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ABSTRACT

This paper is the first product of a Phase I investigation of
court information system projects being performed under the LEAA
National Evaluation Program. The investigation will focus on cur-
rent knowledge of system costs and effectiveness, the feasibility
and costs of learning more about such systems, and the plamning for
further evaluation. ‘

This initial Phase I report reflects the results of two parallel
research activities which have been underway. The first has involved
gathering general available knowledge concerning court information
systems. Extensive research from diverse sources was undertaken to
develop an understanding and familiarity with the significant issues
in the field. The second activity was an intensive search for and
survey of existing court information system projects to develop a
universe of court projects appropriate for further investigation.
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SECTION I
INTRODUCTIQN

A. Nature and Focus of the Study

To improve their administration and management, many courts have
developed or attempted to develop "court information systems". Ihfs
study has focused on systems which address not only the operational
data handling necessary for courts to process cases, but which also
contribute to improvements in the courts' ability to manage their
caseloads and operations through the production and use of periodic
management and statistical reports. Such systems, if properly uti-
lized by court personnel, can improve the effectiveness of a court
in several ways: by reducing backlog and delay, by better treatment
of witnesses, victims and defendants, and by more efficiently using
available human and physical resources.

There are some fifty jurisdictions in the United States which
are operating court information systems designed to assist trial
courts in caseflow management and provide the information required
by court administrators to manage court operations. The question of
how many of these operating court information systems are effective
and efficient in improving the administration of justice is one of
great interest to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, to
the various State Planning Agencies and to the individual courts,
themselves. Resource commitments and funding decisions can be im-
proved if decision makers have sufficient information to enable them
to select for implementation court information system projects which
not only have a high likelihood of immediate success, but which,
when successful, will greatly improve overall court effectiveness.
Evaluative data would bhe of significant importance in identifying
successful projects which accomplish such improvement. With such




evaluative information new projects would have a larger probability
of success, and a number of jurisdictions could benefit from the
replication of successful court information system projects. On the
other hand, without evaluating the experience to date, courts will
continue to "reinvent the wheel", or to repeat many costly mistakes
of others.

This is the initial report of a Phase I investigation of court
information system projects under the LEAA Natjonal Evaluation Pro-
gram. The Phase I study focuses on determining what is presently
known about the costs, success and effectiveness of court informa-
tion system projects; how much more effectiveness could or should be

obtained and at what cost; and if further evaluation seems warranted,

how such a program should be carried out.

Included in Appendix A of this report are the results of the
effort which bounded the "universe" of court information system pro-
jects for this study and which resulted in the 1isting of projects
from which specific systems will be selected for the preparation of
detailed descriptions and for consideration in the development of a
general assessment framework. That effort resulted in the elimina-
tion from consideration, for the purposes of the Phase I evaluation,
completely manual information support systems, juvenile court in-
formation systems (which are being evaluated in a parallel study),
non-operational systems, and systems limited to non-caseflow manage-
ment functions.

B. Study Bounds

This Phase I study of court information systems is concerned
with the equipment, programs, procedures and personnel which provide
information support to court management in operating and administer-
ing a medium to large trial court. Although such systems generally

involve the use of computers, systems which utilize other data pro-

cessing techniques can be included within the bounds of the Phase I
activity.

The systems considered in the study include only those which
directly support the operational and management activities of court
personnel in conaucting the day-to- ~-day business of the court. In-
dividual information systems supporting only district attorney or
other prosecutorial office (e.g., PROMIS), data systems supporting
only probation or parole offices, defender organizations or other
such court-related agencies have not been included with the court
information systems under consideration. Nor have juvenile court
information systems, which are being evaluated by the National Coun-
cil for Juvenile Court Judges. (See Appendix. )

The Phase I investigation of court information systems is direct-
1y concerned with information systems, whether initially funded di-
rectly or indirectly by LEAA, state, county or local governments,
which have the following functional characteristics:

1. support trial (civil and/or criminal) courts;

2. support caseflow management as well as other court opera-
tions and management;

3. are currently operational in their Jurisdictions.

C. Purpose of this Report

This report reflects the results of two parallel research activ-
ities which have been underway since the study began. The first of
these activities has involved in gathering and compiling of avail-
able general knowledge concerning court information systems. Back-
ground material from current Titerature, interviews with knowledge-
able court administrative and management personnel, past research
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activity, expert opinion and other sources of general information
concerning court information systems was used to develop an under-
standing and familiarity with the significant issues in the field.
The Appendix contains 1istings of those persons with whom either
in-depth discussions of court information systems' issues were held
or who provided significant information for inclusion in this re-
port, as well as a Tisting of those officials who were interviewed
by telephone.

In addition to the review of the general knowledge available 1in
the court information system area an attempt was made to gather past
findings of fact concerning such systems. Many discussions* and
conferences were held with personnel involved in operating, funding
or planning court information systems. This activity included an
intensive search for candidate projects through a search of the 1lit-
erature, structured telephone interviews, obtaining expert recommen-
dations and other related efforts to gather existing findings. An
extensive source bibliography covering court information systems was
prepared and is included in the Appendix.

This report presents the general findings of these two activi-
ties, a general description of the court information system area, a
discussion of existing standards for court information systems, a
listing of the current "universe" of court information systems, a
report on the search for past evaluation efforts in this area, and a
discussion of the significant issues concerned with the planning,
design, implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of court
information systems.

*
Extensive discussions were held with judges, court administrators
and other attendees at the National Conference on Court Administra-
tion in Chicago, I11linois, September 22-23, 1975 and at the Nation-
a1]8onf8;gnce of Metropolitan Courts in St. Louis, Missouri, October
8-10, 1975.

T”

SECTION II
PAST EVALUATION FINDINGS

Although there has been an intensive search of the court infor-
mation systems literature, a telephone survey of some one hundred
potential court information projects and discussions with funding
decision makers within the LEAA Regional Offices and State Pﬁanning
Agencies, the research team has uncovered only a few references to
any approaches to evaluations of the systems and their effective-
ness. Only five* jurisdictions reported that they had accumulated
any evaluation information and none reported that there had been
formal evaluation activity any time since the court information pro-
ject was initiated.

Discussions of the factors that contributed to the success or
failure of court information systems generally brought responses
concerning the lack of formalized system objectives, the difficulty
of quantitative measurement in the court area, the political diffi-
culties which prevented the system from being implemented as planned
(such difficulties included conflicts between court clerks and ad-
ministrators, and between state court administrators and county
court administrators, and difficylties with State Planning Agencies
or county commissioners in reaching planned or required funding
levels). There apparently has been very 1ittle thought given to
evaluating such projects although there were a number of informal
appraisals of court information systems.

These informal comments included such statements as:

*

Hennepin County, Minnesota; State of Coiorado, Beaver County, Penn-
sylvania; Passaic County, new Jersey; and City of Baltimore, Mary-
land. (Cuyahoga County, Ohio has developed limited project evalua-
tion data.)




"If you want to see an information system which
failed and ended up with two million dollars down
the drain, visit our city.”

"Our system is a success only because our court
administrator is strong enough to manage the
Judges .

"The key to our success has been the dedication
of our presiding justice and our court admini-
strator,"

"T can tell you of one city where the court in-
formation system really bombed out."

There have been some evaluative types of data collected by court
personnel with reference to the court information system. This data
has usually dealt with claims of improvements in court operations,
i.e., reduced backlog, reduced time to trial, reduced jail popula-
tion, alternative information processing methods resulting in reduced
clerical workload, etc. These results have been reported in the cur-
rent Titerature without any rigorous supporting methodology or ex-
tensive data collection process.

In general there is a dearth of adequate evaluative information
available in the field of court information systems. It is hoped
that during the intensive site visits to a representative group of
courts with operating <ourt information systems additional data and
past findings concerning the evaluation of the systems will be un-
covered.

SECTION III
GEMERAL DESCRIPTION: COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

A. Court Problems

It is generally recognized that trial courts throughout the
United States are finding it increasingly difficult to carry out
their functions in a satisfactory manner. This view has been suﬁ-
ported by the many studies and analyses of the nation's court sys-
tems, which have been documented in special reports, described in
speeches or articles by knowledgeable pubiic figures, and covered
by television and the press.

The Report on Courts] of the recent National Advisory Commission
summarized present criminal court problems as follows:

"The court system...is in serious difficulty. There
are too many defendants for the existing system to
handle effectively and efficiently. Backlogs are
enormous ; workloads are increasing. The entire court
syetem 18 underfinanced." Moreover, "the crime prob-
lem is likely to grow rather than diminish in the
coming decades."

Despite this high degree of concern, however, the Commission
found that:

"the court system in the United States has proven
relatively resistant to change, particularly in its
structure and processes,'

These problems in the trial courts, both civil and criminal, re-
late to all aspects of court activities, operations, administration
and management. In all of these areas, there has been a general re-
Tuctance or inability to make the changes that seem to be required,
in part because of inadequate levels of manpower and other resources,




but also because of the inherent character of the judicial system.
The Commission identified some of the reasons as including:

"the local character of court organization, the
independent status of the judiciary, and the
conservative character of traditional judicial
responsibilities.”

The problems of the courts have, of course, many different as-
pects, however, there is a general feeling, articulated in 1971 by
Chief Justice Berger], that top priority should be given to:

"methods and machinery, to procedures and tech-
nique, to management and administration of ju~
dicial vesources...."

In response to the pressures which have been building within the
court system because of increased workload, backlogs and consequent
delays, and from without the court system because of public interest
and the availability, in many jurisdictions, of federal funds, the
courts have been turning to information systems technology in an at-
tempt to make their operations more effective. Many of these courts
have believed that significant improvements can be made in the man-
agement of cases through the installation of a court information
system.

Caseflow management has been chosen as the central focus of the
Phase I court information system investigation, not only because
the movement of cases is at the heart of a trial court's operations,
but also because the caseflow function is one which can be greatly
aided by the availability of the accurate and timely information
provided by an information system and has, therefore, been selected
by many jurisdictions as the system's primary application.

Caseflow management theory and the ingredients necessary to
achieve its effectiveness in court operations have been discussed
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in publications of the National Advisory Commission as well as in
reports of other commissions and institutes (including the American
Bar Association Commission on Standards of Judicial Administration,
and the Institute of Judicial Administration). Although each or-
ganization views caseflow management in a slightly different way,
each deals with the steps available to court management in control-
Ting and expediting the movement of cases through the various court
processing stages. n

The report of the National Advisory Commission on Standards and
Goals included among its recommended standards on court administra-
tion, Standard 9.4, Caseflow Manaqement]. This standard specifies
the following essential steps of caseflow management and how they
should be carried out in a trial court. These basic elements are
discussed by the Commission in terms of the responsibility of judges
for the management and movement cof cases by accomplishing each of

the following:

1. Scheduling of cases

2. Recordkeeping

3. Development of statistics

4. Caseflow monitoring

5. Judicial assignment

6. Maintaining a central source of information.

The report of the ABA Commission, covering Standards Relating
to Trial Courtsz, discusses the requirements for good caseflow man-

agement, specifying the following areas of importance:

1. General principles of court management (supervision, con-
trol, impartiality, etc.)




2. Elements of program (time standards, minimization of sched-
ule conflicts, centralized supervision, continuous monitor-

ing)

3. Standards of timely disposition (e.g., criminal trials on
serious crimes - 90 days from arrest or summons and 60 days
from arraignment)

4. ldentifying and managing protracted cases
5. Managing potentially disruptive cases
6. Managing "short cause" dockets

7. Firm enforcement of its caseflow management procedures
(e.g., recontinuances or extensions).

The State Judicial Information Systems Project of Project SEARCH,
in a recent report3, summarized some of the key aspects of caseflow
management as follows:

1. Scope - "econcerns all the activities that are divectly re-
lated to the processing of cases through the court...."

2. Importance - "is erucial for the viability of the court sys-
tem. ... "
3. Requirement - "cases should flow through the court in an

orderly and expeditious manner that is fair to all parties

concerned., "

4. Problem - "mfortunately, in many trial courts, caseflow
menagement is not identified by administrators and Judges. ..

as a distinct entity....”

B. Court Information Systems Objectives and Standards

The problem area defined by Justice Berger and epitomized by
the function of caseflow management may, indeed, be significantly

10
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alleviated by the suitable information system, properly utilized by
cognizant court management personnel and this has been accomplished
in several jurisdictions. The nature of a "suitable" information
system has also received a great deal of attention from commissions,
institutes, and consultants in an increasingly large number of task
studies and other projects. As a result, a number of standards and
guidelines have been developed for court information systemé. Such
standards may provide the guideposts for courts considering the in-
stallation of an information system.

