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Criminal justice policymakers at all levels of government are
hampered by a Tack of sound information on the effectiveness of various
programs and approaches. To help remedy the problem, the National
Institute sponsors a National Evaluation Program to provide practical
information on the costs, benefits and Timitations of selected criminal
justice programs now in use throughout the country.

Each NEP assessment concentrates on a specific "topic area" con-
sisting of groups of on-going projects with similar objectives and
strategies. The initial step in the process is a "Phase I" study that
identifies the key issues, assesses what is currently known about them,
and develops methods for more intensive evaluation at both the national
and Tocal level. Phase I studies are not meant to be definitive eval-
uations; rather, they analyze what we presently know and what is still
uncertain or unknown. They offer a sound basis for planning further
evaluation and research.

Although Phase I studies are generally short-term (approximately
six to eight months), they examine many projects and collect and analyze
a great deal of information. To make this information available to
state and local decision-makers and others, the National Institute
publishes a summary of the findings of each Phase I study. Microfiche
or Toan copies of the full report are made avajlable through the National
Criminal Justice Reference Service, Evaluation Clearinghouse, P.0. Box
24036, S.W. Post Office, Washington, D.C. 20024.

These Phase I reports are now available:

Operation Identification Projects

Citizen Crime Reporting Projects
Specialized Police Patrol Operations
Neighborhood Team Policing

Pre-Trial Screening

Pre-Trial Release

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)
Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects
Delinguency Prevention

Alternatives to Incarceration of Juveniles
Juvenile Diversion

Citizen Patrol

Traditional Patrol

Security Survey Projects

Halfway Houses

Court Information Systems
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ABSTRACT

This report presents a judgmental assessment of court information systems
and the development projects which produced them. Sponsored by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice and conducted by The MITRE
Corporation as a part of the National Evaluation Program, this assessment re-

.ports on the existing state of knowledge of such systems from literature re-

search, discussions with practitioners, an extensive nat1onw1d° telephone sur-
vey, and in-depth field site visits.

There is a new and growing awareness that information -handling within the
courts is significantly important in the processing of cases. This realiza-
tion, together with increased caseloads, has produced considerable interest in
information systems among those concerned with judicial administration. Some
thirty jurisdictions have already developed, and are operating, comprehensive
court information systems, thirteen of which were visited during the course of
this study. Those court information systems provide not only day-to-day court
operational information processing but data useful for court management as well.

The site visits revealed that little formal transfer of knowledge among ju-
risdictions concerning information systems is occurrwngbecause 1ittle authori-
tative information is available, although there is a considerable need. Courts
are being influenced in system deve1opment decisions by conferences, peer
groups, vendors, and other government agencies (primarily county data process-
ing centers) .

While recent literature alludes to the separation of judicial and executive
powers as a possible barrier to system operation, 70% of the courts visited
shared" county data processing center equ1pment with county or mun1c1pa1 execu-
tive agencies.

“For a variety of reasons system development projects were not carried out
in accordance with the best management practices. For instance, specific
statements of system goals and objectives have not been prepared; generally
little comprehensive requirements analysis has been performed before system
development; and the involvement of court operational or managerial personnel
in the deve1opment process has been generally minimal. Yet, ninety percent of
the resulting court information systems were on-line and were operating, pro-
cessing data and yielding reports, although many contained notable design de-

- ficiencies. Management reports which were produced by the systems were se1dom

used in court administration or caseflow management.

No formal quantitative ‘evaluations of such systems were uncovered a]though
system development project costs ranged from less than half a million to over

four million dollars. Annual system operating expend1tures requ1re from ohe

hundred thousand to over one million dollars.

The assessment concludes that court information systems are operating, but
are still evolving into a useful, integral part of normal court operations.
While their potential for reduc1ng the average time to d1spos1t1on, improving
the qua11ty of Just1ce and 1mprov1ng the court's pub11c 1mage appears to be



substantial, there has been insufficient evaluation to conclusively determine
their effect. Such systems are, however, increasing in both numbers and com-
plexity and play a significant role in those jurisdictions where they have
been introduced.
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FOREWORD

Although courts have been slow to adopt modern information systems,
the pace is now accelerating, This survey found that approximately 100
trial courts now have such systems or are developing them.

While the growing use of information techreingy in the courts is
encouraging, the study uncovered weaknesses in planning and implementation
that need correction if the courts are to realize the potential of computer-
based information systems. Many jurisdictions operating comprehensive
information systems use them to process large amounts of information;
unfortunately, the data is seldom used to improve caseflow management and
court administration.

The researchers found a need for much greater involvement of judges
and other court personnel in planning information systems. Although actual
system design is a technical task, judges and court administrators are
capable of articulating precisely what they want the system to do. They
must assume this responsibility.

Information systems require a substantial investment of time and money.
Many cost over $1 million to develop and equally large sums are required
annually to maintain them. Given the expense, judges need to make sure a
systam's capabiiities are being exploited. This study can help the courts
understand the important issues involved in planning and using information
systems.

Gerald M. Caplan

Director

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice
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PREFACE

This report summarizes the results of a Phase I investigation of court
information system projects performed under the National Evaluation Program
conducted by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.
The investigation focused on current knowledge of system effectiveness, the
fea?ibility of learning more about such systems and the planning for further
evaluation.

The assessment of court information system performance presented in this
report is concerned with the equipment, programs, procedures and personnel
which provide information support to court management in operating and admin-
istering medium to large trial courts. The systems considered include only
those which directly support the operational and management activities of
court personnel in conducting the day-to-day business of a trial court. In-
dividual information systems supporting only court-related agencies such as
district attorney, probation, or defender organizations have not been included
with the court information systems under consideration, nor have such systems
which support only juvenile court activities.

The Phase I investigation is concerned with court information systems
which have been designed to support trial (civil and/or criminal) courts, sup-
port caseflow management as well as other court operations, and which are cur-
rently operational.

This summary report incorporates the findings and conclusions of the four
previously prepared Phase I investigation reports: a discussion of significant
court information system issues, descriptions and flow diagrams of current sys-
tem operations, a description of the development of the assessment framework
and a judgmental assessment utilizing the framework and the critical court in-
formation system issues.

