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BACKGROUND 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) is sponsor­

~ng a field test ~n the Phoenix, Arizona, area to evaluate the utility 

of the video telephone in criminal justice. The program began in 

Janua?=y 197,.4, and is scheduled for completion in June 1976. The MITRE 

Corporation, a not:-for-profit federal contract research center, is 

assisting in the implementation of the video telephone system and is 

condtlcting the eval'uation for LEAA. The Amt;!rican Telephone and 

Telegraph Company (AT&t). is providing and maint;aining the equipmeti:\ a't ho 
cost. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM 

The program involves the installation of video telephones in 

.cr.iminal Justice offices in Phoenix and a measurement of .the impact 

of the use of the equipment in the daily hand1irtg of criminal cases. 

'rheevaluation will include an estimate of the potential utility if the 

" video teleph~ne service were generally available at the evaluation site. 

The test site was selected from among communities wit~,a popula-

• tlan under orte mi;I.licn,a high level of re"ported index crimes, 1 

arid significant progress in implementing a computeriz~d criminal 

. justice information system. Cooperation and interest by the partici­

'Pants and 'potential for frequent usage were considered crucial. The 

,site selected fol;' the test was Phoenix - Maricopa County, Arirtona" 

l"Ulndex Crimes" refers to those crimes reported ona monthlybas0.s by 
law enforcement agencies to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for 
inclusion in the Uniform Crime Reports. These crimes are murder~ 
forcible -rape, robbery, aggravated assault, bttrg1a~~y, larceny $50 and 
over, and .auto theft. 1'(1 
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THE VIDEO TEU:PHONE SYSTEM 

Th~ video telephone c.olllbines two-way televisiGfl with te,lephone 

service. A basic video telephone set provides black and r,;;hite, face­

to-face connnunications with head al"ldshoulders disvlay • L'1e equiprti'ent 

is shown in operation in the photograph of Exhibit 1. By dialing the 

appropl;'iate number, any party T .... -ith a video te1epr..or,.., can $ee and con­

verse with any other party similarly equipped. 'rhe parties in Phoenix 

who will have this equipment when the network is COt, .. pl~te are the crimi .... 

nal justice agencies shown in the network configu~~tion of Exhibit It, 

In addition to the ability to see and conyers\';!; ~07ith each other, 

each party i~ able to view exhibits on the screen .c!ld make. paper copies 

of documents displayed by the other party. DQcUtlent display is accomp-
',~,t' 

lished by redirecting the focus of the camera to t~~ table top. 

The equipment in ~se in Phoenix was developed tor AT&T by Bell 
. 1 

Lahoratories. It is an advanced design of the prC~'UREPHONE and is 

not yet available to the public. 

THE USE OF THE SYSTEM IN PHOENIX 

By mid-1975, video telephone equipment was irt~:al1ed in the fol­

lowing criminal jU3tice offices: 

.Adu1t Proba·tion 

Coutity Attorney 

County Jail 

Police HeGl,dquarters - Detectives, Records 

Fubiic Def!;=nder 

Superior Court - Judge's chamb.ers,. ~ecretary 

IJ 

1. The equipm~nt in Phoenix is compatible with comir~cial video_ recording 

equipment'. The resolution for graphics display is ::wice that ofprevi,ous 

~ . models and paper copies can be made of images or C.·;i~uments displayed on 

the screen. 
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Any party on the network c;!n call any other party ~n t,he networ~, 

EXHIBIT II 
VIDEO tELEPHONE NETWORK 
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The expected addition of the following agencies in the fall of 
;\ . 

• 1975 will complete the network: 

I-

Jail Annex 

Justic,e Court 
!{ 

/i 
Polic/a Crime Laboratory 

/1 
Superior Court - Courtroom 

Superior Court Clerlt 

These offices may be in the same building or as far apart as five 
. "f U 

miles. The lcrcations of" the nagenc±es''''±n're'1ati!onto''e'ach 'other are 

shown in Exhibit til. 

THE EVALUATION OF THE SYSTEM 

The objective of the program is to determine the utility of the video 

telephone in criminal justice. Utility may be indicated by improvements 

in the processing of crimj.nal cases and/or time and travel savings for dif-

• ,ferent levels of etilge and network size. The analysis will include iden-
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tif~ca·tion of actual changes experienced in the liruited demonstration and 
" 'j 

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

tion. 