In their Report on Courts] the National Advisory Commission on
Standards and Goals established a number of standards, under the
general title of "Computers and the Courts". Among these, Standard
11.1, Court Administration, describes in general terms how computers
can assist court administrative functions, including the monitoring
of "each individual criminal case as 1t proceeds through the system,
even through the appellate court'.

A more complete and detailed characterization of the standards
that should be applied to court information systems is contained in
the chapter by that name in the Report on the Criminal Justice Sys-
}gme, of the National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals.
This provides individual information system standards covering court
information needs to accomplish the following functions:

1. Decision-making in individual cases (background defendant
data and current case history)

2. Calendar management in the courts (ten categories of basic
data on caseflow)

3. Court management data (ten categories of data on monthly
caseflow and judicial personnel workloads)

11




4. Case management for prosecutors (eight categories of data
to support change determination and case handling)

5. Research and evaluation in the courts (reference to Project
SEARCH reports)

6. Case counting (description of the transactional and event
data elements that are needed).

1t can be seen that most of these information needs are part of, or
closely related to, the information that is required to support ef-
fective case management.

Additional standards have been suggested by the American Bar
Association, in its report on Court Organizations which describes
standards for "Court Records, Statistics, and Information Systems".
Under "General Principle", the report describes the capabilities
that should be provided in a court information system, with respect
to:

1. Uniformity throughout the system in items maintained
2. Information provided for inquiries, decisions and actions
3. Accurate and timely entry of information

4. Ready access by all interested parties, but with suitable
controls and safeguards

5. Support to periodic studies and analyses of court operations
and management.

In addition, standards are proposed for regulations concerning
the system, its development and improvement, and selection of appro-
priate data processing systems.

12
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The report ~ of the State Judicial Information Systems Project

also discusses "three components of an effective caseflow management
information system". These are specified as:

1. A specified set of nine types of data elements required for
case monitoring

2. Six specific information items for case scheduling

3. Data on the operation of the caseflow management system
itself (eleven items of data).

The standards and supporting descriptive material referenced and
summarized above describe many of the functional requirements, goals
and objectives of a court information system designed to support
caseflow management. They do not, however, present either a com-
plete statement of requirements or a detailed system design.

Court information systems have been developed from many differ-
ent points of view to serve only one or several court information
needs. Some systems are designed to handle relatively specific and
limited applications or functions such as jury selection, traffic
cases, parking tickets, case scheduling or court statistics. Others
have been designed to assist in the management of only criminal,
civil or juvenile cases, while some systems support only a single
court or only one level of courts within a jurisdiction while others
support all courts within a governmental unit (usually a county). The
Phase I evaluation of court information systems is concerned with
systems which, at a minimum, have the requirement to support the
court in accomplishing caseflow management.

C. Court Information Systems Applications

There are, of course, a multitude of court activities or func-
tions that can be supported by a data processing system since the

13




communication of information is fundamental to the process of manage-
ment. Many general categories of such activities were identified in
the standards discussion in the preceeding section. The following
presents a more complete inventory of the activities and uses to
which courts have invoked the aid of data processing and court in-
formation systems.

Although the approach taken in the Phase I evaluation has em-
phasized the application of the information produced by the system
to management, and in particular, to the management of caseflow
through the court, there are other areas of court management sup-
ported by court information systems, such as personnel assignment,
overall court activity and case statistics, personnel management,
courtroom assignment, and planning and research. While many of
these activities are related to the information needs of caseflow
management, they are, in many courts, only Timited applications per-
formed for the court by its own data processing center or by the
municipal or county data processing operation without regard to the
broader information needs of the court.

Another set of court activities that may be supported by court
information systems can be classified under the general heading of
court administration. The words “"court administration" denote the
financial, personnel and other court support functions that do not
involve, as does "management", the overall planning, direction and
evaluation of the judicial processes. Court administration includes
such financial functions as accounting, budgeting and payroll, per-
sonnel processing and personnel records, inventory and property con-
trol, and purchasing goods and services. A1l of these functions
are, under the proper circumstances, good candidates for computer-
ized support. It should be noted, in this connection, that the
accounting and payroll functions were among the earliest business

14

applications for digital computers and are generally early applica-
tions in the governmental utilization of computers.

A third area for potential data processing support is that of
court operational functions. These include the detailed day-to-day
activities that carry out the substantive work of the courts. A
large number of different activities requiring timely information
are included in this area. Some typical court operational functiéns
are case scheduling; preparation of notices to participants and
other operational documents; jury selection; handling fines, bail
and other payments; and maintaining a prisoner inventory. A more
complete 1ist of operational functions, together with 1ists for
management and administration, are given in Table 2-1.

While in principle a data processing system can be designed to
support any of the individual functions listed in the Table, or any
combinations of such functions, there are obviously many data depen-
dencies among them and, therefore, some applicational combinations
nave been associated in court information systems. In particular,
many of the court operational functions can generate the data in-
puts that are required to support the court management functions.
There are, as a result, economies involved in designing and operat-
ing a data system that is both operationally-based and which, in
addition, serves the court's management needs. In addition to such
cost savings, data inputs to a management system which are developed
as part of a substantive court operating function tend to be more
accurate and timely than such inputs obtained through non-operational
processes.

D. Computerized Information Systems

In the previous section, the range of possible appiications for

court information systems was described. In this section, the generic
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TABLE 2-1
COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM APPLICATIONS
Management

Case Flow Management and Management Reports
Attorney, Prosecutor, Judge, etc. Assignment
Statistics on Court Activity and Status of Cases
Personnel Management

Court Room Assignment )

Planning, Research and Evaluation

Administration

Accounting and Budgeting .
Payroll; Other Financial Functions
Personnel Processing and Records
Inventory and Property Control
Purchasing Goods and Services

Operational Functions

Case Initiation

Case Scheduling

Docketing

Calendars

Indexes

Notices and Other Operational Documents

Warrant and Summons Control

Probation Support

Jury Selection

Fines, Bail, Other Payments

Parking Ticket Processing

Prisoner Inventory . ‘ o

Interface with Criminal History, including Disposition
Reporting

Case Transfer for Appeal
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functions that are involved in data processing will be identified

and briefly discussed, and certain key system classifications will
be defined.

A11 data processing systems must incorporate certain basic func-
tions. These functions are listed below.

1. Capturing and inputting data
2. Establishing and maintaining data files

3. Calculating, converting, manipulating and processing infor-
mation

4. Generating output reports in the form of 1istings, terminal
displays or other formats.

In addition, many systems incorporate two additional data handling
functions:

5. Transmitting information between distinct locations

6. Handling and responding to ad hoc queries.

The process of system design is concerned with the integration
of these functions to accomplish the r>jectives of the information
system. In computerized systems, such as in court information sys-
tems, data capture and input tends to be a dominant function in
system design from two standpoints: cost relative to the cost of
performing the other functions, and impact on data quality and
timeliness.* In fact, in many systems the requirement for input
data quality and timeliness is responsible for 40% to 60% of the
operational cost of the system.

* / 3 3 . 3 - .
This is true of "business" type applications, but not necessarily
scientific and engineering ones.
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Another important characteristic in the design of a court in-
formation system is whether it is to serve a single court Tocation,
or whether it will serve multiple Tocations, such as all the lower
level courts in a large county or metropolitan area. If muitiple
jurisdictions are served by a single computer, the problems in ac-
complishing the functions of information transmission and handling
queries are greatly increased. An approach which is applicable for
the multiple jurisdiction case is the use of multiple computers, or
perhaps minicomputers, to reduce the cost. These may either be com-
pletely autonomous, Or tied together through the use of maghetic
tapes or other suitable digital storage media, or by digital mes-
sages sent over Tland communication lines.

Two different modes of computer use are used in the design and
operation of court information systems. In one, called the on-line
mode, the user (i.e., judge, clerk, administrator) is directly con-
nected to the computer through a suitable "terminal" which typically
includes a typewriter-type keyboard for data entry and control, and
a hard copy page printer and/or a television-like display device.

In this operating mode, the computer can often be programmed (in-
structed) to assist the personnel who input data into the system,

by presenting a format to be filled out and by making various checks
for data completeness and consistency. Such a system allows a user
to directly query the system files from the terminal, and receive a
quick response at the terminal rather than waiting for the periodic
production of daily, weekly or monthly reports. In the other, or
batch mode, the user does not interact so directly with the computer.
E;;;;a11y, input data, queries, or requests for special reports are
first recorded on magnetic tape or other media. A1l such recordings
made during a certain period, such as a day, are collected (i.e.,
"hatched") and presented to the court's data processor, which carries

18

out the necessary operations, and records results in suitable output
reports.

Many computing systems can operate only in the batch mode while
cthers have an on-line capability, usually with the batch mode as an
option for the user's special requests. Although the quick response
that is possible in the on-1ine mode is advantageous or ever:neces-
sary in some caseflow applications, such as case scheduling (and
particularly rescheduling), and supplying other case information
needed by court personnel, most of the applications listed in Table
2-1 could be performed by a court information system in either mode.
In the past the economic advantage in non-time critical applications
in government operations was clearly with the batch mode. The cost
comparison is, however, no Tonger so clear cut, in view both of im-
provements in on-line data processing services, and the emergence of
relatively inexpensive minicomputers with on-line access capabilities.

Another important characteristic of computer systems considered
for use in court applications is whether they are to be dedjcated
systems (i.e., used only for court work), or whether they are shared
systems, that are used both for court and non-court work. Although
shared systems are often less expensive for the user, they may im-
pose problems in the allocation of priorities or in preserving ade-
quate data security and privacy. In addition, some courts may feel
that sharing a computer with non-court agencies violates the require-

ments for full independence of the judiciary from the other branches
of government.

An additional computer system characteristic of importance to
court information system applications is concerned with how the ap-
plication software (i.e., computer programs for a specific court
activity, such as case monitoring) is obtained when the system is be-
ing developed. The development of new software is frequently the

19




most costly part of developing a new computerized information sys-
tem. Increasingly, however, software for at least some of the court
applications that have been discussed is available either from com-
puter manufacturers, software development firms, or from other court
information system projects. 1t may be possible to save a great
deal of development cost, however, at some sacrifice in systems
features or performance, by using the software which is already
available. The use ot such "packaged" programs is one of the issues
in court information systems discussed in the issues section of this

report.
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SECTION IV
COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM ISSUES

A. Introduction

In-depth discussions with court administrators, judges, court
management consultants, LEAA court and systems specialists, state
planning agency representatives and other personnel involved in ob-
erating, funding and implementing court information system projects
have uncovered a wide range of significant issues concerning such
projects and their resulting systems. Together with an extensive
1iterature search, which examined the existing documentation dealing
with the requirements, uses and operation of court information sys-
tems, those discussions indicated that there are three primary areas
of concern in the development and implementation of court information
systems. These primary areas are listed below and are discussed in
detail in the following sections:

1. Issues Concerning the Organization and Conduct of a Court
Information Systems Project

® These issues are concerned with (a) the personnel,
funding, technological and other resources required
for system development; (b) the intra- and inter-
organizational relationships required to effective-
1y organize and manage a project; and (c) the means
for specifying the operational, management and ad-
ministrative functions and services to be performed
by the system.

2. Issues Concerning Factors in the Design and Operation of a
Court Information System

e Design and operation issues deal with (a) the selec-
tion of appropriate data processing equipment; (b)
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the preparation of adequate computer programming
software and documentation; and (c) the organi-
zational, procedural and personnel resources re-
quired for system operation.

3. Issues Concerning the Impact of a Court Information System
on tne Justice System

e These issues are concerned with (a) the effect-
iveness of the system in meeting its objectives;
(b) the procedural impact of the system on court
personnel and processes; and (c) the impact of a
system on the substantive dispensation of justice.

These primary issues are discussed below and reflect the fact
that the objectives of court information projects are achieved, not
only through direct intervention in the processes of the criminal
justice system, but also through the second order effect of improved
caseflow management and court administration on judicial operations.
1t has become apparent during the data gathering activity that many
of those concerned with the operation and utilization of court in-
formation systems feel that the success and effectiveness of a sys-
tem project 1is dependent in large measure on the acceptance of the
system by court personnel and its utilization in management and ad-
ministration. The system design, jtself, may be of secondary im-
portance in accomplishing the overall system objectives.