The assistance, support and guidance in the conduct of this investigation
by Dr. Richard Barnes, Mr. Michael Mulkey, Ms. Cheryl Martorana, Ms. Carla
Kane, and Ms. Jan Trueworthy of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice is acknowledged with thanks. The availability of the inter-
pretive insight of Mr. Joseph Nay and Ms. Lucille Graham of The Urban Institute
was of considerable value and assistance to the project team throughout the
study. The authors would also particularly like to thank the many judges,
court administrators, clerks of court, data processing and the other court,
county, state and municipal personnel who contributed to this investigation of
- court information systems.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Court Information System Assessment

The Naztional Adv1sbry Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
. in its volume, Report on Courts, proposed the following standard* in the area
of court adm1n1strat1on

“There should be available...computer services adequate
to perform functions such as multiple indexing, jury
selection, and case scheduling. Provision should be
made for input and access by all participants in the
court process, including the prosecutor and public de-
fender; as well as the court itself. Costs should be
minimized by joint use of centrally located computer
systems. Courts with a sufficiently large workload
should utilize the computer for additional services.
The system should be designed with flexibility to be
modified as necessary to reflect the requirements of
each court...." v

This judgmental assessment of the existing state of knowledge concerning
court information systems is based on the information available concerning the
efforts made by trial courts, in response to such a standard, to design, de-
velop and implement information systems which improve caseflow management as
well as supporting other court operations and management. Included in this
assessment is an examination of the approaches taken by the courts in meeting
the following types of significant issues which have arisen:

o Issues concerning the Organization and Conduct of Court Infor-
mation System Development Projects;

o Issues concerning Factors in the Design and Use of Court In-
formation Systems; and

o Issues .Concerning the Impact of Court Information Systems on
the Justice System.

Following an extensive literature search to identify both issues and sites

; of operating systems, structured telephone interviews were used in a nation-

4 wide survey of 65 trial courts, as well as of 10 regional LEARA court and sys-
tem specialists and 24 state court administrators or justice planning offi-
cials.Later, thirteen field site visits were made to a representative group of
courts with operating court information systems. This assessment presents the’
resulting findings, conclusions and observations concerning the usefulness of

. such systems to the courts and to the justice system. ;

R R N e g e S
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*Standard 11.7, Court Adm1n1stfat1on p. 217, Report on Courts, National Ad-
visory Comm1ss1on on Criminal Just1ce Standards and Goals, Wash1ngton D.C.,
1973. .




Utilizing the general framework developed as a part of the Phase I Evalua-
tion of Court Information Systems, this assessment examines each of the frame-
work elements with respect to the assumptions for the achievement of overall
system goals, the measures which can be used to evaluate performance and the
availability of data to perform such measurement.

B. Assessment Bounds

~ This examination of court information systems performance is concerned
with the equipment, programs, procedures and personnel which provide informa-
tion support to both court management and to routine operations in medium to
Targe trial courts.

The relationships between the court information system, its data base, and
the court's management and operational functions are depicted in Figure 1. It
should be noted that the information system supports both the routine day-to-
day information handling required to process cases, as well as using that data
to build a data base which also supports court management activities. The in-
formation system operates, of course, within the larger context of overall
court activities, This assessment, however, is 1imited specifically to the
caurt information system itself and not to the broader capability of courts to
utilize the information supplied by the information system in performing such
critical court activities as caseflow management.

The information systems considered include only those which directly sup-
ported both operational and management activities of the court. Individual
information systems supporting only district attorney or other prosecutorial
office (e.g., PROMIS), probation or parole offices, defender organizations or
other such court-related agencies have not been included. Nor have juvenile
court information systems, which are currently being evaluated by the National
Council for Juvenile Court Judges, been included.

The Phase I investigation of court information systems is directly con-
cerned with those systems, whether funded directly or indirectly by LEAA,
state, county, or local governments, which have the following functional char-
acteristics and overall goals:

o support trial (civil and/or criminal) courts;

e support routine court operations;

(] prgvide the capability to directly support casefliow management;
an

e are currently operational in their jurisdictions,

II. DESCRIPTION OF COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

A. Background

To imp}ove their administration and management, many courts have developed
or attempted to develop "court information systems". The justification for
such development is often based on the potential value of such a system in

s
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helping a court reach such goals as reducing or avo1d1ng costs, reduc1ng time
to disposition, improving the court's public 1mage and in improving the qual-
ity of Just1ce. The specific information processing functions which have been
undertaken in the attempt to achieve these general goals vary extensively from
one jurisdiction to another; the degree to which the systems have assisted the
courts in successfully reaching those goals varies even more greatly.

The term "court information system" is freely used in the literature to
describe a variety of the information processing tasks performed in response
to the needs of court operations and/or management. Some of these tasks or
applications which have been suggested for such systems are listed in Table 1.

Regardless of the tasks performed, a court information system is composed
of personnel, hardware, and software (programs or procedures for system use).
While much attention is generally focused on the equipment (usually including
a computer) when court information systems are discussed, of equal or perhaps
greater importance are the people who use it, the procedures and computer pro-
grams which guide the system's operations, and the court management functions
which the system supports.

Taken together, these three elements can.enable such systems to support
the accomplishment of some of the tasks listed in Table 1, and serve the
~courts in achieving some of their overall goals. For example, by receiving
timely and accurate information, a judge may be able to effectively schedule
cases and thereby reduce the t1me to disposition of the caseload. Prompt,
accurate response to inquiries, t1ne1y notices to witnesses, and fewer case
- continuances may improve the public's image of the court. Making better use
of available resources by having accurate data directly available, reducing
the number of times the same data is handled, and reducing the number of re-
quired appearances of witnesses and jurors, can save significant amounts of
money. By evaluating statistics and taking action on the basis of management
reports, caseflow can be improved. The quality of justice itself can be en-
hanced through management review of reports covering bail or sentencing pat-
terns, more effective allocation of resources among the rehabilitative agen-
cies, and through improved communications among court agencies and case parti-
cipants.

B. Court Information_Systems Definition

~The term "system" as applied to a court information system implies a cer-
tain organization or relationship among its composite elements. In contrast,
a "data processing application" may have been 1ndependent1y developed and im-
plemented to accomplish a single task such as jury selection. A court infor-
mation system as used in this assessment wou]d meet the following three tests:

First, it should be designed to satisfy information needs at several levels
-of the court and court-related organizations.. At the operational level, docu-
ments, reports and information necessary for day-to-day activities shou]d be
provided. For court management and administration, both exception reports and
statistical summaries shou]d be produced

Second]y, a. conmon: data base should be deve]oged and used by all system

k lications_within the court, Case.data shoy]d be a tureqd and st
: Rge, and aﬁ reports of court act?v1t ana *] 1nqu$r es o? court grg no%]d

g‘then utilize the same data source. Th1s does not necessarily mean that al
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© TABLE 1
POTENTIAL COURT INFORMATION SYSTEM APPLICATIONS

Management

- Case Flow Management (cases overdue, cases beh1nd schedule,

cases listed by age)

’ Attorney, Prosecutor, Judge, etc. Assignment

Statistics on Court Activity and Status of Cases
Personnel Management ‘

Court. Room Assignment

Planning, Research and Evaluation

Resource Allocation and Utilization

Administration

Accounting and Budgeting

Payroll; Other Financial Functions

Personnel Data Processing and Records

Inventory and Property Control

Purchasing Goods and Services

Jury Selection and Administration

Bond, Fine, Alimony and Child Support Payment Accounting

Operational Functions

Case Scheduling.

Docketing

Register of Actions Maintenance

Calendars Preparation

Indices Preparation ’

Notices, Summons, Subpoena, and Other 0perat1ona1 Document
Preparat1on )

Warrant and Summons Contro1

Probation Support

Parking Ticket Processing

Traffic Citation Processing

Prisoner Inventory

Interface with. Cr1m1nal History System, including D1spas1t1on
Reporting. , ,

Case Transfer«between Courts



data must res1de in one 1arge file, but that a]l pertinent data is captured

stored only once (except for reasons of security), and logically related.