The evaluation in Phoenix is focusing on specific points in the 

,processing of cases through the criminal justice system. A brief des­

cription of the uses or applications of the video telephone that are ex­

pected 't.o be implemented at. these points is presented in Exhibit IV. The 

criminal justice case flow and the points at which. these applications occur 

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

interact with each other to implement the evaluation applications is shown 

in Exhibit VI. 

The evaluation is scheduled to be completed in the summer at ;1;76. 
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POLICE 
HEADQUARTERS 

'--------I' q] 1 
ADAMS ...... __ ....... _-...... " PUBL" C 

Ia.-_----'I 1.-[ --.lJ DEFENDEIf", 

WASHINGTON 

-:-_____ ...!I 1-1 ______ ' .... '] I. g ·1 ~~rR 
JEFFERSON II 

J ~ I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I' ~ """'---"=, ===, =, ='~=S"", .. ·" . ~~~~:o;;O~~~, 
- _ . ". ATTORNEY, 

MADISON COURT CLEIU< 

l l.......-----tl ,,------I -----.11 
N 

COUlfrY ,JAIL 

JACKSON 

1'1 .... --4--+--l--II ... E I J r------· -:J 
S 

HARRISON 

[;,~', ',I 
ADULT ~ 

PROBATION 

NOTE: Hiles given are approximate4istances from 
S~perior Court . 

1\ 

EXHIBITBl ' 

[JAIL I 
ANNEX 

,S MILES 

LOCATIONS OF AGENCiES PARTICIPATING mVIDEO TELEPHONE T~ST 
. " ':..": 

; '//:"; 

6 

,c , 



'. 
-cS 

• 
. " 

• 

II. 
1\ 

.' 

.' 

.. ' 

J 
) 

~ 

t 
f 

n 
Il 

, 

" 

. ,EXHIBIT IV 
VIDEO tELEPHONE A,PPLICATloNS TO BE EVALUATED IN PHOENIX 

, " -;y? 
, (, 

APPL!CATION TIm DESCRtpTlo{l , 
~ , .-

Public Defender Inte~iew Q£ Ai public defender tnay interview a client at" the Maricopa County 
Incarcerated Client J\\,ll via video telephone prior to court hqar:h'g. 

f . -

~robatton O£ficer Interv!e" All investigating probation officer may intervhw a convicted 
of Jailed Person f~,I~on 1.~. jail via video telephone to obtain in£ormat1.on for 

til,,, pre-sentence report 'and a Held supervision probation of-
1'lll;er may intervi,,". a probationer who is in jail because of 
v lI)lat10n of probiu:1on or re-arrest • 

'I, 

pr~d~poa:l.t1tm Conferl!l\ee Th~\ county attorney lDlly confer "ith police and/or expert witness 
~etween COUnty Atto~ey ., to, revie", tesUmony and evidence ,p>:iol: to adjudication Vi~ Video 
and: Witnllsa ujt~PhOt\e , 
PrQseeution !\evic ... of Police 

I.' A ~I:\lice officer in c'6urt Liaison ,may call the County Attorney's 
" 1,1 

Coinjllaj.nt of~~,ce via vid'l~o telephone to diScuss an arrest and furnish 
1<1' ,. har,~ copies oil; reqUired forms Which will enable the attorney 

to ')f"tentline illhether or not to HIe a formal' l!ouy;Iia:l.nr ;>gainst 
the"arrested tlarty. ' 

Pre-OmnibUS Hearing Conference 'the ~ounty atJorney and public defender may confer on cases and 
revie" docum~nts via video telephone prior to omnibus hearing. 

I 
QlIlIJibus. Headng or Motion The county al:torney and/or publ1c defender may present motions 
!\evimt via 'video te:iephone t'1 the judge conduct:ing th~ omnibus hearing, 

Arralgn=enC o~ In-Custody A defendant may enter a plea from jail via video telephone elim-
Xiefendllnt inllting the need for lin escort to and from the Superior Court 

and' reduc1n'g the security risk. -----Jllile!l Probationer Participation A propatioqer oay make hia initial appearance prior to h13 
in I'rob.tioll 11,evoc:ation prob~,tion ~,evocation hearing via the video telephot:a a\: the 
IrtitililAppearanCe j'ail. 