B. Issues Concerning the Organization and Conduct of a Court Infor-
mation Project

1. Resources i

Several issues relate to the resources required to conduct, ﬁ
implement and operate a court information system. Traditionally re-
sources available to most courts have been extremely 1imited.
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Qualified technical personnel familiar with court procedures are
particularly difficult to hire within the budgetary constraints of
the court environment.] A significant question, therefore, is to
what extent a court should attempt to use its own personnel resources
in developing and implementing a court information system and to what
extent a court should rely on systems design, programming and data
processing support from the county, municipal, or state data process-
ing staff.G It has been reported7 that "courts that have made the
greatest progress in computerization have had their am staff'. There
has, on the other hand, been recogm‘tion8 that since there may not be
a continuing need for large numbers of computer specialists and senior
analysts after system development, that the courts may wish to util-
ize outside resources such as consultants or service bureau organiza-
tions to supplement the in-house resources. Even where a court has
chosen to maintain its own staff of technical personnel it is faced
with the dilemma of either bringing into the court system qualified
persons generally unfamiliar with court procedures and processes and
providing them with on-the-job training or selecting from the exist-
ing court staff personnel who may benefit from instruction in infor-
mation system technology through their attendance at specific train-
ing courses.

Adequate funding to accomplish the design, implementation and
continuing operation of a court information system is critical to
the achievement of those objectives.]o It has been pointed out by
a state supreme court judge]1 that, "From the perspective of the ju-
dicial department this question of financing breaks down into two
separate and frequently contradictory problems, both of which go
to the heart of managing a completed system. The first problem
is: where do we get the money to develop and install such a system?
The second problem is: once a system 1s designed, installed and

operating, where do we get the money to continue with the system?
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The first problem involves us with the federal govermment and our
state executive department; the second with our state legislature."

This quest for funds intensifies a basic fear among court per-
sonnel of a potential loss of control over the administration of
justice whether to the federal government or to the Governor's Of-
fice.]1 Courts have, in many cases, been wary of the offers of
funding support from LEAA through the state planning agencies. Al-
though such courts appear to feel that funding from state or county
sources is more acceptable than federal funding, in order to imple-
ment such a system they must face the problems of trying to success-
fully compete for the generally large amount of funding support
required.15 Against the more politically glamorous funding uses,
such as those in revenue-producing areas, the court information
system may not fare well in the current era of retrenchment Tn ex-
penditures by many governmental units. It appears, in addition,
that not all courts recognize the need for a long-term funding
commitment for the continued operation and maintenance of a court
information system following its initial deve1opme?% and implemen-
tation using LEAA or other non-court budget funds.

Many courts, contemplating the development of a court informa-
tion system, explore the use of an existing “"package" of computer
instructions (software) for their system rather than paying for the
programming of a unique set of programs to meet the individual needs
of the court. Since the cost of computer programming is generally
a very large portion of a court information system development bud-
get, the potential savings to be achieved through the use of exist-
ing software is often very attractive to system planners. However,
expert opinion on this matter differs, and consequently, on one hand
courts are being to]d13 that one such packaged program is a viable
tool, well tested by the industry, for accomplishing the general
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goals of a court system, while on the other hand experienced court
administrative personne114 are warning that “systems plamners for
the courts should be wary of packaged systems that claim to handle
all court operations. Courts have wnique requirvements that too
often are not included in standard packages.!" This same issue, in
another form, may be seen in courts' attempts to transfer or."bor-
row" an existing court information system design for direct instal-
Tation in the impiementing court. Although the contextual elements
which would make such a transfer are not completely understood, it
has been pointed out7 that there is a natural tendency to emphasize
the computer in such contemplated transfers rather than the informa-
tion needs of the implementing court. For this reason the proposed
transfer of information systems in toto (i.e., without careful
analysis and adaptation) should be approached with skepticism.

Many courts, unfamitiar with modern management practices and
the capabilities of the technology employed in developing information
systems, have turned to the publicly-sponsored or supported technical
assistance or educational organizations such as the National Center
for the State Courts, the Institute for Court Management, the Insti-
tute of Judicial Administration, The American University, The MITRE
Corporation and the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges for
guidance and assistance in planning for, and jmplementing court sys-
tems. Other courts have sought such help from consultants in uni-
versities, accounting and management firms, while others have looked
to the data processing or aerospace industry for assistance in system
design and installation. . There have been warnings that as industry
recognizes the courts as a new marketplace that there may be ‘“gross
ignorance of the problems, haste and overoptimism, oversell and
boondogling".]s The experience of courts with consultants of all
types varies 6 from covpiete satisfaction to general unhappiness.
There are presently only a few consultants who can make available
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the type of service which an insider in the court community, familiar
with the language and the requirements of the court, and a background
in data processing can provide.9 The issue facing the courts in this
area is one of finding assistance that is objective, informed, and
technically competent in developing a court information system. There
is yet no central source of such assistance in this complex field so
that the courts remain, for the most part, dependent upon the data
processing industry and self-designated "experts® for guidance and sup-
port. Since available sources are often "big systems"-oriented, courts
may overlook opportunities to achieve their information requirements
through less expensive and less glamorous methods. Such alternatives
as procedural improvements, reorganization and others may offer con-
siderable savings of the limited resources available to courts.

2. Project Organization

The management of the development and implementation of a
court information system is a complex task requiring extensive co-
ordination among the various court organizations involved such as
the clerks, judges, other system users, the bar, prosecutor and
defense attorneys. To successfully develop and install a court
information system which improves caseflow management and makes
court administration more effective it is required that a single
office or individual be charged with the decision-making responsi-
bility for system impiementation. In other courts, however, where
administration has either not been centralized, or has not been a
major concern of the presiding justice, there is a heed for the
establishment of such a focal point to assume the project manage-
ment role. Three elements have been found to be essential if an
information system is to be successfully introduced into such a
court.]7 These elements are: an agreement among those agencies
involved in system development on the specific goals and objectives
of the information system; a working relationship among the various
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using court organizations so that there can be continuing participa-
tion by personnel who can understand each other's points of views
and work together 1n devising mutually satisfactory solutions to
common system problems; and a designated arbitrator of unreconciled
problems and questions of policy who can function as the project's
ultimate decision maker.

In this regard, a related issue facing courts in developing
an information system is the role of committeesH or boards in guid-
ing the design and implementation of a system and in achieving the
three implementation elements. Such commi ttees may include repre-
sentatives from each of the using agencies, may be made up of the
members of an existing judge's administrative committee, may include
non-court personnel (i.e., representatives of funding sources) and
in other cases, may represent "a1l significant actors in the crimi-
nal justice system".g Whatever their membership, committees may
play a purely review or advisory role or may more actively partici-
pate in the planning, scheduling, budgeting and technical decisions
required to manage a court information system project. Whether or
not non-judicial elected officials, such as clerks of court, dis-
trict attorneys, sheriffs and county commissioners can be effective
members of such committees may depend upon the personal and politi-
cal relationships among the individuals concerned as well as their
interest in improvement in the management and administration of the
courts,

Another concern of some courts is the application of the "sep-
aration of powers doctrine" to the organization of court information
systems projects. Although in most jurisdictions the court's budget
is controlled by the executive or Tegislative branches of govern-
ment7 it is becoming apparent to some judicial personne111 that to
control the data or information which becomes necessary for the
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courts to operate, and which becomes avajlable from a court informa-
tion system, is to exercise a degree of control over the courts them-
selves. For that reason, as well as the sensitivity of judges,
particularly, about the potential misuse of certain court data (e.g.,
judge workload and criminal sentencing data) in the hands of non-
judicial organizations, some courts have resisted participation by
non-court personnel in the organization charged with the development
and implementation of court information systems. Perhaps the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts is a prime example of the application of the
doctrine to court information systems. There the state's highest
court has ruled that only under well-defined protections and proce-
dures could the courts join even in a limited way with the executive ;
branch of government in maintaining criminal justice court informa-
£ion in a non-court operated computer system.

The issue of extensive user participation in the design of the
court information system is in the eyes of many observers a critical
factor.]7 However, it has been pointed ou’c]4 that to participate
actively in the design process court administrators, judges and cler-
jcal personnel must familiarize themselves with data processing con-
cepts and the benefits of technologically-advanced information sys- |
tems. Such education requires not only an interest in the design
process by the individuals concerned, but also a commitment by the
presiding justice and other court managers to encourage the educa-
tional activity among court personnel.

The success of several system projects has been attributed to %
the strong support by court admim’st\"ators]4 and judges17 to the :
project organization and to the goals and objectives of the project
itself. Where judges or administrators are neither directly involved
in project planning and operations nor strongly supportive of the

goal of better court management18 (including greater participation
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by the judges themselves in management and administration)11, it is
unlikely that any resulting information system will be fully utilized
or successful. The generally unclear roles of the various court or-
ganizations and the overlap of responsibilities in the operating en-

vironment are some of the factors which lead to the requirements for
such involvement and support.

The issue of what project organization is required to effectively
plan, organize, manage and conduct a court information system devel-
opment is one which must be faced by the court and cannot be left for
contractors, consultants or vendors17 to resolve. The leadership,
commi ttee support, their responsibilities and the decision making
authority must be clearly specified so that the many activities nec-

essary in conducting a project can be effectively planned, funded and
carried out.

3. Determination of Court Information Functions

One of the most critical issues facing a court in designing
and implementing a court information system is the choice of func-
tions to be accomplished by the system and the services to be pro-
vided by the system to the court and its associated agencies. That
choice should, ideally, be based on a thorough analysis of the in-
formation needs of the court, the identification of alternate means
for meeting those needs, and detailed cost estimates in order to
select cost-effective functions for implementation. It has been
pointed outH that if a court wants a good system which will be of
use to i1t and its operations, it must articulate, to the people who
will design and implement it, as precisely as possible, what the
court will want the system to produce. In practice this ideal pro-
cess is rarely met. The selection of functions to be initially ac-
complished by the system may result, not from any analytic study but
from the need to deal with an extremely pressing problem caused by a
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shortage of personnel or by a significant overioad of the existing
case processing system, such as the need to clear the civil backlog.
Some courts]9 have started this function selection by choosing those
functions that could be most readily programmed for a computer.

A more formal procedure, systems analysis, involving an examina-
tion of methods for improving court operations and a "pre-test" of
those methods to obtain estimates of the effect of the proposed
changes on resources and WOrk1oad;6 has been recommended.for aiding
in the choice of system functions This approach requires that:
(a) the court system as it exists be described in detail; (b) there
be extensive data collection; (c) the constraints on system operation
be identified; and (d) that a simulation program be prepared. Such
an approach, however, may be both expensive and time consuming and
its benefits must be carefully weighed against the potential gains

of its use.

Whether a formal systems analysis approach is followed or a less
structured path is taken in selecting functions and services to be
undertaken by a court information system it is important that the
court seek to examine its needs and move into the future in limited
discrete steps12 rather than in a giant leap. Courts have been ad-
v1'sed]2 to refrain from plunging "into a specialized application
without taking a broad perspective embracing overall court objec-
tives”. Courts should "think through these objectives carefully
and establish criteria for judging new ways of operating". They
should "make an overall survey; compare a variety of alternatives'
and give "some thought to besting and the problems of changing over

to the new systems'.

Whatever approach is taken to analyze the court's requirements
and determine the specific functions and services to be provided,
the court is faced with many choices among possible information
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system applications. The court must examine the ways that the opera-
tional information needs of the individual court as well as the stat-
istical information needs of court or governmental administration at
the municipal, county and state levels can be met through the court's
information system.] This consideration should include an analysis
of the extent that non-operational administrative functions, such as:
payroll, personnel, accounting, budgeting, purchasing, inventory and
property control, be included in the functions planned for the court
information system,] Since such a system can perform multiple case-
flow operational functions such as case indexing, jury selection,
court ca1endaring,] docketing, and notice production as well as pro-
yiding management reports and statistics, the selection of specific
functions for implementation may depend on a comparison of the costs
of collecting, processing, retrieving and communicating the informa-
tion against the overall benefits to be achieved by making available
timely and accurate data to court managers, administrators and opera-
tional personnel. Although such a cost/benefit analysis is difficult
to perform within the court environment, it may, if carried out suc-
cessfully, lead to valuable insights into current court operations
and, therefore, will be useful in structuring improved court manage-
ment and administration.

The recognition of caseflow managementZ] as a separate and
distinct court function requiring both procedures and management sup-
port4 is a necessary initial step in setting requirements for the
information system. Such a step may be fundamental to a systematic
approach to system development. It requires, however, a detailed
examination of the court's operational processes which effectuate
the basic court function, the dispensation of justice.22

The function of court scheduling has been suggested as a possible
application for court information systems by a number of court mana-
gers.1 A Natjonal Science Foundation Grant for research into computer
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programs for court scheduling is currently underway, but complete re-
sults are not yet available. The study has found, however, that many
courts are not using such programs because, among other reasons,
system designers have a penchant to automate court operations as

they are rather than attempt to improve upon those operations. It
has been pointed out11, in addition, that there is apparently "o
jurisdiction, no matter how far advanced in the use of technology,
that has been able to successfully implement...a fully automated
schedule®. Courts contemplating the inclusion of court scheduling
have been advisedll "ot to attempt any 'total automated scheduling
process' wntil the overall automation project is well settled and
further, not to attempt a level of sophistication in a scheduling
process which 1s beyond the implementation capabilities of the staff
and the justice system". Certainly any move to include court sched-
uh‘ng19 or, in fact, any other complex court function as an applica-
tion of a court information system should be made only after a care-
ful analysis of not only the requirement (i.e., the need to effective-
1y perform the activity) but also the technological capability
available to achieve the intended results (especially the man/machine
interface).