, Thirdly, the data base'shdu]d be bui]t up directly from routine recording
of operational transactions. Thus, no special effort would be required to
gather the data for the system since data entry becomes a routine part of

normal operat1ons v

In contrast, court data processing applications may spring up to serve a
part1cu1ar and re]at1ve1y narrow need (e.g., printing traffic citations or
summonses ) without consideration of the requirement for management reports,
the need for answering inquiries, or the advantages of integration with other
court activities. Separate and unrelated applications may be used to process
small claims or to list criminal cases with no comprehensive management re-
ports spanning the different case types. Under these circumstances, records
are typically maintained by separate court offices, in incompatible formats,
covering different time periods, and Tacking elements of data which could be
useful to other agencies.

A data processing application which focuses exclusively on a single acti-
vity such as gathering statistics is not, therefore, a court information sys-
tem, since it usually involves special data collection, is not based upon
routine case transactions and does not use a common data base.

In undertaking this assessment of court information systems, it was neces-
sary to define and bound the universe of such systems to be considered. The
following paragraphs briefly describe a number of facets of "court information
systems" and then specify the characteristics which constituted those systems
of assessment significance. The resuitant universe thus provided a basis for
consideration of the court information systems which, it is believed, are of
greatest interest to the justice community and to system development decision-
makers within the courts.

1. Support to Caseflow Management. The universe of information systems
serving courts is quite broad, encompassing such applications as the produc-
tion of statistics, accounting, budgeting, jury selection and management, as
well as individual case processing including generation of court calendars,
preparation of notices to case participants, maintenance of dockets’, prepar-
ing reports of overdue .cases, and other operational functions. While support
to a number of useful court services can be provided by solely administrative
information systems, this assessment is concerned only with those systems
~ which are intended to support caseflow and caseflow management in addition
to any administrative functions. This set of operational and management ac-
tivities is significant not only because movement of cases is the heart of
trial court operations, but also because the caseflow function can be greatly
aided by the availability of accurate and timely information. The basic ele-
ments of caseflow management activity, which can be supported by a court in-
formation system, include: scheduling of cases; record keeping, monitoring
caseflow; assigning judicial and other court resources; ma1nta1n1ng a central
source of information; and developing statistics. :
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It should be noted however, that "1nformat1on" alone cannot perform case~
flow management. The accomp11shment of that activity is a judicial responsi-
bility and requires a commitment on the part of court management to take action
on the basis of the available information as a part of a continuing program of
management and administration.

- 2. Court Levels Supported. Information sysﬁems have been devised to sup-
port all types and levels of state, county and mun1c1pa1 courts, Significant
differences in operational act1v1ty, of course, exist between the trial courts,
those courts which actually hear evidence and try cases, and the appeals courts

- which perform the function of judicial review. While an information system can

be of benefit to both levels of courts, its contribution to caseflow management
would be far greater in trial courts. For that reason only trial court infor-
mation systems are included within the court information system universe con-
sidered in this assessment. However, information systems serving any level of
trial court are included. Thus, systems assisting courts of general jurisdic-
tion or inferior courts of limited jurisdiction have been considered. Such
courts may hear civil and/or cr1m1na1 cases -and where computerized information
systems are involved, usually serve a medium to large-sized community.

3. Court-Sponsored Information Systems. Within a jurisdiction there are
often individual information systems which operate to serve a specific agency
or orgapization such as those systems serving only the District Attorney or
other ‘prosecutorial offices, defender organizations, probation, or other non-
court ?but court-related) agencies. While such systems may provide some gle-
ments of caseflow management activity, the assessment deals only with systems
designed to serve the coyrt directly.

4, chpe of Court Information Systems. Information systems which serve
the courts have been develqped by individual courts as well as counties (to.
serve ail courts withijn the jurisdiction); by statés (to serve @1 or a select-
ed subset of its courts); and also developed as part of a comprehensive crimi-
nal justice information system (CJIS) serving the criminal. justice community
(including law enforcement, probat1on and correction agenciés). All such court
information systems were cons1dered in the assessment; however, where a CJIS
had been developed for a jurisdiction, only the performanre of those system
elements directly involving the court has been studied. ‘

5. Extent of Automation. Support for the different aspects of a court's
operation does not, of course, necessarily require a computer or other elec-
tronic data processing equ1pnent Equipment used in an information system can
range from the non-computer utilization of index cards, desk calcuiators, mag-
netic display boards, and memory typewriters to the use of m1crof11m
storage and retrieval devices, powered files and other manual or semi-automatic-
data process1ng equipment. Although many information systems are, indeed, op-
erated using such techniques, the amount of data to be manipulated and con- _
stantly repeated, combined with the ever-decreasing price of data processing
equipment, make computer-based systems potentially very cost effective for -
utilization in the courts. This is particularly true of those trial courts
with heavier caseloads. For these reasons the assessment has been limitéd to
court information systems employing some form of electronic data process1ng
whether w1th or w1thout an "on- 11ne" capab111ty




c. Fie]d Site Visit and'Information System Features

‘ S1te visits were made to the following Jur1sd1ct10ns selected from those
which met the criteria previously described, These courts represent approxi-
mately one-third of all the jurisdictions with currently operating court in-

formation systems in the United States.

@ Cuyahoga County, Ohio (Cleveland)
e Dallas County, Texas (Dallas)

'e Tarrant County, Texas (Ft. Worth)
e Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
3‘ Allegheny County, Pennsylvania (Pittsburgh)
e Beaver County, Pennsylvania
e Santa Clara County, California (San Jose)
® 'Alameda County, California (Oakland)

e San Francisco, California
e Union County, New Jersey (Elizabeth)
e State of Colorado (Denver)
e Broward County, Florida (Ft. Lauderdale)

¢ District of Columbia (U. S. District Court)

‘While these courts were not selected randomly, they were picked to provide a
representative cross-section of the court information systems now operating in
the United States. The following paragraphs briefly describe both the operat-

~.ing systems as they were observed and some characteristics of the projects which

produced them.

1. Court Information Systems Features - General Characteristics.

From the

description of the criteria for court information systems it would appear that

the selected systems would represent a fairly homogeneous set. Howe
was not the case. For example, of the thirteen jurisdictions visite
. served mu1t1p1e courts while four served only an individual court.

ver, this
d, nine
Superior or

upper courts were served by twelve of the thirteen systems, four of which also
- served lower court levels, while one system served municipal or lower level

courts on]y

Seven systems provided information on criminal cases only, while

six pro-

cessed data for both civil and criminal cases. This is not surprising in view
of the fact that funding for system deve]opment was almost universally obtained

‘through LEAA via the state planning agencies,

T et e oot s
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In addition, five of the court information systems visited were part of a
more comprehens1ve criminal justice information system (CJIS) serv1ng other
cr1m1na1 Justice agencies as well.

