATIOK: REVOCATION HEARTNG
‘ PROBATION OFFICER PROBATION REVOCATION TESTIMONY &
© ‘ ~ CASE CONFERENCE
POLICE : COUNTY ATTORNEY o | PROSECUTION REVIEW OF POLICE COMPLAINT
POLICE SUBSTATION POLICE GENTRAL RECORDS : RECORD CHEGK ! ‘
| | suseEct IDENTIFICATION :
PROBATION OFFICER CONVICTED FELON IN COUNTY JAIL ~ . | PRE-SENTENCE INVESTIGATION INTERVIEW - : »
* PROBATIONER IN COUNTY JAIL PROBATION VIOLATTON INTERVIEW ‘ .
. PROBATION TN COUNTY JAIL -~ | RE-ARREST OR PROBATION VIOLATION INTERVIEW -
- 7 ' PROBATIONER IN JAIL ANNEX RE-ARREST OR PROBATION VIOLATION INTERVIEW .
’ SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE” ' . CASE GUNFERENCE
PUBLIC DEFENDER CLIENT IN COUNTY JAIL - | 1nrERYIEM
' ' CLIENT IN JAIL ANNEX INTERVIEW

COUNTY ATTORNEY : PRE-OMNIBUS CONFERENCE . -
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October 21, 1975

I, Wdys Video~Te1cphonegis Used in Phoenix

1.

4

5.

8.

1.

7
B
I .

" Publie defender discussions with client in county jail

Probatlon officer discussions with convicted felons in county
jail for pre-sentence reports;

Probation officer discussions with probationers in county Jjail
serving time for violations and new pick-ups.

Conversations between Superior Court judge and probation officer
regarding cases.

Arraignment in Superior Court of individuals held in city jail

or mot guilty pleas. g . i

Initial appearance in Superior.Court of probationers for
probation revocation hearings.

Testimony by probation officer in probatlon revo ation hearlng

Access ta police central records by police substations.

II. Additional Uses in Near Future

Pre~omnibus hearing conferences between county attorney and
public defender.

Verification of suspect ID by transmission of fingerprint or
mug shot from.police substation to central records.

Conferences among public defender, county attorney and judge
for omnibus hearing or motion review.

~

v

Testimony in Justice Court on preliminary hearings.

.

Expert ﬁéstimony in criminal trials.
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_ APPLICATION: PUBLIC DEFENDER INTERVIEWS ot e
I 'WITH JAILED CLIENTS , o
. i <

] Number of individual public defender felony attorneys using the
v1deo telephone each week

t
30 . ,
- Y !
. o ;‘
L2000 ‘
USERS - . . _ e
WEEK ;
10 ﬁg
0 ~ '
el wi p VIV F b M b AT VY UA Ps i o
. MONTH
R

s "
- . C?

6 Number of publlc defender felony attorney contacts w1th jailed

cllent°
. . B . ’ .; D Y
60 o
# TPOTAL CONTAGTS INCLUDING VIDEO TELEPHONE
« IN~PEKSON CONTACTS J*
. R "
o i
CONTACTS ; ‘ .
YFR

WEEK

. 20 -
0

ST T ¥ W TATH 3 vitla T§TFD
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’?}}7“A2PLICATION. PUBLIC DEFENDER INTERVIEWS WITH JAILED CLIENTS
' ] o USAGE | |

[ Fréquency‘of in-person visits hés declined

@ Total number of contacts made by publlc defender
- has 1ncreased

e COSTS. S
& In-person cost factors: Travel Time - L '> S ‘,; *
E ‘ ' “Watting Time ‘ o
,Conversation Time

o Video Telephone cost«factbrs. Conversatlon Tlme
: ) Telephone Tariff (estlmated)
° “AvéragefCost/Contéét . . $ 11.70 ' o $ | 7.90%
- ’e¢ﬁNumBer 6f“Contacts/Month ({‘, 60 - | 142
® . rotal Cost /Month | »‘700 | 1165

yfv w_ﬁ g - ¢ Cost/Contact' . - DOWN

\/\

l

e Total t ' ’ o UpP

e EXPRLSSED CONCERNS
o : NI e Privacy of Conversations

"+~ ® Depersonalization of Conversations

B P

Y -

:Based on estimated $200/month for! public defender video telephome. . . -

)

N
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] Number of; :Lndlvidual probation offlcers us1ng the v1deo telephone  _'

~APPLICATION:

U

each week

]

WITH JAIL INMATES

N
L

ADULT PROBATION OFFICER INTERVIEWS

60 ]
. 40..]
USERS
PER # |
WEEK .
< Gl ,
20 ]
.+ 0 ' v
CTR ¥ D VT JTF T N T&TH
- MONTH N ,
o Number of prpbation officer contacts with jail inmates:
i ; | | .
% TOTAL CONTAGTS INCLUDING VIDEO TELEZHONE
. e= IN-PERSON CONTACTS
- 80 |
CONTAGTS . :
PER A 0 |
* WEEK R ~
4,0 -a iw:‘ & ‘ ‘l LL
Lo IR . L A
TE T Ty T F T W T AT T T I T s T80
MONTH ' 7
e

o

CLm




~APPLICATION: PROBATION OFFICER INTERVIEWS WITH JAIL INMATES -

' Y

'Uhéxpected.use'bf-p%obation officer video telephone .

e Case conferences between probatlon u
offlcers and judge : §

-\

-



. 'APPLICA‘J.‘,ION‘: - IN-CUSTODY ARRAIGNMENTS

©

480 in-custody arraignments (not gullty pleas) between

July 14 and October 14 = ~s8/vorking day

4

10 percent request for in~person arraignment

The judge stays in chambers and the prisoners stay in
the jail so securlty rlsk appears lessened

Y

Some subjects express concern at not having
the opportunity to explain to the judge

Mwhat really happened" (they never have that

opportunity during arraignment but appear

_to-place the blame on the video telephone).

i
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