The determination of the functions and services to be provided
by the court information systems must be performed within the bound-
aries established by the real world constraints which are found in
the court environment.]2 Such constraints include the economic fac-
tors which affect the acceptance and utilization of the system by
the judges, clerks, attorneys and other participants in the judicial
process; the environmental factors requiring the maintenance of high
standards of justice even at the expense of efficiency or delay; the
public policy as expressed through statutes at both the federal and
state levels which may restrict the potential application of the
system; the organizational factors which provide the structure in
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which the system must operate; the organizational differences be-
tween the court and the municipality and among the counties; and

the availability of the necessary technology to assist and implement
the functions and services selected by the system designers.

C. Issues Concerning Factors in the Design and Operation of a Court
Information System ‘

1. Equipment Selection

The design of a court information system should p\r‘oceed]2
from the determination of information requirvements, to the develop-
ment of a system concept, and then to a detailed system performance
description and only lastly to the selection of computer programs
and equipment appropriate to meet the performance requirements. How-
ever, many times the initial issue arising in the development of a
system is that of equipment selection. The court or other develop-
ment agency may find that existing computers, such as those Jocated
at county or municipal offices are available for the processing of
court information. Courts are, however, being warned6 about the
problems of using a county or municipal data processing center which
may be heavily engaged in many high priority tasks unrelated to court
information and which can result in severely 1imiting the speed with
which the center could respond to court information system job re-
quests. One court was to1d6 "...1t 1g obvious that if the choice
had to be made as to whether a county payroll or a civil litigant
index were to be run at a critical moment, the choice would clearly
be to run the payroll". This issue of whether or not the court
should have its own "dedicated" data processing support has been .
seen by one presiding judge in a large city as being one of control.
He believes that "he who controls the information system, controls
the operation' and he strongly advocates the use of dedicated sys-
tems in the courts to prevent the potential misuse of court
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information by non-court individuals and interests. It should be
noted, however, that most existing court information systems use
non-court computers with generally favorable results. Studies9 have
shown that the success of a given system does not depend on "owner-
ship™ of the computer.

As indicated in the discussion of issues concerned with project
organization, the question of the extent to which court data should
be shared with non-court agencies is of great importance to judges
and others involved in judicial administration. The availability of
divect access to a central data base containing specific court in-
formation through the use of interactive terminal devices is of simi-
lar concern. Such devices may be located in the offices of the pro-
secutors, attorneys, sheriffs, clerks and other court-related person-
nel who may not be under direct court administrative control, and,
therefore, may be potential sources of misuse of sensitive judicial
information.

When a court has made the decision not to share its data proces-
sing equipment with another agency of government it is faced with the
question of whether to share the equipment with an agency outside of
government. There are a number of data processing "service bureaus"
that provide, for a fee, a wide variety of data processing services
to organizations who do not have the internal capability to prepare
and process the data required for the organization's information
system. Such services offer a court an opportunity to avoid the
problem of leasing or purchasing data processing equipment as well
as the difficulties inherent in maintaining a staff of highly trained
computer operating personnel to provide the court with a data proces-
sing capability. As pointed out previously, however, much court in-
formation is of a sensitive nature, some of it classified by the
court as highly confidential and all of it critical to the conduct
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of the court's business, and there may be, therefore, a reluctance

by many courts to allow such information to be in the hands of a
private organization.

Courts are often approached by computer sa1esmen]2 who stress

the latest advances in the data processing technology. Such advances
include the application of electronic devices such as minicomputers,
microprocessors, distributed data processors, intelligent termina]g,
and other complex equipments which reflect the industry emphasis on
greater processing capability at reduced cost. Most courts are un-
prepared to deal with the technical information concerning these
devices which is supplied by the data processing equipment industry
and may respond by selection of equipment which is actually inappro-
priate for the system needs of the court. One statewide court system
in a Targe southern state had gone ahead with planning for the devel-
opment of a court information system which was to include the deploy-
ment of five large independent data processing centers]5 where a
single center would have been preferred. This very costly plan
apparently resulted from the overly optomistic proposals made to the
court by the equipment manufacturer's representatives. This problem
of dealing with the often conflicting and optimistic claims of the
equipment industry relates to the issue of education of judges and
court administrators in the field of information systems.

There have been jurisdictions such as two New Jersey county
courtsg which have applied individual minicomputers to provide an
integrated court information system, while elsewhere there are state-
wide central facilities, such as those in Colorado which have been
designed to serve the individual needs of all of the state's munici-
pal and county courts.]3 The determination of whether a court's in-
formation needs will be better satisfied through the operation of its
own data processing equipment, through a state judicial data proces-
sing center, through sharing equipment with other government agencies
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at the county or municipal levels, or through the use of industry-
operated service bureaus can best be determined only after a compre-
hensive analysis of the court's needs, the consideration of alterna-
tive means for meeting those needs4, and the selection of equipment
or services wihich is the most cost-effective.

The issues concerning equipment selection should not obscure the
fact that an information system which provides necessary information
about the different aspects of a court's operations does not neces-
sarily require a computer or other electronic data processing equip-
ment.22 Actually, such a system's equipment can range from the non-
computer utilization of index cards, desk calculators, magnetic
display boards, and memory typewriters through to the use of micro-
film storage and retrieval devices, powered files and other manual
or semi-automatic data processing equipment. It has been pointed
out12 that "there is a precedent for mixed systems imvolving a spec-
trum of automation in the same system from manual manipulation to
full automation'. Systems such as California's Integrated Court/

Automation Information System11

were designed with the goal of maxi-
mizing the economical and effective use of both manual and automated

techniques 1in court operations.

2. Computer Programming Software and Documentation

The development of the computer programs (the instructions
required for the computer to accomplish the desired processing of
the data) necessary for a court information system is a complex
technical effort. Once developed and installed, the computer pro-
grams, 1ike the other elements of the system, require maintenance so
as to remain current with the information needs of the court and to
incorporate changes and corrections to system software. The accom-
plishment of computer program maintenance, however, can be achieved
only if the initial programs have been adequately documented during
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the development effart. Documentation of a system will 1'nc1ude4 de-
scriptions of the programs such as functional specifications, flow
charts, data base structure, file structures, data links, edit
criteria, program listings and data element descriptions. Additional
system documentation may include module and component descriptions,
user manuals, processing mode descriptions and procedures for system.
recovery in case of system faiXure.]3 The extent that the coﬁrt
should require and be prepared to pay for documentation adequate to
accomplish software maintenance is, then, an important issue to the
court. This issue is related to the problem of the court's ability
to either acquire a competent data processing staff or have access

" to such a staff at the municipal, county or state level.

The utilization of "package" computer programs is of some inter-
est in the discussion of the issue of adequate computer program docu-
mentation. Several observers]4 of the court information system field
have indicated that such programs are generally not sufficiently
documented to allow the court to make efficient use of the system
when new or different applications are to be included in the system's
capability. Without the necessary documentation the court must rely
solely on the industrial supplier of the computer program package to
make changes and improvements in the system's operation. This reli-
ance is costly to the court, both in terms of the expense for accom-
plishing program modifications and in the severe 1imitations it
imposes on the development of needed improvements and new applica-
tions for the information system.

This issue is also faced by the court which attempts to develop
its own computer programs and other system software using court or
other government agency data processing personnel. The necessity
for adequate documentation is often overlooked by the system appli-
cation designers and programmers because of their familjarity with
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the design and the resulting software. Since they are usually in-
volved in the design, implementation and operational phases of system
development such personnel may neglect to document the program and
its modifications because of their close relationship with each other
and with the details of the system. It is only when key personnel
leave the court information system operation, when a new staff member
attempts to learn the details of the system, or when the system is
trans ferred to another jurisdiction that the lack of adequate system
documentation is felt. In some cases it may be virtually impossible
to prepare the necessary documentation after key members of the de-
sign staff are no longer avajlable to help in reconstructing the de-
sign details.

3. Resources for System Operation

The operation of a court information system requires the a-
vailability of a variety of resources. These resources include the
personnel who operate the data processing equipment, the personnel
who prepare and enter data, and the system analysts and applications
programmers who prepare and maintain the system's software. Other
required resources include the physical facility required to house
and protect the system's equipment, the equipment itself, the forms,
the support personnel required to maintain the equipment and to modi-
fy the manufacturer's-supplied operating software, and the communica-
tions facilities needed, in some systems, to connect the data process-
ing equipment to remote terminal devices. A recognition of the need
for funding required to provide these resources is critical if a court
is to successfully plan for the effective on-going operations of its
information system. How best to provide budgetary coverage for the
n~eded resources is therefore a key issue in court information system
installation. While some courts may find it possible to use their
own court budgets as the mechanism to provide funding for the person-
nel and equipment required, it is likely that because of the
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difficulties in achieving direct increases in court budgets, the fin-
ancial resources required may be more easily obtained through the
state,T] county or municipal government data processing unit budgets.
From whatever source such resources may be acquired, however, there
is a need for making the funding source aware]7 of the project and
its goals and of the long-term commitment required to insure both a
successful implementation and continued operation at an effective .
level. Involved with this issue of funding are the financial con-
tributions which may be made to the court information system develop-
ment program by federal funds through the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration and the State Criminal Justice Planning Agency. Such
funds have been made available to courts to develop and install a
court information system, however, it is generally understood that
since federal funding is not meant to substitute for local funding
for any extended period, that funding from mun<-<ipal, county or state
sources must become available to maintain and operate the information
system over the Tong run. Federal funding support may include the
resources necessary to establish a data processing staff, prepare the
necessary plans and procedures, cover the initial equipment and fac-
i1ity costs, prepare system documentation and conduct training courses
for both operating and user personnel, but not for on-going system
operation. This fact emphasizes the need for a comprehensive examin-
ation of the continuing requirement for system funding support as
early in the system development process as possible.

The skills required for the operation of a court information sys-
tem differ significantly from those personnel skills traditionally
associated with court administration or operations. Training in sys-
tems analysis and design, computer programming, equipment operation,
and communications technology are among the backgrounds required of
personnel to support development of the information system and its
operation. Many such technically qualified people will often command
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salaries considerably in excess of the salary levels found in most
courts. The potential disparity between the salaries of the inforTa-
tion system group and an existing court organization can lead to dif-
ficulties in accomplishing system implementation. Difficulties of
that sort and refusal by court personnel to accept the information
system as an integral part of court operations can hinder the success
of the system. It is important, therefore, that careful thought be
given by the implementing organization to the problems, not only of
the installation of the equipment and the changeover in procedures
resulting from the introduction of a court information system, but
also to the human probTems23 caused by the introduction of a new and
potentially threatening system. It seems clear that unless using and
operating personnel are both adequately trained and motivated to ful-
1y utilize and maintain the information system the 1ikelihood for the
Tong-term success of the system may be endangered.

Another issue 1imiting the optimal use of the court's resources
in the operation of the information system is the limitation on such
operations which may appear in, or be inferred from, statutes, cogrt
rules or long-standing court practices. Often such specific require-
ments exist concerning the manner in which court records are kept,
the way court documents are prepared and how other traditional court
activities are carried out. Those requirements, if rigidly applied,
will stifle the effectiveness of the court information system through
the inefficient use of the system's operating elements or personnel.
The issue to be resolved by the court when faced with such limitations
is how to overcome them through rule changes, legislation or through
other less formal steps. Removing such barriers may require that a
presiding justice or other rule making authority, interested in the
court infaormation system project, be willing to make the necessary
rule changes to accommodate the system.
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One potentially expensive issue to be resolved during the intro-
duction of a court information system is the question of converting
existing case files so as to be compatible with the data concerning
newly-entered cases.9 A large amount of scarce resources can easily
be applied in the effort to prepare "old" court information for in-
clusion in the new information system. Expert opinion differs con-
cerning how much of such files should be included in the system so as
to facilitate processing with newly-acquired data. Some such conver-
sion is obviously necessary so that a complete picture of the current
calendar caseload can be made available. However, it has been recom-
mended to courts that a detailed cost evaluation be made of the ben-
efits to be achieved through conversion of any sizable quantity of
existing files before a court embarks on a conversion effort.