“Twelve of the systens prov1ded some on-jine capab111ty, either for data
entry or data retrieval, with only one system being entirely batch oriented.
However, several of the "on-line" systems depended upon batch inputs and pro-
vided on]y on=-Tine 1nqu1ry capab1]1ty

2. Court Information System Deve]opment Projects. Projects to produce
these systems were undertaken by the court in seven jurisdictions (four by
court administrators, one by the clerk, one by a judge, and one by the state
court administrator), by a CJIS committee (four), by a bar association (one),
and by the Federal Jud1c1a1 Center (one). The majority (nine) of the courts
utilized county data processing facilities; only two courts had their own |
computer (one of which was a minicomputer); one state court administrator pro-
vided the comput1ng facility and the Federa1 Judicial Center provided the data
processing equipment in one instance. ¢

The time required for the analysis of system requirements and conceptual
design of the information systems ranged from three years to zero. In the lat-
ter case a "turnkey" system was procured and installed without any significant
analysis. However, eight of the thirteen systems required approximately one
year for the analysis phase of system development, The time for system imple-
mentation ranged from one year to four years, with the average time less than
two years. However, several of these 1mp1ementat1on times covered an entire
CJIS project. Only two of the systems were using "packaged software" while
another has recently stopped using such a package.

Costs for court information system development ranged even more wide]y,
from a high o¢f four million dollars to less than half a million. Development
costs in excess of a million dollars were not uncommon. With the exception of
one court system funded by the Federal Judicial Center and the two systems
funded to a significant extent by their counties, funding for the remaining
ten systems came almost entirely from LEAA via the state planning agencies.

(It should be noted that one of the criteria for selecting sites to be visited
vas to observe some systems which had been funded by county rather than LEAA
money. Thus, the proportion of LEAA-funded court information systems. may be
even higher.)

Annual operating costs for the systems varied as extensively as did the
development costs. Although two systems expended about a hundred thousand
dollars per year for operations, many spent well over a million dollars per
year. (The reader is cautioned that these cost figures may contain signifi-
cant inaccuracies because of the different budgeting and accounting methods
used by the ‘various jurisdictions. While there was an attempt to obtain a
comparable set of figures, such items as court personnel costs, allocation of
computer time, etc. were seldom treated in the same manner in each jurisdic-
tion. Nonetheless, it appears that the wide range of annual operating costs
on the order of ten-to-one does exist among the systems. )

These general characteristics indicate the variety of 1nformationksystem,
development projects and types of courts which they serve. Specific features
of the thirteen court information systems visited are summarized below.




System Features Supporting Routine Court Operations.

Two systems (15%) produce court dockets (where a docket is a
synopsis of significant events in a case).

Three systems,(23%) produce notices for case participants.

Ten systems (77%) produce court calendars (where a court cal-
endar is a list of cases scheduled for a particular date. In
some. jurisdictions this was termed a "docket").

A11 thirteen (100%) systems provide rapid response to queries.
One system was, in fact, able to accomplish rapid response with
a batch computer system which provided revised microfilm case
records prepared overnight.

Nine of the systems (69%) provide printed indexes of cases and
participants.

Six of the systems (46%) provide jail 1ists or indications that
defendants and/or witnesses were incarcerated. (However, it
should be noted that four of these were elements of a CJIS.)

Nine of the systems (69%) provide one or more operational re-
ports used by other (i.e., non-court) agencies.

Features Supporting Court Management.

Nine of the systems (69%) produce some form of aged-case or over-
due case report, which could be used to monitor caseflow.

Eight of the systems (62%) provide information on an individual's
caseload, most often for judges operating under an individual cal-
endaring system,

Reports on sentencing patterns are produced in only two (15%) of
the thirteen systems.

E1even systems (85%) yield statistics of various types 1nc1ud1ng‘
a number of d1fferent reports summarizing various court activities
over time.

‘In six of the systems (46%) statistical reports for other agencies
~are' produced.

In none (0%) of the systems visited was there any attempt to auto~
maticallv schedule cases. ‘

Only one (8%) of the thirteen‘systems has been the subject of a
re]at1ve1y comprehensive evaluation. In another, a limited cost
comparison before and after the system 1nsta]1at1on was made by

~ an outside agency.
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III.  COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS (CIS): AN ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK

A. Background

In developing a framework as a basis for the judgmental assessment, the
project team was guided by the Phase I Study Work Description*. That document
describes the framework in terms of the assumptions that underlie the project
design. Chains of such assumptions link the expenditure of funds to project
activity (or intervention), the project activity to the immediate outcome, and
the immediate outcome to the impact on the overall problem.

Although it was expected that the framework structure would directly re-
sult from the field site visits and from the structured telephone interviews, -
it was necessary for the project team to draw upon other resources. The site
visits and telephcne interviews revealed that in no jurisdiction was a formal-
ized set of defined, consistent and measurable goals and objectives established
prior to the deve10pment of the court information system. In fact, the system
designs were, in general, based only on an implied assumption that the courts
would operate more effect1ve1y if an information system, utilizing advanced
technology, were installed and operating. Consequently, no detailed, quanti-
tative project evaluations had been performed. In only one court had even a
qualitative evaluation been attempted. :

This section of the report summarizes the framework structure developed by
the project team for use in the judgmental assessment of court information
systems. It is believed that the framework will be of considerable assistance
to system designers and decision makers in the courts, LEAA and the state plan-
ning agencies who are involved in planning, designing and implementing court
information systems. ;

B. Approach to the Developiient of the Assessment Structure

Members of the project team were not, of course, dependent only on the site
visits and interviews for information on court information projects and systems.
Rather, there was a considerable background of past experience in various fields
upon which the project was able to draw. Such experience included information”
system analysis, design and implementation in a number of diverse court, crimi-
nal justice and law enforcement areas. In addition, the project team made use
of general information on project management and eva]uat1on :

Combining this background with the information obtained earlier in the
evaluation effort, the project team identified a small set of fundamental court
problems which were then restated in the form of goals. Next, corresponding
sets of information-based court actions that could help solve these problems
were selected. A similar process was then used to identify generic goals for
information system designs which would collect, process, store, retrieve and
communicate the information required to support such court actions. Corre-
sponding sets of information system actions that would help meet the goals were

i

Nork Description for a Phase I Study Under the Nat1ona1 Eva]uat1on Program,
NILECJ/LEAA, April 30, 1974. . ¥
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then identified. Finally, a tentative set of measures of accomplishment was
developed for each of the identified goals.

C. General Assessment Framework Structure

1. Nature of Information Support Systems. Many actions can be taken that
will have a direct impact on court operations. For example, increasing the
number of judges assigned to trial work, together with making corresponding
increases in other associated resources, can be expected to directly increase
the rate of case dispositions. By contrast, establishing a new or improved
information system to support court operations and management cannot have this
kind of direct impact. Of itself, the information system will not improve the
speed with which cases are handled, or the quality of the judicial process. It
will not improve the image of the court, and will probably not reduce court
operating costs. Indeed, it is only when the outputs of the new or improved
information system are suitably utilized by court managers arnd operating per-
sonnel, and made the basis of their activities and decisions, that the infor-
mation system will have a beneficial operational impact. Like other support
functions, information activities have only an 1nd1rect influence on court
production or court results.