Jllil~d DQfendan~ ~artieipai1on in Via v~deo ,telephone, a defendant in ja1llUs!,:,hear t/:;e county 
J~sti~e C<lUrt J;'relimil1ary a~t"t,ney and '\Tiew thet!Vl\len"" PTE!,lIented against '»;:du ar his 
llllarill/! jusd~Iurt preliminary he.aring. ". 1/ 

Probation Officer Testimony in An adUlt probation office:r may parJlcipate fret! his office via 
'Probation Revocation He"ring Vide,) tdephone in the pr.C>l:!'I!:ioll. revocation lrforing. ' 

{( II 

Law lln(orc!!<ll1enl: TestimollY in Justice L~e~fo~cllll1ent ~fficers may' testify at JUShice court preliminary 
Gourt Preliminary Hearing hea~'ings from the poli.c:~ depsr tmell!: via v19 fa telephone. 

1 .. 
Ac.ee!la to PPlice !\ecords Police OHicers may acce/Js central. police j ~cords from the sub-

station via video te.lepll.one to obtain info btion required for 
Investi~ation, identification, and prepara.lioa for court testi-
'I",Dny. Other criminal justice agencies may access police records 
for criminal history information. 

Suspect ID Verification by A s{hst'ation police off'ieer who has arrested a suspect may 
Centul l'Ql;(cll' Recorda transm;(t his fingerprint via video telephone to central police 

I'! 
records for identificatIon purposes. 

() 
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" , £,XHIBIT VI 

AGENCViNTERACTIONS IN EVALUATION APPLICATiONS . " 

AGENCY INITIATING CALL AGENCY CALLED PURPOSE iJ 

COUNTY AT'riJRNEY POLICE CO.NFERENCE WI'rll POLICE WITNESS 

PUBL\tC-, DEFENDE~ PRE-OMNIBUS HEARING CONFERENCE . ' ' . 

JUSTICE COURT PEFENDANr IN COUNTY JAIL PARTICIPATION BY DEFENDANr IN PRELIMINAnY llEARING 

POLICE PRELIMINI\.RY }!EI\.RING TES'UHONY 
, -. 

SUPtRIOR COURT JUDGE COUNTY ATTORNEY AND PUBLIC DEFf,NDER OMNIBUS HEAnING OR HonON REVIEW 

COURT CLERK REVIEW FILE 

CRIME LAB TRIAL TESTlllON'l 

DEFENDANT IN COUNTY JAIL ARRAIGNHENT 

PROBATIONER IN COUNTY JAIL INITIAL APPEARANCE ON PRODATION, REVOCATION 

PROBATIONER IN COUNTY JAIL . " PROBATIO!;7, REVOCATION HEARING 

PROBATION OFFICER PROBATION REVOCATION TESTIMONY 
CAsa CONFERENCE -

POLICE COUNTY ATTORNEY PROSECUTION REVIEW OF POLICE COM~LAINT 
/) 

POLICE SUBSTATION POLICE CENTRAL RECORDS RECORD CHECK 
SUSPECT IDE~rIFICATION 

PROBATION OFFICER CONVICTED FELON IN COUliTY JAIL PRE-:SENTENCE INVBS'l'IGATION INTERVIEW 
PROBATIONER IN COUNTY JAIL PROBATION VIOLATtON INTERVIEW -
PROBATION IN COUNTY ~AIL R~-ARREST OR PROBATION VIOLATION INTERVIE~ 
PROBATIONER IN JAIL ANNEX ~E-ARREST OR PROBA1'ION vtOLATION IN'fEIWIEW 

SUPERIOR COURT JUDGE CASE CGNFERENCE 

PUllLIC DEFE~ER CLIENT IN cou~rY JAIL lNTERV;I.EW 
CLIENT IN JAIL ANNEX INTERVIEW 
COUNTY ATTORNEY PRE-OHNIBUS CONFERENCE c 
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1. Public defender discussions with client in county jail 

2. l'robatiorl officer dis.cussions with convicted felons .in county 
jail for pre-sentence reports. 