D. Issues Concerning the Impact of a Court Information System on
the Justice System

1. System Effectiveness

It has been pointed Out12 that "eaperience indicates that
computer systems provide data for the judges, but that it is their
decisions that cut the backlog. Computers do not themselves reduce
backlogs - they do nothing without human beings, and even a comput-
ing staff and their machine will not reduce the backlog except as
advisors to the judge. Computers are not a panacea, but an aid".
The impact of a court information system on the justice system is
not a direct impact. Rarely do the judges, clerks, administrators
and others who use the outputs of the system - the information -
ever see the equipment which processes, stores and makes available
the reports and other information forms produced by the information
system. Therefore, it is the outputs of the information system -
electronic terminal displays, printed summaries reports. indexes

and 1istings, that court personnel use in managing, administering
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and operating the court, including content, availability, reliability
and response times, which provide the basis for the impact of a court
information system on the court and its operations.

It is only through the effective use of the information the sys-
tem makes available that there can be a positive impact on the crimi-
nal justice system itself. The issues raised in this connection are
concerned with two aspects of court information system operation: the
effectiveness of the system itself in achieving its internal objec-
tives and the effectiveness of the court in using the system's pro-
ducts as an aid in meeting such goals as reducing delay, controlling
the caseload, and optimizing the use of its resources.

A court information system can be effective in collecting, proces-
sing and retrieving data and yet not be of significant assistance to
court personnel in achieving a positive impact on the justice system.
This may occur, not because of the system design, but because the pre-
requisites for full system acceptance and utilization (i.e., careful
statements of requirements, effective project organization, participa-
tion by all court agencies, adequate documentation and training, and

strong support of the judiciary and court administrators) were not met.

On the other hand, a poorly chosen, organized or designed court infor-
mation system may consume an extraordinate amount of scarce resources.
Such resources, if applied to other aspects of court operation as in
facility improvement, salaries, judicial supporting staffs, or for ad-
ditional judges might have made it possible for the court to conduct
its business more effectively in the dispensation of justice. The use
of those resources in support of an inefficient, inappropriate and in-
effective information system may, in fact, have a negative effect on
the justice system rather than the expected results.

In connection with the issue of the effective use of a court in-
formation system to achieve the court's objectives of improving the
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administration of justice, it is important to consider the complex
interaction of the various participants in the judicial process, both
with each other and with the court as an institution. There is gen-
erally Tittle agreement among the participants as to what the goals

of effective judicial administration should be. One source has stated
that the measurement of case delay in a court is, perhaps, the only
measure of the quality of justice. If that statement, based on the
traditional view that "justice delayed is justice denied", is accepted
tnen one important goal of the court operation should be to minimize
delay, using all available techniques, including a court information
system, to reach that objective. On the other hand it hes been noted12
that ""Measurement of delay is ome criterion for evaluating court op-
erations, but to use 1t as the criterion is to reduce the quality of
Justice to a quantitative measure'. Delay can thus be recognized as
at least one measurable quality in the evaluation of a court's opera-
tion. However, whether it, or any, single measure can express the
totality of a court's role is, in the minds of most observers, very
doubtful.

There is a general feeling among such observers that a weli-
managed court is a better court and therefore, if information provided
to judges and to court administrators can be used by them to improve
court management, such intermediate goals as case delay reduction can
be achieved almost as a secondary effect. This could be accomplished
through management24 attention to overdue cases, excessive continu-
ances, improved participant notifications, caseload analysis, effici-
ent scheduling, judge assignment, and the other aspects of caseflow
management. It can be seen, therefore, that the issue of court in-
formation system effectiveness is not independent of the commitment
to utilize the system's outputs for management, both by judges and
court administrators.
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2. Court Personnel and Processes

There can be an impact by a court information system on the
court itself, aside from the production and use of its information
product in improving court operations. This impact is concerned not
only with the day-to-day functions and responsibilities of court op-
erating personnel but also with the perceptions of the system by
such personnel.

It has been pointed out25 that the advent of a computer and
its applications in the court environment will often instill nega-
tive reactions in the judges, lawyers and others involved in the
court operations. The causes of the reactions will differ but it
generally appears that the basis of the reaction is related to a
personal fear, or at least a personal concern, with the unknown con-
sequences flowing from the introduction of a complex technological
mechanism in the traditionally static court milieu.

"Much of the negative reaction toward computerization ir the
courts also is inspired by personal concerns over the disruption of
familiar patterns of behavior. For example, judges customarily have
Felt that they enjoy substantial independence in the way in which
they function. Some fear that computerization will provide a means
for veviewing their activities and performance and for foreing them
to work harder, faster, or longer. n2> In addition, the fear of per-
sonnel displacement, or "being replaced by a computer’,is a strong
deterrent to full acceptance of, and cooperation with, the impiemen-
tation of a court information system. These reactions can be mini-
mized through adequate communication with those fnvolved in, or
affected by, the system so that there is a common understanding of
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the purposes of the installation and an appreciation of the nature
and benefits to all levels of court personnel of electronic informa-
tion processing. For instance, it should be pointed out that al-
though manual clerical processing may be reduced through the assis-
tance provided by the computer, there is more time to exercise func-
tions requiring independent juclgment]2 and, therefore, the system
results in a more intelligent use of human beings. |

The requirement for a rigorous adherence to system standards in
the collection and entry of data into the information system also
impacts upon court personnel. Formal definitions of system terms
involving caseflow activities such as arraignment, motions, hearings,
dispositions, continuances require some limitation on their tradi-
tional and somewhat ambiguous use. These rigorous definitions taken
together with the procedural requirements of system operation, in-
cluding the use of standard forms and reports, may restrict the
otherwise independent court operations usually found in most court-
houses. The extent to which a court is willing to find itself under
the constraints imposed by the procedural requirements of its own
information system is one that may be easily overlooked in the first
rush to improve the operating effectiveness of a court.26 Such con-
straints include the organizational! rigidity which may be imposed by
the court administrator in order to provide statistical and manage-
ment information. That type of rigidity may, in turn, make the
process of court improvement through reorganizationg more difficult.
It is an example of the "tail wagging the dog" syndrome.

3. Quality of Justice

The issue concerned with the extent to which a court infor-
mation system effects the quality of justice is an extremely diffi-
cult one to specify in concrete terms. One's concept of "quality
of justice" is, many times, dependent on the role one finds himself
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in the judicial process. The unsuccessful Titigant, the convicted
offender, the losing attorney may all view the same process through
eyes that differ from the prosecutor and the other more successful
participants in the court activity. 1In the long run it is the'judge
who must assure that the standards for the quality of justice in the
court have been met and that justice is truly dispensed with protec-
tion for the legitimate interest of all parties concerned without

regard to the procedural limitations of the court information system.

The fear of "assembly line justice" or "efficiency for efficiency's
sake" caused by the introduction of a court information system can
only become real because of an abdication by the court of its re-
sponsibility for the standards for quality justice. The issue in
this area to be faced by the court is to what extent it intends to
maintain its own standards of justice in view of the potential mis-
use of information requirements and management assistance resulting
from the implementation of a court information system.
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APPENDIX A
BOUNDING THE COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM UNIVERSE

A. Identification of Candidate Systems

An extensive literature search was undertaken by the project
team to identify those existing court information systems which were
candidates for inclusion in the listing of systems selected for con-
sideration as part of the Phase I evaluation. Many of the documents
used in the search are shown in the bibliography of this report. Ad-
ditional sources of data included the Timited listings available
from LEAA covering both discretionary and block-funded court infor-
mation system projects. Personal contacts with experts in the field
of court administration provided a third source of candidate court
information systems. Using their knowledge and experience such ex-
perts were able to suggest courts to be included in the study. A
final source of data was from ongoing parallel information systems
projects including:

e The inventory of criminal justice information systems
originally published in 1972 and now being updated by
Brandon Systems, Inc. for the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration. (This latter project was not
sufficiently far along to provide current data.)

@ The research into court scheduling computer programs
being conducted by the Institute for Law and Social
Research under a grant from the National Science
Foundation. (This project was engaged in producing
a first set of reports and was also unable to pro-
vide detailed research information for the Phase I
evaluation.)
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e The study of Juvenile Court information systems
being performed by the National Council of Juve-
nile Court Judges for the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration. (To eliminate redundancy
and use the project resources effectively the
project team decided to exclude juvenile court
information systems from the universe to be con-
sidered for the Phase I evaluation.)

& A study of state court information systems con-
ducted by The Institute for Judicial Administra-
tion under funding provided by SEARCH Group Inc.
(The draft® and later final report5 of this pro-
ject provided substantial data on both state-
level and trial court information systems.)

As a result of an analysis of the information available from all
of these sources, an initial 1ist was compiled of 111 courts in which
there appeared to be an information system currently operational.

B. Further Refinements of the Court Information System Universe

Following the initial listing of operational information systems |
three additional criteria were established to further refine the 1list.

These criteria required:

1. That the information system support trial court operations.
That is, the system should not exclusively support an appel-
late court or central court administration but should assist
in the case operations of the courts with the most signifi-
cant problems, the trial courts. Therefore, the court in-
formation system must serve a court in which cases are pro-
cessed through to trial or other non-appeliate final dispo-

sitions.
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That the court information system must support both opera-
tional and management functions. The mere use of a computer
to perform certain data processing within the court did not
solely qualify a system as a court information system unless
the information system provided management reports as well.
Those information systems which concentrate solely either on
operations or management, to the exclusion of the other
function, were eliminated from consideration. For example,
systems which support only operations, such as traffic vio-
lations processing, and produce no exception reports and
only limited statistical summaries were excluded since they
were performing virtually only as "automatic typewriters'.
On the other hand, systems which provide management with
exception reports and statistics, but which are not based
. operational data (e.g., systems which relied upon only
orical tabulations) were also excluded.

That only court information systems that are currently op-
erational have been considered for inclusion as a candidate
system. Thus, systems in planning, development, test, or
parallel test operation were not considered. Since the next
task in the Phase I evaluation project is to visit represen-
tative courts employing court information systems in an at-
tempt to determine whether or not the system's effectiveness
and its impact upon the court and the justice system can be
evaluated, it was clear that only fully operational informa-
tion systems be considered. In addition, where an informa-
tion system had been operational for a very short period of
time (e.g., a matter of a few months), and there was not
sufficient time for the system to reach operational stabil-
ity, it was also excluded from consideration.
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In order to test the initial Tist of 111 court information sys-
tem projects against these three criteria, letters were sent to the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 1iaison
personnel in the State Planning Agency of every state represented
on the 1ist of court systems. Through the cooperation of the Systems
Development Office of LEAA a presentation was also made to the LEAA
Regional Office Systems specialists at their September round-table
meeting in New Orleans. Subsequently, each of the systems special-
ists were contacted by phone to determine whether the 1ist gleaned
from the literature and analysis was complete and whether the courts
appearing on it did, in fact, satisfy the three criteria. Since most
of a regional LEAA system specialist's work is concentrated on cur-
rent or planned projects, they often referred the project team to
people at the State Planning Agency (i.e., the state-level LEAA fund-
ing agency) or to state-level court administrators. Such state-level
personnel were then, in turn, contacted by telephone regarding the
completeness of the Tist and to help evaluate that state's projects
against the three criteria mentioned above. (A 1ist of persons con-
tacted during this phase is presented in Appendix B.)

As a result of this effort a number of systems were eliminated
from the universe to be considered, while a few were added, resulting
in a listing of some 65 trial courts with existing information sys-
tems serving both operations and management.

C. Contacting Individual Courts

Representatives of each court remaining on the list in which an
information system reportedly existed, were then contacted and inter-
viewed by phone using a structured interview based on the question-
naire shown in Figure A-1 which was employed to determine the key
characteristics of the information system. Again, there was some
elimination of court systems which did not meet the three basic
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TABLE A-1
COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM TELEPHONE SURVEY

Court:
Person(s) Contacted: Position: Phone:
1. Does Information System Support Trial Court(s)? Y N
Number of Courts Served
Upper Civil Criminal
Lower Civil Criminal
Juvenile
Traffic
2, SIZIE: Number of Judges Population Served

Annual Caseload
___VWhere Case = Indictment
___Where Case = Defendant

3. Information System Name:

Date Operational (in approximately its current form)
Any U.P. Betore? _ uriginal vate VAPPTLA. )

4. Computer Manufacturer & Model:

Court-Owned/Leased: Y N Shared: Y N with County_.
with
Software:
Staff Size (D.P.)
{Admin.)