To impact on court operations, one first needs a person -- a staff worker
or manager -- who is motivated and able tc take action. If such a person is
provided with better information, through a new or improved information sup-
port system, he can use this data to improve court activities.

The indirect nature of the support provided by an information system leads
to more complex relationships within the assessment framework than would other-
wise be the case. The framework, in fact, has been constructed using two
largely separate areas, a court operations' area and an information system's
area, Within each area a set of framework elements (i.e., broad goals or ob-
jectives) is defined, assumptions are made concerning what actions are needed
to support the goals or obgect1ves, and measures of achievement are established.
This general framework structure is indicated in Figure 2.

2. Framework Elements. The assessment framework for court information
systems contains three sets of elements.relating to Court Operations, Court
Management and Administration, and the Court Information System. The first
group represents desirable attributes of court activities. The second re-
flects two general objectives of court management, and the last identifies
information system objectives that will contribute indirectly to the reali-
zation of these attributes.

a. Four Rg?igy Goals for Court Operations:

(1) Reduced Time to Disposition
(2) Improved Public Image
(3) Improved Quality of Justice, and

(4) Cost Reduction or Avoidance.
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It can be seen that these goals reflect the following aspects of a sound judi-
cial process:

[} Prov1des a speedy trial -~ 1 e., does not invoive
undue delay.

o Interacts well with the involved members of the
pub]ic, and commands their respect.

o Meets generally accepted criteria for the impar- -
tial administration of justice. ‘

o Is carried out in a cost-~effective manner.

It is believed that these four goals reasonably characterize the major objec-
tives of an effective court, and also relate to the most frequently cited court
problems.

b. Two general CIS goals of Court Management and Administration:

(1) utitization of CIS to more effectively manage the court.
(2) Effective Management of the CIS Project.

c. Three Court Information System Objectives:

(1) Improved Information System Outputs. (Greater usefu]ness of sys-
tem outputs to the users of the information.)

(2) More Effect1ve Data Hand11ng. (Availability of efficiently pro-
duced, timely, accurate and accessible information.)

(3) CIS Cost Conta1nment or Reduct1on. (Efficient use of material
and personnel resources.) ,

In summary, then, there are nine elements in the main evaluation fkamewbrk
four are elements applicable to Court Operations, three are app11cab1e to the
CIS and two are applicable to court managewent '

D. Overall Structure

The framework structure for assessment is dep1cted in Figure 2. Each ele-
ment is comprised of a general goal or objective, such as Reduced Time to Dis-
_position, and two or three subgoals or subobjectives, referred to only by ab-
brevi ated titles. Below the Framework Elements,the supporting Assumptions,

the Information-Based Court Actions and the CIS Program Actions which, if
undertaken, would contribute to the achievement of the goals, are indicated .
(but not def1ned) Below the Actions, the Measures of Achievement -- para-
meters, ratios or indices of the degree of success in achieving the goa]s -=
are also referenced. ‘ :

It should be noted that the "Assumptions" re]evant to the CoUrt 0perat1ons
and Management elements are those that are information-based. The phrase
"information-based” means that CIS outputs are required in order for the actions
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to be successfully carried out. While there may be many non-information-
based actions that would be helpful in meeting the stated goals, these are
not relevant to the information systems assessment. Such assumptions, there-
fore, have a dual aspect; they are designed (collectively) to meet CIS Ob-
jectives and individually to support the Court Operations.

E. Organization and Management -= A Necessagy Pre~requisite

The assessment structure just discussed, and the nine goals that are in-
cluded in it, are only part of the assessment p1cture In order for the goals
to be accomp11shed a suitable management structure is requ1red both for the
court operation itself, and also for the CIS project. This is portrayed in
the upper part of F1gure 2. Although the requirement for an effective manage-
ment structure may seem obvious, studies of court operations and the site.

‘ ¥1s1ts showed that lack of effect1ve management is commonly the greatest prob-
em .

Courts by their nature involve several different types of professional per-
sonnel and corresponding functions -- judges, prosecutors and clerks, for ex-
ample -- which though inter-related are often relatively autonomous. Frequent-
ly, there is no mechanism that manages the several functions, or that is con-
cerned with the overall imanagement of cases. The autonomy is to some extent
necessary, since the judicial and prosecuterial functions, for example, cannot
be merged without compromising the quality of justice. But the autonomy tends
to extend beyond areas in which it is necessary_ to areas__like caseflow man-
agement where it is not. Also, judges, who are recognized to he the most
senior court personnel, are not usually "managers" by eithertraining or ex-
perience and may be reluctant to assume that role. Even in those courts that
have established the position of court manager or administrator, that position
is often ineffective because of lack of real "clout" (managerial mandate), lack
of resources or other factors. But, clearly, for a court information system
program (or any improvement program) to be successful, requires mechanisms not
only for planning the necessary changes, but also for implementing them. These
mechanisms could be provided through a number of different organizational ‘
forms -- but the mechanisms must exist, and must be effect1ve.

Similar considerations apply to the management of a CIS development project.
Literature in the field of information system projects indicates that to have a
high probability of success such a project must meet several conditions. There
should be an orderly sequence of phases, including setting objectives, detailed
design, acquisition of the necessary equipment and software, documentat1on,
training, installation and test. There must be full participation by,manage-

. ment and operating personnei who will use the system. There must also be suit-
able policy and decision mechanisms to resolve issues and make, trade-offs be-
tween conflicting interests.  Finally, there must be an identification of
sources of both long and short term system development and maintenance funds.
Many information system projects have been conducted without adequate recogni-
tion of the importance of these conditions -- with results that have varied
from mediocre to disastrous. These problems could have been avoided if good
practices had been followed. : : ‘
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IV. COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS: AN ASSESSMENT
A. Introddction

This section presents a judgmental assessment concerning the design, im-
plementation and operation of court information systems as related: ?1) to
the assessment framework developed for the Phase I Evaluation effort, and (2)
to the significant court information system issues areas.

_ As a result of in-depth discussions held with court administrators, judges,
court management consultants, LEAA regional court and systems development spe-

~ cialists, state planning agency representatives and other personnel involved in

developing, implementing and operating court information systems, a wide range
of significant issues concerning such systems were identified. These discus-
sions were supplemented by an extensive literature search, which examined ex~
isting documentation dealing with the requirements, uses, and operation of court
information systems. These primary issue areas were discussed in detail in an
earlier product of the Phase I Evaluation effort.

Following the on-site field visits made by the project team to courts parti-
cipating in court information system development and operation, it was possible
to examine the actual approaches taken by those courts in meeting the signifi-
cant issues involved in system implementation.

B. Findings concerning Court Information Systems Utilizing the Assessmernt
Framework

Using the framework developed earlier in the Phase I Evaluation effort, this
section presents some of the findings and conclusions resulting from the visits
to jurisdictions with operating court information systems. The framework (shown
as Figure 2) describes a structure which relates the organization, management,
goals, assumptions and measures of achievement of court information systems.