. 3. Probation officer discussions \vith probationers in county jail 
serving· time for violations and new' pick-ups. 

4. Conversations between Superior Cpurt judge and probation officer 
regarding cases. 

5. Arraignmcll t itl Superior Court of individuals held in city j ai,l\ > 

or not ~uilty pleas. 

6. Initial apliearance in Superior Court of probationers for 
probation revocation hearings. 

7. Testimony by probation officer in probation revo~ation hearing. 

8. Access to police central records by police substations. 

Additional Uses in Near Future 

L Pre-omnjhus hearing conferences between county ~.ttor!ley and 
public defender. 

2. Verification of suspect to by transmission of.fingerprint or 
mug shot from .police substation to central reco.rds. 

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

4·. Testimony in Justice Court ,on preliminary hearings. 

5. Expert lies timony in criminal trials. 
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}"PP:LICATION: 
. 

PUBLIC DEFENDER IN1'ERVIE"wS 
t-lt'IH JAILED CLIENTS .. 

• Number of indi.vidual public defender felony attorneys using the 
video te1ephone each week 

30 

111(, 

o 

HONtH 

o Nl.lmber of public defender felony attorney contacts with jailed 
clients 

COUTACTS 
FFS 
WEEK. 

60 

40 

-+ TOTAL CONTACTS INCLUDntG VIDEO TELEPHONE 
.; IN-PERSON CO~~ACTS r 

I 

<;-, 

2°Vf ~11fl-,~' ,~' 
o '01 I J I ,-,'.-, A r14 ~S1h 's 10-

~, '/ 
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• USAGE 

• Frequency of in-person visits ~as declined 
...... 

• Total number of contacts made by public defender 
has ;increased 

• $ .' COSTS 
'".' 

II In-person cos t factors :'l'ravelTime I 

'Wai:ting' Time 
Conversation Time 

o Video Telephone cost factors: Conversation Time 
','\ 

Telephone Tariff (estimated) 

• Average. Cost/Contact 
", 

" ., Number of'i1Contacts/Month 

G Total Cost/Month 

o Cost/Contact: 

" EXPRESSEDCONCEfu~S 

0, Privacy of Conversations 

V' .. ' 

\ 

BEFORE 

$ 11. 70 

60 

700 

e Depersonalization of Conversations 

" 

AFTER 

$ 7.90* 

142 

1165 

DOWN 

UP 

I 

" 

~ ... 
Based on estimated $200/month fol!;: public defender video telephone. 

" 

". 

n. 



•• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

',e 
)f 

• 
t ... ~ 

• 

'. 

APPLICATION: ADULT PROBATION OFFICER INTERVIEWS, 
WITH JAIL INHATES 

• Number of;,.individual probation officers using the video telephone 
each 'week ;,1 

.. ~ . . 

MONTH ... -" -'-."-'-.. -

o Number of prp1;>ation officer contacts with j ail inmates" , , 

• CONTACTS 
PER 
WEEK 

120 

80 

, " 

-I- TOTAL CONTACTS INCLUDING VIDEO TELEPHONE 
, - IN-l'ERSON COh"TACTS 

· f ... •. 
... ' '," " ,', '1,,1 

, , ' ~ 

MONni , . ~. 
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i: 
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APPLICATION: PROBATION OFFICER 11~ERVIEWS, WITH JAILI~~TES , 
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Unexpected ,use 'of, p];.ooa tion officer videot'~lephone 

• Case conferences bebNeen probation 
officers and judge 
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APPLICAl'!O~: 'IN-CUSTODY ARRAIGNMENTS 

o 480 in~custody arraignments (not guilty pleas) between 
July 14 and Octob~r 14 = ~8/working day 

e 10 percent request for in-person arraignment 

o Th~ judge.stays in chambers and the prisoners stay in 
the jail so security 'risk appears lessened 

o Some subjects eXpress concern at not havin~ 
the opportunity to explain to the judge 

,"what really bappened" (they never have that 
opportunity during arraignment but appear 

,to'place the, blame on the video telephone) • 
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