5. Any Descriptive Material Available?

6. Any Benefits Analysis or Evaluation Performed (e.g., Cost Savings, Time Reduced,
etc.) - {obtain copy).

7. Source of Development Funds: LEAA County State City
{Approx. $ or %)
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TABLE A-1 (concluded)

8. Source of Operating Funds: LEAA County

9. Functions Performed {Caseflow Management):
What Operational Reports does it Produce?

State

Calendars/Schedules Next Day Next Month
Notices for Witnesses; Defendants; Plaintiff

___Indexes ____On-Line ___Lists
___Case Status ___ On-Line __ Lists
____Attorney Assignment

____Courtroom Assignment

____Judge Assignment

Support/Assist/Provide Conflict-Free Schedule

Docketing

City

What Management Reports does it Produce? (i.e., Exception Reports)

____0Oldest Casex (Aged)
__ Cases behind Schedule
____Conflicts (Apparent)
____Excess Workload {Attorney, Judge, etc.)
What Statistical Reports does it Produce?
_Caseload/Backlog
____Time to Completion, ete.
Do any of these require special input?
____DOther
___Disposition per Prosecutor; per Judge

10. Other Functions:
____Jury Management/Selection
___Fines, Support Payment & Bail
__ _Accounting & Budgeting
___ Personnel
____Parking Ticket Processing

Interface with/Maintain Criminal Histories
(including Disposition Reporting)

____Warrant/Summons Control
Prisoner Inventory
Probation Support

Contacted by:

Y

Date
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criteria, usually because the information system was either not yet
fully operational or is only now in the process of becoming opera-
tional.

As a result of this effort, the number of information systems
in the court information system universe dropped to 47. Those courts
are listed in Table A-2. While every attempt has been made to ob*ajn
data which is consistent and complete, it is expected that some er-
rors or oversights may have crept into this list. Most respondents
were extremely anxious to help, but did not always have complete data
available. Where possible the Tisting will be refined during field
visits or through follow-up telephone interviews. The project team
believes this listing of the members of the universe of court infor-
mation systems to be the most accurate compilation of operating court
1n¥qrmation systems currently available. However, the reader is
cautioned to: (1) be sure he understands the criteria used to narrow
the universe and (2) to be aware that some slight inconsistencies may
exist.

From this list individual courts will be selected for in-depth
site surveys. Among the factors used in the site survey selection
process are: (1) source of development funds, (2) data processing
center operation, (3) population served, (4) court locations served,
(5) development of application programs, (6) length of time the court
information system has been operational, (7) previous data processing
experience, (8) computer hardware configuration, (9) availability of
evaluation data, and (10) availability of documentation.

The data gathered from each court site survey will be used, to-
gether with the data elicited during the knowledge gathering task,
to determine (1) the process by which the information system was con-
ceived, designed and implemented; (2) the actual flow of information
through the system; (3) the impact of the system on the users and the
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justice system; and (4) the potential for developing evaluation
standards for measuring the effectiveness and impact of such systems.
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TABLE A-2 CATEGORY DEFINITIONS

COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM LOCATION

The official name of the court served by the information system
and its location.

POPULATION SERVED

The population (expressed in thousands) of the area served by
the court information system.

ANNUAL SYSTEM CASELOAD

The annual number of cases entered into the court information
system. (In most cases the figures are for 1974 caseloads.) If the
system supports only criminal cases, only criminal caseload figures
are recorded. If the system supports both criminal and civil cases,
caseload figures for both are combined. Only traffic cases are re-
corded separately.

COURT LEVEL SERVICED

A checkmark indicates whether the court information system sup-
ports an upper court (general jurisdiction), Tower court (limited
jurisdiction) or both.

TIME CIS OPERATIONAL

The number of years the earliest part of the present court in-
formation system has been gperational.

CASE TYPES SUPPORTED

A checkmark indicates that within either the upper or Tower
court or both, the court information system supports criminal, civil,
juvenile and/or traffic cases.
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MAJOR SOURCES OF DEVELOPMENT FUNDS

A checkmark indicates the major source of funding for develop-
ment of the court information system.

DATA PROCESSING CENTER OPERATION

A checkmark indicates whether the court itself, or some other
organization operates the computer on which the court information
system operates. Typically the other organization would be a county

data processing bureau. However, some courts use universities,

criminal justice computers, or even a commercial data processing

bureau,

ON-LINE CAPABILITY

A checkmark indicates that the court information system has
some on-line components (data entry and/or inquiry response).

CASEFLOW INFORMATION SYSTEM APPLICATIONS

A checkmark indicates what type of caseflow applications the
court information system supports: Operational, Management, or

Statistical.

OTHER SYSTEM APPLICATIONS

A checkmark indicates other court information system applica-
tions supported: Jury Management/Selection, Fines/Support Payment/

Bail, or Other.
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TABLE A-2

€IS SURVEY {Continued}
Papulation Annual Court | Time CIS Major Sources On-Line Case Flow Other
Court Information Served System Level {Operational] Case Types of Development | Data Processing Capability Information System System
System Location {thousands)| Caseload | Serviced | {years} Supported Funds Center Operation | (Entry and/or laquiry)]  Applications Applications
p=) =
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FLORIDA
Broward County and Cireuit, 620 33,500 X X 3 X X X% X X X X X X XXX
Ft. Lauderdale 48,600 Traffic
Dade County and Circuit, 1,263 | 188,000 X X 5 X X X X X X X X XXX
Miami 400,000 Traffic
Duvel County and Circuit, 528 37,000 X X 3 X X X X X X X X X X X X
Jacksonvitle
Hilisborough County and Circuit, 588 | 103,813 Tratfic| Tratfic 2 X X X
Tampa Only
Orange County and Circuit, 425 20,000 X X 4 XX XX X X X X X XXX
Orlando
Pinellas County and Circuit, 500 15,000 X X 1 X X X X X X X X X
(] St. Petersburg
0
o ILLINDIS
Cook County Circuit, 6,500 [2,120,000 X X 1 XX X |X X X X X X X X X
Chicago 3,000,000 Trattic
L.ake County, 400 25,000 b 2 XX X iX X X X X X XX
Waukegan 55,000 Traffic
LOUISIANA Tratfic
Lafayerte Municipal 63 | 17,000 Tratfic Of:ly 2 X X X X
MARYLAND
Eighth Gircuit 306 17,800 X 3 X X X X X X X X X
Baltimore
Montgomery County 523 2,500 X X X X X X X X X X
MICHIGAN
Michigan State Court System, 8,875 | 217,761 X X 2 X X X X X X X X X X X
Detroit
MINNESOTA
Hennepin County Municipal, 1,000 13,000 X 3 X X X X X X X X X X
Minneapolis 34,000 Tratfic
MISSOURI
Jacksen County, 790 21,000 X fand [ XXX X X X X X X X X X
Kansas City Juvenile}
TABLE A-2
CiS SURVEY {(Continued)
) Poputation Annuat Court | TimeCIS Major Sources On-Line Case Flow Other
CuunlnfnrmaFvon Served System Le\‘nal Operational |- Case Types cf Develop Data Pr ing Capability information System System
System Location {thousands) Caseload | Serviced | {years) Supported Funds Center Operation |{Entry and/or Ingquiry) Applications Applications
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NEW JERSEY
Bergen County, 898 X X X X X X X X % X X
Hackensack
Camden County 457 10,000 X X 2 X % X X X X X X XX
Hudson County, 809 16,000 X 2 X X X X X X X X
Jersey City
Middiesex County, 584 16,000 X 1 X X X X X X X X X X X
New Brunswick
Passaic County, 461 2,000 X X 4 X X X X X x X
(S Patterson X
(00 Uni
P nion County, 543 1,500 X H X X X X X X
Elizabeth
NEW YORK
Nassau County, 1428 3,500 X 3 X X X X X X X
Long Island
Queens County, 1,986 3,000 X 2 X X X X X X X
New York City
OHIO
Cuyahoga County, 1,721 |250,000 X X 4 X X X X X X X X X
Cleveland
Franklin County, _ 1,000 }223,000 X X 2 X XX X X X X X X X
Cotumbus
Hamilton County,’ 924 3,100 X X 2 X X XX XXX X X X X X %
Cincinnati
PENNSYLVANIA
Allegheny County, 1,605 20,600 X 5 X X X X X X X X X X
Pittsburgh
Beaver County, 208 3.300 X X 3 X X X X X X X X X X
PR
Phxladelpl_}la Common Pleas 1,950 62,000 X X 7 X XX X X "X X X X X XX
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TABLE A-2
£1S SURVEY (Coactuded)
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APPENDIX B

LEAA and State Planning Agency Personnel Interviewed in

the Determination of the Court Information System Universe

REGION I

Mr. Robert Harrow

Rhode Island Court Administrator

REGION II

Mr. Myron Cohon
LEAA Regional Office

Mrs. Susan Johnson
New York Courts

REGION III

Mr. Herbert Koppel
LEAA Regional Office

Mr. Peter Lally
Maryland, SPA

Mr, Michael Lettre
Maryland, SPA

Mr. Michael Neiberding
Maryland Court Administrator

REGION IV

Mr. Donald Manson
LEAA Regional Office

Mr. Harold Greene
Florida, SPA

REGION V

Mr. Francis Sass
" LEAA Regional Office
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Mr. Alfred Zappola
LEAA Regional Office

Mr. George Shikora
New Jersey Courts

Ms. Iris Medina
Puerto Rico, SPA

Mr. Joseph Riggione
Pennsylvania Task Force on
Criminal Justice Information

Mr. Raymond Hogue
Virginia, SPA

Mr. Boylan
Pennsylvania, SPA

Mr. Kenneth Palmer
Florida Court Administrator's
Office

Ms. Cheryl Purvis
Georgia, SPA

Mr, Walter Walker
Indiana, SPA
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LEAA and State Planning Agency Personnel Interviewed (continued) LEAA and State Plannina Aqency Personnel Interviewed (concluded)

REGION V (continued) REGION X
Mr. James Wogaman Mr. Stephen Finn | Mr. Robert Willstadter Mr. James Cleghorn
Ohio, SPA Minnesota, SPA LEAA Regional Office Washington, SPA
Mr. David Coldren Mr. Henry Verkiak Mr. Raymond Mayhew
I1Tinois, SPA Michigan, SPA Oregon State Judicial Information
System
REGION VI
Mr. Roger Crutchfield Ms. Roberta Sklower
LEAA Regional Office Nex Mexico, SPA
Mr. James Martin Mr. Robert Logan
Louisiana, SPA Texas, SPA
Mr. Charles Wood Mr. Thomas Buchanan
Oklahoma, SPA Texas, SPA (Dallas Branch)
REGION VII
Mr. Berndt Fraser Mr. James Harrison
LEAA Regional Office Nebraska, SPA

Mr. Stephen Claggett
Missouri, SPA

REGION VIII

Mr. John Jones
LEAA Regional Office |

REGION IX
Mr. Arthur H. Fuldner Mr. William Rietdorf
LEAA Regional Office California dJudicial Council

Mr. William Braybroch
Arizona, SPA
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Court Personnel Interviewed by Telephone

ARIZONA

Mr. Gordan Allison
Court Administrator
Maricopa County

CALIFORNIA

Mr. Andrew Schultz
Court Administrator
Alameda County Superior Court

Mr. George Dicky
Clerk & Administrator
Qakland-Piedmont
Municipal Court

Mr. Frank Zolin
Executive Officer
Los Angeles County Superior Court

Mr. John Kazabowski
Court Executive Officer
Santa Clara County
Superior Court

Mr. George Holmes
Executive Administrative Officer
San Francisco Municipal Court

Mr. John Good
Court Executive
Ventura Municipal Court

COLORADO
Mr. Thomas J. Lehmer

Director of Management & Budget
Colorado Judicial Department

62

Ms. Edna Blank
Court Administrator
Pima County

Mr. Clinton H. Moore
Chief of Data Processing
Los Angeles County
Municipal Court

Mr. Jess QOsuna
Court Administrator
San Diego County
Superior Court

Mr. Paul Dato
Clerk
San Diego Municipal Court

Mr. Joseph Speciale
Executive Officer
San Jose Municipal Court

Mr. Michael Kurry
Stocton Municipal Court

Mr. Alan Siater
Ass't. Court Administrator
Orange County Superior Court

Court Personnel Interviewed by Telephone (continued)

CONNECTICUT

Mr. Edward Miller
Data Processing Service Group
Court Administrator Office

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. Stuart Mitchell
Administrative Division
Superior Court

FLORIDA

Mr. Chartes Kauflin
Court Data Processing Coordinator
Broward County

Mr. Wendall Martin
Mr. Clarence Wells
Clerks Office
Duval County

Mr. Daniel Sutton

Director of Information Systems
County Clerk's Office
Hi11sborough County

ILLINOIS

Mr. Randall Murphy, Assistant
Director

Department of Management Services

Lake County

Ms. Marcia Rubenstein

I1linois Law Enforcement
Commission

Chicago

LOUISIANA

Mr. Francis Spellman
Data Processing Manager
City of Lafayette
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Ms. Carol Brown
Data Processing Supervisor
District Court