‘ Gri the following pages are presented nine tables (one for each of the four

Policy Goals, the three Information System Objectives, and the two Management
GoaTsx with the project team observations. On the left of each page one objec-
-tive, several subobjectives, associated assumptions and measures are reproduced
from the framework document. On the right side of each table are comments or
observations concerning cach assumption and measure.

With regard to the measures, in no court visited had well defined, measur-
able project goals been established. Therefore, baseline data concerning the
state of affairs before the court information system became operational ?pre-
CIS) was virtually non-existent. In many courts intervening events will render
pre- and post-CIS measures virtually meaningless (e.g., adoption of a court rule
requiring disposition of a criminal case in 180 days or major changes in court
procedures such as the change from the use of a master calendar to an individual
- calendar scheduling system). In addition, it appears that much of the pre-CIS
data which was routinely gathered is of doubtful accuracy. While this renders
comparisons of pre- and post-CIS activity difficult, such comparisons are not
entirg]y precluded. Much basic data can be extracted from the individual case
records.
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folicy Goal:

k) I

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT NO. 1

Reduced Time to Disposition

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Subgoals: @ Reduced number of required court appearances
® Greater use of procedures (e.g., master sessions, pretrial
conferences) not requiring court appearances.
Assumptions:  Information-based Court Actions that should Reduce Time to
Disposition
o Avoid Schaduling cases when participants 1e§itimate1y not ® No CIS observed attempted to do this. Generally, data on participants"
available. activities was insufficient.
e ldentify overdue cases at several points in the case- o Most Ci5's provided aged listing or other report on age of case. A few
handling process. also reported at intermediate points in the process.
e ldentify in advance potential problems (e.g., attorney o Only one court attempied to do this.
with excessive caseload). ‘
o Ensure all participants get timely notice of scheduled o Three courts prepared and sent notices of upcoming events. - Some courts
events. : avercame the problem procedurally.
Measures of
Achievement: Parameters, Ratios, Indices that are Associated with Reduced

Time to DIsposition

o Reduction in case backlog as fraction of annual workload

e Reduction in number of continuances per case.
® Reduction in average time to disposition.
® Reduction in number of dismissals for lack of speedy trial.

L ] Inm)ease in number of cases disposed (per month, per judge,
etc.).

e Some data available for post-CIS; baseline data may be difficult or
impossible to assemble.

o Data probably available for post-CIS; baseline data might be gathered
by sampling. ’

e Data probably -available for post-CIS; baseline data might be gathered
by sampling.

¢ Data avaitable from sampling, both before and after cIs.

o Data availabte for post-CIS; some baseline data available, accuracy is
questionable.
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Policy Goal:

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT NO, 2

Improved Public Image

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Subgoals: e Better treatment of case participants (e.g., v1ct1m witness,
defendent).
e Tidy, efficient, orderly atmosphere, in keeping with good
bu51ness practice.
Assumptions: Information-based Court Actions that should Improve Public Image

e Ensure all participants get timely notice of scheduled
events®,

® Schedule events by hour as well as by day.

e Keep participants appraised of schedule changes and current
status.

® Provide prompt accurate response to inquiries.

¢ Provide prompt remittances (child support, alimony; attorney, .

witness and juror fees).

Three courts prepared and sent notices of upcoming events. Some courts
overcame the problem procedurally.

While a few courts produced separate morning and afterncon calendars,
none attempted to schedule more precisely.

Other than notices, no CIS action sought to inform participants of changes
in schedule. Most changes were the result of an attorney's motion; there-
fore, renotification was unnecessary.

Prompt query response was a characteristic of all CIS'. However, in some
courts the capability was not used - the people receiving queries did not
have access to the system.

A few courts were doing this with considerable success; CIS's devoted prl-
marily to criminal cases did not include this feature.

.

Measuras of
Achievement:

Indices that are Associated with Improved Public Image

¢ Reduction in number of required appearances by witnesses .and
victims (per case).

' ¢ Reduction 1n average waiting time in courtroom for partici-

pants '
o Existence of notices, schedules throughout day.

o'AHequacy of responses given to queries by participants.

o Timeliness of remittances.

E 2

Also an assumption for Frémehork Element #1.

May be available through special studies, sampling. Not routinely kept.

Not available for pre-CIS or post-CIS; can be observed and measured for
current period,

Can be observed; can be determined for earlier periods.

-Can be obserVed and recorded currently; pre-. and post-CIS cannot be

measured (other than by opinion survey).

Can be observed and recorded currently; pre- and post-CIS cannot be
measured (other than by opin1on surveys ’
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Policy Goal:

FRAMEWORK. ELEMENT NO. 3

Improved m_ajigx of Justice

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

e Very few courts reviewed sentencing patterns; none reviewed bail patterns.

® No CIS's checked on this,

o-While several systems produced data suitable for such decisions, few ackniw-
ledged utilizing these reports,

e Many CIS's transmitted data {operational and management) to. other quasi-

court agencies (e.g., prosecution, public defender); in CIS's that were
‘part of a CJIS, data was-shared with entire criminal justice community.

Subgoals: e Equitable bail setting and sentencing.

o Greater assurance of assigament ofA necessary resources..
o Improved communication with other criminal justice agencies.

Assumpti‘ons: ‘Information-based Court Actions that should Improve Quality of
dJustice
o Review bail and sentence patterns.
e Assure counsel assigned to each indigent defendant before

proceeding.
e Utilize management reports to allocate necessary resources.
e Transmit appropriate data to other criminal justice agencies.
-~ Measures of
chievement: - Indices that are Associated with Improved Quality of Justice

o Percent cases not reversed on appea].‘

@ Percent cases that go to trial.

- Percent bail bonds not defaulted.

o Complement of recidivism rate {i.e., one minus that rate).

o Extent of data sharing with other agencies.

- @ Percent defendants on personal recognizance not defaulting.

® Generally available with special study; data seldom routinely maintained.
s Data usually available from CIS; often maintained for pre-CIS.

e-Data may be available from some CIS's; special study required for pre-CIS.

o Difficult to define; post-CIS data available from CJIS-type systems; for
others extremely difficult to obtain (even by special studies{.

¢ Can be observed for post-CIS; opinion survey for pre-CIS.

e Data may be available from some CIS's; special study requived for pre-CIS.




02

Policy Goal:

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT NO. 4

Cost Reduction or Avoidance

Subgoals:

o Use resources more effectively.

o Improve collection of receivables.

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Assumptions:

Costs

Inforination?based Court Actions that should Reduce or Avoid

. Assig? and utilize personnel and other resources (including
space). ‘

; Reduce expenditures for equipment, services and supplies.
e Utilize operational:and statistical reperts to improve
planning and management.

¢ Call jurors only when trial is certain, and witnesses only
when required.