Mr. Alan Stang

Court Program Development
Coordinator

Dade County

Ms. Julia Trogden
Vice Chief Deputy Clerk
Orange County Clerk's Office

Mr. Louis Jones
Director of Data Processing
Pinellas County

Mr. Walter Gribben

Supreme Court Committee on
Criminal Justice Programs

Chicago

Mr. Peter Deuel
Associate Clerk
Cook County Circuit Court




Court Personnel Interviewed by Telephone (continued)

MARYLAND

Mr. Michael Neiberding
State Court Administrator

MICHIGAN

Mr. Murray Klerkx

Deputy Director

Judicial Data Processing Center
Detroit

MINNESOTA

Mr. Jack Provo
District Court Administrator
Hennepin County

Myr. Gordan Griller
Assistant County Court Administrator
Hennipin County

Mr. Richard Klein
State Court Administrator

MISSOURI

Mr. Robert Kramer
Director of Court Computer Operations

Mr. Robert Perry
Circuit Judge's Officer
Boone County

Mr. Ronald Connelison

Manager of Regional Court Info. Sys.
St. Louis
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Court Personnel Interviewed by Telephone (continued)

NEW JERSEY

Mrs. Jacobs
Court Administrator
Bergen County

Mr. William Shay
Data Processing Supervisor
Hudson County

Mr. Ronald Parker
Court Administrator
Passaic County

NEW MEXICO

Mr. Duane Brochuis
County Data Processing Manager
Albuquerque

NEW YORK

Mr. Joseph Goldstein
Court Administrator
Nassau County

NEBRASKA

Ms. Joan Lubischer
Systems Group
Douglas County

OHIO

Mr. Roger McKensie
Assistant Court Administrator
Hamilton County

Mr. Francis L. Bremson
Project Director

Court Management Project
Cuyahoga County
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Mr. Robert Gamble
Director of Court Manage-
ment Information Systems
Camden County

Dr. James Winston
Court Administrator
Middlesex County

Mr. John Seaman
Union County

Mr. John Jenhings
Director of Administrative
Analysis

New York City Courts

Mr. Duane Hays

Assignment Commissioner

Franklin County Hall of
Justice




Court Personnel Interviewed by

Telephone (concluded)

PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. Charles Starrett
Court Administrator
Allegheny County

Mr. C1ifford Kirsch
court Administrator
Beaver County

TEXAS

Mr. Sidney Frost

Director of Court Systems Division
Harris County

1305 Prairie Room 313

Houston

Mr. Charles Collier
Dirvector of Information
Dallas County

Mr. William Roberts

Director of Information Systems
Tarrant County

Forth Worth

PUERTO RICO

Mr. Jan Samsel
State Planning Agency

€6

Mr. Larry Polansky

Chief Deputy Court Administra-
tor

Philadelphia Court of Common
Pleas

Ms. Margaret Freeman
Data Processing Coordinator
Burkes County

Mr. Raymond Zitur

Director of Data Processing
E1 Paso County

City Court Building

E1 Paso

Mr. Jerry Evans
Assistant Director of Information
Dallas County

Mr. David Dartez
Judicial Systems Manager
Bexar County

San Antonio

«w«

Partial Listing of Those Persons who Contributed to the Identifica-

tion of the Fundamental Issues Concerning Court Information Systems:

Mr. Larry Polansky
Chief Deputy Court Administrator
Common Pleas Court of Philadelphia

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

Mr. Harvey E. Solomon
Executive Director
Institute for Court Management

Mr. J. Michael Greenwood
Senior Staff Associate
National Center for State Courts

Mr. Eynest Friesen

Lawyer
Littleton, Colorado

67

Dean Ernest J. Watts
National College of the State
Judiciary

Mr. Larry Boxerman

National Council of Juvenile )

Court Judge

Mr. Joseph Trotter
American University Law School
Criminal Courts Technical As-
sistance Project

Myr. Thomas F. Lane
Institute for Law and Social
Research

Mr. David Weinstein
SEARCH State Judicial Infor-
mation System Project

T




REFERENCES

69




REFERENCES

{1} wational Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals (One of six reports of the), Courts, wWashington, D.C., U.S.
Government Printing Office, January 1973.

{2} American Bar Association Commission on Standards of Judicial
Administration, Trial Courts, Standards Relatins to, Chicago,
Illinois, American Bar Association, 1975.

{3} Institute of Judicial Administration, State Judicial

Information Systems: A State of the Art Review, New York, New York,
State Judicial Information Systems Project, May 1975.

{4} MNational Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Joals, (One of the six reports of the), Criminal Justice System,
washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office, January 1973.

{5} SEAKCH Group, Inc., SJIS -- State Judicial Information Systems
State of the Art, Sacramento, California, SEARCH Group, Inc., 1975.

{6} John Clark, Clifford Kirsh, and Larry Polansky, Preliminary
Planning for Development of Comprehensive Court Information System
in Delaware County, Pennsylvania, Washington, D.C., Criminal Courts
Technical Assistance Project, Institute for Studies in Justice and
Social mehavior, July 1973.

{7} Eldridge Adams, Review of Planning and Procedures for
Conversion to Individual pocket and for Computer System Development
in the Akron, Ohio Municipal Court, Washington, D.C., Criminal
Courts Tecnnical Assistance Project, The American University,
Octooer 1974,

{s} Jonn E. Calnaan, and Nancy Dillon, Conceptual Design for
Development of State Court Information System for Wisconsin,
Washington, D.C., Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project, The
American University, September 1974,

{9} Josepnh L. Ebersole, and James A. Hall, Jr., "Courtran: A
Modular Management Information and Research 3ystem for Courts,"
Proceedings of the International Symposium on Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Systems, Washington, D.C., Project
SkisRCH, LwAA, October 1G72.

{10} L. G. 3iegel, and W. J. Gorse, High Impact and Anti-Crime
Program - Performance Measures Used in the Impact Program, The MITRE
Corporation, Washington, February 1975.

70

{11} Ralph N. Kleps, and Michael B. McKay, "Conceptual Design for
Court Information Systems - The Integrated Court/Automation
Information System (ICAIS)," Proceedings of the Second International
Symposium on Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems,

April 30 - May 2, 1974.

{12} Eldridge Adams, Courts and Computers, Chicago, Illinois, The
American Judicature Society, Library of Congress, 1972.

{13} David R. Pearce, and Jean Taylor, Preliminary Evaluation of

State of Colorado Judicial Department’s Criminal Justice Data

Exchange System, Washington, D.C., Criminal Courts Technical

Assistance Project, The Institute for Studies in Justice and Social
Benavior, The American University Law School, #arch 1974.

{14} Harvey B. Castro, and Ronald E. Owens, "Automation in the
Courts: Tne Denver Experience," Judicature, Vol. 59, No. 2, August
-~ September 1975. '

{15} Robert Tobin, Larry Polansky, and Thomas Morrill,
Recommendations to the North Carolina Administrative Office of the

Court on tne Development of a Statewide Court Information System,

Washington, D.C., Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project, The
American University Law School, August 1974.

{16} Richard I. Miller, "Choosing a Consultant: A Guide for the
Courts," Judicature, Vol. 57, No. 2, August-September 1973, p. 64.

{17} Jonn P. Moreschi, "How Information Systems Can Improve Court
Management ," Law & Computer Technology, Vol. 7, No. 3, May/June
1974,

{18} Jerome 3. Berg, "Judicial Interest in Administratioti: The
Critical Variable," Judicature, Vol. 57, No. 6, January 1974.

{19} Robert James, "Computers Trim Backlog in San Diego County
Courts," Judicature, Vol. 57, No. 2, September 1973.

{20} Robert L. Cnartrand, "Systems Technology and Judicial
Administration," Judicature, Vol. 52, No. 5, December 1968.

{21} Maureen M. Solomon, Consultant, Guidelines for Development of
Computer Training Curricula for Court Personnel, Denver, Colorado,

National Center for State Courts, September 1974.

{22} Committee on the District of Columbia, United States Senate,
Court Managment Study, Part 1, Summary, Washington, D.C., U.S.

Government Printing Office, May 1970.

71




{23} Ernest H. Short, James A. Gainey, William Popp, and Beatrice
Hoffman, Analysis of the Idaho Courts Information System,
Washington, D,C., dational Center for State Courts, Systems and
Technology Division, January 1974.

{24} Edward J. Blake, and Larry Polansky, "Computer Streamlines
Caseload at Philadelphia Common Pleas Court,'" Law and Computer
Technology, December 1969.

{25} Roy Preed, "Computers in Judicial Administration," Judicature,
May 1969.

72

SO A R N et

Ty BT

BIBLIOGRAPHY

73




BIBLIQOQURAPHY

GEWBRAL REFERENCES

Adams, Eldridge, Courts and Computers, Chicago, Illinois, The
American Judicature Society, Library of Congress, 1972.

American Bar Association Commission on Standards of Judicial
Administration, Irial Courts, Standards Relating to, Chicago,
Illinois, American Bar Association, 1975.

derg, Jerome S., "Judicial Interest in Administration: The Critical

Variable," Judigature, Vol. 57, No. 6, January 1974.

Blaine, Gerald, "Computer-Based Information Systems Can Help Solve
Urban Court Problems," Judicature, November 1970.

Burger, warren, "Court Reform - Priority to iethods and Machinery,"
Vital speeches of the Day, March 1971.

Chartrand, Robert L., “Systems Technology and Judiecial

vavidson, Dbuncan, and John P. Davidson, "Computerized Court
Calendaring," national Institute on Computers in Courts, DBattle
Creek, dichigan, w. K. Kellogg Foundation, 1972.

Donnelly, The Honorable Robert T., 'Management of Court Information
Systems," Proceedings of the Second International Symposium on
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems, April 30-pMay 2,
1974.

Fischel, #ichael B., Gerrie W. Kupersmith, and Adarsh P. Trehan,
High Impact Anti-Crime Program - An Analysis of Project-Level
kvaluation Plans," The MITRE Corporation, April 1975.

Fleming, riadelin, "The Law’s Delay: The Dragon Slain Friday
Breatnes Fire Again Monday," The Public Interest, No. 32, New York,
Wew York, National Affairs, Inc., Summer 1973.

treed, Koy, "Computers in Judicial Administration," Judicature, May
1909,

Friesen, wrnest C., Jr., Bdward C. Gallas, ana nNesta M. Gallas,
vanaging the Uourts, New York, Bobbs-lerrill, 1971.

Greenwood, P. W., "Potential Uses of the Computer in Criminal
Courts," santa wmonica, California, Rand Corporation, February 1971.

74

dalloran, Norbert A., "Judicial vata Centers," Judicature, November
19685.
digginbotham, Judge A., Jr., "The Trial Backlog and Computer

Analysis," National Institute on Computers in Courts, Battle Creek,
Micnigan, W. K. Kellogg Foundation, 1972.

white Plains, New York, 1967.

institute of Judicial Administration, State Judicial Information

Systems: A State of the Art Review, New York, New York, May 1975.

Kleps, Robert, "Computers and Court Management," Judicature, Vol.
53, No. 8, March 1970. B

Macponald, Malcolm E., "Computer Support for tne Courts - A Case for
Cautious Uptimism," Judicature, Vol. 57, No. 2, August-September
1973.

vliller, Richard I., "Choosing a Consultant: A Guide for the
Courts," Judicature, Vol. 57, No. 2, August-September 1973, p. 64.

Tne MITKE Corporation, A Congept Paper for a Phase I Study Under the
National tivaluation Program Topic Area: Court Information Systems,
wasnington.

Tne MITHL Corporation, Evaluation in Criminal Justice Programs:
Guidelines and kxamples, Washington, May 1973.

moreschi, Jonn P., "“How Information Systems Can Improve Court
danagement ," Law_& Computer Technology, Vol. 7, No. 3, lay/June
1974.

Moy, Warren S. L., High Impact Anti-Crime Program - A Primarv
Source Description of Impact City Felony Courts Prior to Program

Initiation, The w#ITHE Corporation, Washington, June 1975.

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
(une of six reports of the), Courts, Wasnington, D.C., U.S.
Government Printing Office, January 1973.

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
goals, (Une of the six reports on tne), Criminal Justice System,
wasnhington, D.C., U.3. Government Printing Office, January 1973.

National Advisory Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice, Tasx Force Report: The Courts, Appendix k, U.S.
Government Printing uffice, 1967.

75




wational council of Juvenile Court Judges, Computer Applications in

the Juvenile Justice System, University of Nevada, 1974.

Havarra, Josepn A., and Jean G. Taylor, “An Application of Systems
Analysis to Ald in the Efficient Administration of Justice,"
Natiovnal Institute on Computers in Courts, Battle Creek, Michigan,
w. K. Kellogg Foundation, 1972.

J.ki.C.0. (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development),
Automated Information Management in Public Administration, France,
1973.

¥

.5.C.D. (Urganisation for rconomic Cooperation and Development),
omputers and Telecommunications, France, 1973.

Polansky, Larry, "Contemporary Automation in the Courts,™
Proceedings of the 3econd International Symposium on Criminal
Justice Information and Statistics System, May 1974.

Skarud Group, Inc., 3JIS -- State Judicial Information Systems Stat:

of tne Art, Sacramento, California, SEARCH Group, Inc., 1975.

Siegel, L. G., and W. J. Gorse, High Impact Anti-Crime Program -
Performance Measures Used in the Impact Program, The MITRE
Corporation, wasnington, February 1975.

solomon, Maureen v., Caseflow ianagement in the Trial Court,
American par Assoclation Commission on Standards of Judicial
Administration, 1973.

Solomon, maureen, M., Consultant, Guidelines for Development of
Computer Training Curricula for Court Personnel, Denver, Colorado,
Natioanal Center for 3tate Courts, September 1974.

Stovall, Thomas J., Jr., "Status Report on Search State Judicial
Information System Project," ("mr. Babbage and the Justice
rlachine"), Proceedings of tne Second International Symposium on
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems, April 30 - Hay
2, 1974.

swanson, lerrance k., "Information and Document Flow in Criminal
Case Processing: where Can we Improve?" Bloomington, Indiana,
Indiana University.

Tucker, Kay F., Annotated Bibliography of the National High Impact
Anti-Crime Program, The MIIRE Corporation, washington, April 3,
1973.

76

white, Susan D., The use of Electronic Data Processing in Court
Administration, Chicago, Illinois, American Judicature Society, May
1971,

United States Department of Justice, Washington, D.C., Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Institute of Law
gnforcement and Criminal Justice, Report on the National Evaluation

Program, June 1975 .

United States Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, "3rd Annual Report of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, LEAAY, washington, D:C., U.S. Government Printing
off'ice, 1971.

y.S. Department of Justice, Edward H. Levi, Attorney General and
U.3. Department of Commerce, Rogers C. B. Morton, Secretary,
Historical Statistics on Expenditures and Employment for the
Criminal Justice System - 1971 to 1973, washington, D.C., U.S.
jovernment Printing Office, July 1975.

teisel, Hans, Harry Kalven, Jr., and Bernard Buchholz, Delay in the
Court, Boston, mMass., Little, Brown and Company, 1959.

Zimmerman, Michael, "The Courts and Information Systems,"
Proceedings of the Second International Symposium on Criminal
Justice Information and Statistics Systems, April 30 - May 2, 1974 .

COURT SYSTRES

GhunHAL

International Business Machines Corporation, System/370 Justice
System Program Description/Operations Manual, White Plains, New
York, IBM Corporation, 1974, 1975.

International Business Machines Corporation, Basic Courts System
Application Description, white Plains, New York, IBM Corporation,

1970.

secvonnel, Richard £., "Computer Program Cuts Paperwork, Handles
Indexing, Scheduling, Docketing," Law and Compubter Technology, July,
August 1971.

INDIVIDUAL JURISDICTIONS

Arizona

77




e i e e s e b S S % i A 15 s 1 2 i o o et i e 3 SR o o i A o AR i T i e T i g L e LT T LT i
3
~
i
|
|
|
! i
,
A
;
i




Albrecht, Gary L., Report on Juvenile Court Information System
Development for Maricopa County Juvenile Court, Phoenix, Arizona,
Washington, D.C., Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project,
February 2o, 1973.

Kleps, Kalph d., and Michael B. McKay, "Conceptual Design for Court
Information Systems the Integrated Court/Automation Information
System (ICAIS)," Proceedings of the Second International Symposium
on_Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Systems, April 30 -
May 2, 1974.

lcPeak, Maureen, "Electronic Data Processing in the Los Angeles
Superior Court," National Association of Trial Court Administrators,
April 1968.

Nix, The Honoraole Lloyd S., Tomorrow’'s Techniques Today - Calendar
Administration, The World Association of Judges, July 1967.

James, Hobert, "Computers Trim Backlog in San Diego County Courts,"
dJudicature, Vol. 57, No. 2, September 1973.

Colorado

Pearce, bavid R., and Jean Taylor, Preliminary Evaluation of State
of Colorado Judicial Department’s Criminal Justice Data fxchange
Sysvem, washington, D.C., Criminal Courts Technical Assistance
Project, The Institute for Studies in Justice and Social Behavior,
Tne American uUniversity Law School, HMarch 1974.

Pringle, Tne Honorable Edward E.. and Harry 0. Lawson, Annual

Statistical Report of the Colora.s ‘idiciary, Denver, Colorado,
Vffice of tne State Court Admini. - ator, June 30, 1975.

Pringle, The Honorable Edward E., _The Colorado Court System,
Chicago, National Conference on Court Administration, September 22,
197>,

Castro, Harvey B., and Ronald E. Owens, “Automation in the Courts:

September 1975.

District of Columbia

Committee on the District of Columbia, United States Senate, Court
Management Study, Part 1, Summary, Washington, D.C., U.S. Government
Printing Office, way 1970.

78

Committee on the District of Columbia, United States Senate, Court
Management Study, Part 2, washington, D.C., U.S. Government Printing

Office, may 1970.

kbersole, Joseph L., and James A. Hall, Jr., "Courtran: A wmodular
Management Information and Research System for Courts," Proceedings
of the International Symposium on Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Systems, washington, D.C., Project SEARCH, LEAA, October
1972.

Gold, Nan, "Courtran from the User’s Point of View," Proceedings of
the International Symposium on Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Systems, Washington, D.C., Project SEARCH, LEAA, October
1972.

Vaselick, James, "Data Processing Division," National Institute on
Computers in Courts, Battle Creek, Michigan, W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, 1972.

‘lorida

Heneke, Frank A., "Criminal Justice Information - System Needs and
Requirements," National Institute on Computers in Courts, Battle

Creek, dichigan, 1972.

georgia

international City Management Association, Computer Streamlines
Juvenile Court Data, Vol. 4, Issue 9, Target - Newsletter of
Innovative Projects, Funded by the Law Eknforcement Assistance
Administration, September 1975.

Idano

Short, Ernest H., James A. Gainey, William Popp, and Beatiice
Hoffman, Analysis of the Idaho Courts Information System,
Washington, D.C., national Center for State Courts, Systems and
Technology Division, January 1974.

Lllinois

Jonnen, Peter J., "Data Processing in the Circuit Court of Cook
County, Illinois," Law and Computer Technology, January 1969.

Judicial Automated Record System, Lake County, Illinois.

Lake County, Illinois, Illinois Governmental Data Processing
Association, September 23, 1975.

79




e SR i

Vagner, Charles, and Philip X. Murray, Description of the Federal
Judicial Center Experimental Civil Case Management System, November
1971.

Analysts International Corporation, HEJIS Final Report - A Study for
the Hennepin Justice Information System, Minneapolis, Minnesota,
Uctober 1971.

Hennepin County Municipal Court, Computerized Data Entry and Inquiry
System, minneapolis, Minnesota, February 23, 1972.

Missouri

Siort, Ernest a., et. al., Court Data Processing Action Plan for the
213t and 22nd Circuits of Missouri, washington, D.C., National
Center for State Courts, uctober 1972.

dew_Jersey

Conti, Samuel D., Ronald J. Parker, and Robert A. Weber, "A County
Criminal Justice Information System - A Case Study," Proceedings of
the International Symposium on Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Systems, Project SEARCH, LEAA, October 1972.

New York
Snapiro, 3. S., Alan Pauze, Julian Millstein, and Itamar Sittenfeld,
Justice - An EDP System Design of the Criminal Court of Manhattan,

City of New York, New York, New York, Programming Methods Inc.,
september 197i).

Suchin, worman, and Paul Zador, Report on the Development of a
Criminal Court Calendar Scheduling Techinique, New York, New York,
Programming wMethods Inc.

North tarolina

Tooin, robert, Larry Polansky, and Thomas Morrill, Recommendations
to the Nortn Carolina Administrative Office of the Court on the
Development of a Statewide Court Information System, Washington,
D.C., Criminal Courts Technical Assistance Project, The American
University Law School, August 1974.

idams, kldridge, Review of Planning and Procedures for Conversion to

Individual Docket and for Computer System Development in the Akron,

80

Uhio Munieipal Court, Washington, D.C., Criminal Courts Technical
Assistance Project, The American University, October 1974.

A Final Report on Project CLEAR, Cincinnati, Onhio, Regional Computer
Center.

A Regional Approach to Improved Justice, City of Cincinnati and
Hamilton County, Onio, Regional Computer Center.

Bar Association of Greater Cleveland, The, Court Management Project,
Cleveland, Ohio, Feburary 1, 1975.

Madson, steven J., Court Management Project Progress Report,
Cleveland, Ohio, October 1, 1971.

International Business Machines Corporation, Judicial Information
System Court of Common Pleas, White Plains, New York, Data
Processing Division, February 1975.

gregon

Peterson, John R., "gBlectronic -~ Data Processing for Court
Management (a conceptual design)," National Insbtitute on Computers

Pennsylvania

Blake, Edward J., and Larry Polansky, "Computer Streamlines Caseload
at Philadelphia Common Pleas Court,” Law and Computer Technology,
December 1969.

Clark, John, Clifford Kirsh, and Larry Polansky, Preliminary
Planning for Development of Comprehensive Court Information System
in Delaware County, Pennsylvania, washington, D.C., Criminal Courts
Technical Assistance Project, Institute for Studies in Justice and
Social Behavior, July 1973.

Ellenbogen, Henry, Automation in the Courts, Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania, American Bar Association Journal, July 1964.

Ellenbogen, Henry, Court Information System Project Report,
Allegheny County Common Pleas Court, August 1973.

Figinski, M. Albert, et. al., Philadelphia’s Criminal Justice
System, Philadelphia, The Legal Intelligencer, 1972.

I8, Data Processing in the Courts of Philadelphia, white Plains,
New York.

81




Jamieson, The Honorable D. bonald, and The Honorable Joseph R.
Glancey, Justice in Philadelphia - A Guide to Your Courts,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Westinghouse Public Management Services, Volume I - Allegheny County

Court of Common Pleas Documentation of Present System, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, July 1971.

Westinghouse Public Management Services, Volume II - Allegheny
County Court of Common Pleas Documentation of Present System,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, July 1971.

Washington

Fatn, A. Frederick, and Courtland D. Fawver, "Scheduling Techniques
for municipal Court," Tacoma, wasnington, Third Urban Technology
Conference Display, American Institute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics and Public Technology Incorporated, September 1973.

Wisconsin

Calnan, John E., and Nancy Dillon, Congceptual Design for Development

of State Court Information System for Wisconsin, Washington, D.C.,
Criminal Courts Tecnnical Assistance Project, The American
Unwversity, September 1974.

BIBLIUOGRAPHIC REFERENCES

buggan, eichael A., Law _and the Computer - A Kwic Bibliography, New
York, New York, Macmillan Information, 1973.

Court Studies Division, National College of the State Judiciary,
University of wevada, Congestion and Delay - A Selected and
Annotated Bibliography, Battle Creek, Michigan, W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, 1972.

U 3rien, Keven k., NCJRS Court Specialist, Abstracts on Court
Computer Applications, Wwashington, D.C., U.S. Department of Justice,
Law Entorcement Assistance Administration, National Criminal Justice
Reference Service, 1974,

U drien, keven k., NCJRS Court Specialist, Abstracts on Court
Planning and Court Performance Evaluation, Washington, D.C., U.S.
Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
Hational Criminal Justice Reference Service, 1974.

82

U.8. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, WNational Criminal Justice Reference Service,
Abstracts on Court Calendar Control, Washington, D.C., 197%4.

U.S. Department of Justice, Law EBnforcement Assistance
Administration, A Compendium of JSelected Criminal Justice Projects,
Wasinington, D.C., June 1975.

0.3. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, Directory of Automated Criminal Justice Information
Systems, washington, D.C., December 1972.

U.3. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, National Criminal Justice Reference Service,
Document Retrieval Index, Washington, D.C., sarch 1975.

U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, National Criminal Justice Reference Service, NCJRS
Document Loan Program - Document List Two, darch 1975.

83




Kewers,

i
;
:
i
)
:
i
; i
‘ / P S e | :
i
i :
i
i ;
i
:

g g i