5 Fonow-up on overdue receivables (bail, fines, court costs).

Better CIS's displayed marked increase in personnel productivity; little’
impact on space required, except as second order effact (i.e., fewer
people); or as a result of microfilm records; little formal m\pact on re-
source allocation.

Most CIS's resulted in increased expendltures for equ1pment and/or services
(data processing).

While such reports were availab]e, there was 1ittle evidence ‘of their being
used to improve planning or resource allocation.

rovements seemed apparent; from jury management subsystem (not
and from better scheduling and notification.

Some i
studied

Fine, bail bond, court costs, alimony, child support. and other receivables
are clearly identified, accounted for, and, if overdue, acted upon in a

‘number of CIS's, K

Measuies of

Achievement:

Indices that are Asseciated with Cost Reduction or Avoidance

@ Unit cost per disposed cases.

# Disposed cases per judge, per other court employee k

o Reduction in average expense per case for witnesses and
“Jurors.

¢ Increase in income from fines and other collections.

Generally avaﬂable both before and after CIS; however, definition (of
costs or caseload) may have changed over time, :

Generally available, both before and after CIS.
Should be available.

Gross income should be available; however, specifics of fines levied or
bails forfeited (as opposed to actual collection) may require special

_studies, especially pre-CIS..



FRAMEWORK ELEMENT NO. 5

General Objective: Improved Information System Outputs

Subobjectives: e Working documents more useful in daily court activities.

e Statistical and analytical reports of greater use to
management.

o Improved responses to participant queries.

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Assumgtions:

L2

CIS Program Actions that should Meet Program Objectives and

also Support Court Actions

o Provide timely opurating documents in support of stated
court objectives: . calendar, jail list, notices, file
indexes. :

o Provide exception reports useful for case and resource
management; overdue actions, delayed cases, cases
handled, workioad dynamics, scheduling effectiveness.

o Provide means for effective response to participant
queries. ’

e Solicit user comments on system outputs, and make system
improvements as necessary.

o Provide statistical summary reports on cases handled;
facility & resource utilization.

o Most CIS's provide some or all of these operating documents.
o Most CIS's provide some of these management documents.

‘o Al1 CIS's provide a rapid query-response capability.

¢ Few CIS's had extensive or active system maintenance; poorly planned or
implemented CIS features were difficult to change.

e Most CIS's provide some statistical reports.

Measures of
KEchievement:

Indices that are Associated with Improved Information

System Outputs

e Extent of user knowledge of system and dependence on it,
and integration into court operations.

"o Degree to which decisions are influenced by system out-

puts; relevance of outputs to decision makers.

o Adequacy (timeliness, accuracy, completeness) of re-
sponses provided to queries.

e Available by observation and/or opinion survey.

o Available by observation and/or opinion survey.

e Available by -observation and/or cpinion survey.
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General Objective:

PRAMEWORK ELEMENT ND. -6

More Effective Data Handling

Subobjectives:

o More efficient data gathering processes.
o Improved data processing.

» More effective data and file maintenance.

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Assumptions:

CIS Program Actions that should Meet Progiam Objectives
and aiso Provide Basis for CIS Outputs )

e Establish clear channels for data collection; single
responsibility for each element of data; eliminate re-
dundant data collection.

e Provide appropriate data collection forms, formats,
training and procedures.

o Establish common data base, suitably structured for
convenient access. :

- Collect and process data with adequate frequency.

o Perform necessary input data quality checks, detect
and {immediately) rectify all errors and omissions.

e Observed inabout half of the CIS's.

¢ Several CIS's had completely redesigned forms; others operated by photo-
cog¥ing existing documents, or by copying data from existing documents to
a CIS form. :

® Most CIS's utilized a single, central data base.

o While "adequate" must be defined, most CIS's were up-to-date within 24
hours of the event or sooner.

® Most CIS's for the first time imposed (even rudimentary) quality checks on

data, resulting in fewer errors (after "buys" were out of software); shared
data base caused errors to be quickly detected and corrected,

Measures of
Achijevement:

Indices that are Associated with More Effective Data
andling

¢ Input data quality

o Adequacy of controls to assure data accuracy and com-
pleteness of data entry.

o Degree to which data base is maintained adequately

current and accurate {avoiding data base deterioration).

. 3uitability of access modes and query structures.
o System reliability .and availability. '

[ Adequacy of operating manuals and procedures.

» r

e Difficult to measure undetected errors; could sample records before and
after CIS.

e Review controls; survey users.
® Can be measured by opinion survey,

o Can be observed; can survey users.
@ Can be measured: can survey users,
e Can be observed; can survey users.
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General Objective:

FRAMEWORK = _EMENT NO. 7

CIS Cost Containment or Reduction

Subobjectives:

o System design for efficient operation.
e Cost effective acquisition.

e Efficient personnel.

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Assumptions:

CIS Program Actions_ that should lead to Cost Containment
or Reduction

¢ Eliminate redundant and parallel processes whevever
possible. .

o Design efficient information gathering, storing, pro-
cessing and reporting system.

e Use most effective combination of manual and automated
techniques,

¢ Make cost-effective decisions re: equipment purchase or
lease, or use of service bureau.

e Often, but not always, the case.
o Attempted in several CIS's, not always achieved.
o Most effective role for man and machine was not always considered.

@ Some CIS's were constrained to use county DP; most did not fully consider
all options.

o Inprove personnel setection, training, supervision and e Generally inadequate training; little change in selection, evalu-
evaluation. ation or promotion. Scme difficulty in personnel adjusting to full-
time terminal operations. )
() Provgq$1€fficient system maintenance and improvement ® Seldom did courts commit adequate rescurces to continued CIS maintenance.
capabilities, :
Measures of
Echievement: Indices_that are Associated with CIS Cost Containment

or Reduction

¢ Reduction in information handling.
® Reduction in cost per query handled.

o Adequacy of provisions for equipment and software
maintenance and upgrading to extend effective life
of system.

& Appropriateness of type and degree of mechanization.

® Adequacy of maintenance provisions and system documen-
tation.

e "System Cost" may be difficult to define or to gather, depeﬁding on ac-
counting practices.

o Will be very difficult to obtain either the no. of queries (if not logged
by computer) or the "cost". ,

e Can be observed; also, users can be surveyed.

o Can be observed and surveyed.

o Can be observed and surveyed,
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General Objective:

FRAMEWORK ELEMENT NO. 8

Utilize CIS to More Effectively Manage Court

Operations

COMMENTS BASED ON SITE VISITS

Assumptions:

® Use CIS-Generated Reports to Manage Caseflow
o Use CIS-Generated Reports to Pian and to Allocate
Resources -~

e Managers adopt Information System to Improve
Day-to-Day Operations

A few court managers (typically in court administrator's office} used
reports from the information system to manage the casefiow.

No court was observed in which manager based resources allocation on
information systems reports,

Most courts employed improved information system, when it was available.

Measures of
Achievament :

o Extent of User Knowledge of and Dependence on
System

e Integration into Court Operations

o Degree to Which Management Decisions are Influ-
enced by System Output

Can be observed; can survey key personnel. -

Can be observed (e.qg., existence of parallel manual system).

Can be observed; can survey key personnel.
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General Objective:

FRAMEWORK ELEMEHT NO. 9

Manage CIS Project Effectively

COMMENTS BASED ON_SITE VISITS

Assunptions:

. Integraté {Single Point) CIS Project Management
e Involve Management and Operational Personnel in
all-Affected Agencies

¢ Develop and Maintain Work Plan, Schedule and
Budget -

‘e Perform a11‘Requiréd Project Steps, Including:

Requirements. Analysis, Conceptual and Detailed
Design, Phased Impiementation, Documentation,
-Training and Test

Sometimes done, but often lacked effective relationship with indepen-
dently elected officials.

Usually -not done well, attempted in several courts.
Usually done only to the extent required by funding agency.

Usually omitted one or more step(s); in some cases there.were no re-
quirements analysis, in others documentation, training, or test were
deficient.

Measurés of
Achievement:

e Presence or Absence of Above Factors.

Can be observed; can survey key personnel.
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. C. Assessment Observations of thg'pgyrt‘lnformation Systems Area

During the in-depth on-site field visits the project team observed the
various approaches taken by the courts in meeting the significant issues in
the court information systems area. This section presents a discussion of
each of the following primary issues followed by a related Judgmental assess-

ment:

1.

10.

To what extent have analyses of court information requirements been
made prior to the design of court information systems?

To what extent should a court attempt to use its own personnel re-
sources to develop and implement a court information system?

Is adequate funding available to support not only the design and im-
plementation of court information systems, but also to permit continu-
ing operation and maintenance of the systems after they become opera-
tional?

Has the information made available by court information systems been
used effectively for caseflow management?

To what extent have courts which are develcping court information sys-
tems transferred computer programs and/or systems currently operating
in other jurisdictions?

Have courts, which are planning to develop court information systems,
made use of objective, informed and technicaily competent consulting
support assistance?

To what extent do courts establish a separete project organization to
direct the implementation of the court information system and where in
th court's organization is the responsibility for project management
placed?

What role have the eventual users of the court information system
played in the system design and development process?

In what way has the application of the “separation of powers" docfrine;
affected the development of court information systems?

How strong has been the support of Judges and court adm1nistrators in
court information system planning and development?
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To what extent have court personnel been adequately trained and moti-
vated to operate and use court information systems?

Are courts acquiring dedicated data process1ng equipment for use in
operating court information systems?

Are court information system computer programs and procedures being
adequately documented so that system improvements can be made and so
that system transfers can be accomplished?

14. What limiting effect have long-standing court practices and rules had
on the implementation of court information systems?

15. In what ways has the installation of an information system constrained
or resiricted traditional court activities or organization?

16. How effective are court information systems in collecting, processing,
storing, and retr1eV|ng CQUY& data?

17. How has the quality of justice been effected by court information
systems?

18, Is useful data available from past evaluations of court information
system projects?

Many of these primary issues reflect the fact that the objectives of court
information system projects can be achieved, not only through their direct in-
tervention in the processes of the criminal justice system, but also through
the second order effect of improved caseflow management and court administra-
tion on judicial operations. It became apparent during the data gathering ac-
tivity that many of those concerned with the operation and utilization of
court information systems feel that the success and effectiveness of a system
project is dependent in large measure on the acceptance of the system by court
personnel and its utilization in management and administration. The system
design, itself, may be of secondary importance in accomp11sh1ng overall system
objectives. :
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1. ISSUE: To what extent have analyses of court information_ regquirements
been made prior to the design of court informaticn systems? OUne of the most
critical issues facing a court in designing and implementing a court informa-
tion system is the choice of functions to be accomplished and the services to
be provided by the system to the court and its associated agencies. That choice
should, ideally, be based on a thorough analysis of the information needs of
the court, the identification of alternate means and the costs of meeting those
needs in order to select cost-effective functions for implementation. It has
“ been pointed out? that if a court wants a good system which will be of use to
it 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. :

Whether a formal requirements 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 steps rather than in a
giant leap.3

Whatever approach is taken to analyze the court's requirements and deter-
mine the specific functions and services to be provided, the court is faced
with many choices among possible information system applications. The court
should examine the ways that the operational information needs of the individu-
al court, as well as the statistical information needs of court or governmental
adiministration at the municipal, county and state levels, can be met through
the court's information system. This consideration may include an analysis of
whether 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.* The selection of
specific functions for implementation should depend on a comparison of the
costs of collecting, processing, retrieving and communicating the information
against the overall benefits to be achieved by making available timely and ac-
curate data to court managers, administrators and operational personnel. Al-
though such a cost/benefit analysis is difficult to perform within the court
environment, it may, if carried out successfully, lead to valuable insights
into current court operations and, therefore, will be useful in structuring
improved court management and administration.

The determination of the functions and services to be provided by a court
information system should be performed within the boundaries estab]ighed by
the real world constraints which are found in the court environment.? Such
‘constraints include the economic factors which affect the acceptance and util-
ization 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 thiough statutes at both the federal and state
levels which may restrict the potential application of the system; the infor-
mation needs of other criminal justice agencies; the organizational structure
in which the system must operate; the organizational differences between the
court and the municipality and among the counties; and the availability of
‘the necessary technology to implement the functions and services selected by
the system designers at a reasonable cost.
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JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In the overwhelming majority of the courts visited
during the Phase I effort, the step of requirements analysis was either com-
pletely ignored or was performed in a perfunctory manner. In most courts the
information needs of the court for management and operations were assumed by
the system designers and the information system was developed to meet those
assumed needs. The broad objectives of the court, to be achieved through the
assistance of the court information system, were never critically examined in
most jurisdictions, nor were the daily operational or administrative tasks
analyzed in depth. Where an attempt at needs analysis had been made (some-
times by the eventual equipment vendor) the effort was generally not adequate-
ly documented and made available to the system designers. 1In Allegheny County
an analysis was performed and documented, but in other jurisdictions (District
of Columbia, Cuyahoga County, Tarrant County and Philadelphia) where some re-
quirements analysis was performed, the system designers had not, for a variety
of reasons (including lack of cooperation), examined in detail the information
needs of the court and each of its associated agencies (clerks, judges, proba-
tion, prosecutors, pubiic defenders, and court administrators).

The selection of functions to be performed by-a court information system
may resuit as a direct response to the need to deal with an extremely pressing
problem caused by a shortage of personnel or by a significant overload of the
existing case processing system, such as the need_to clear the civil backlog
rather than from a careful analysis. Some courtsd, indeed, have initiated
system design by choosing those functions that could be most readily program-
med for a computer. One jurisdiction installed a computer package with no
analysis of its information needs or of the package's capability.

The choice of functions to be accomplished by court information systems
has for the most part, therefore, appeared to result not from a comprehensive
examination and requirements analysis, but from a less than complete under-
standing of those requirements and the objectives of the court. As a result,
the systems which were developed are of only limited value to the courts in
accomplishing management and operational objectives.

2. ISSUE: To what extent should a courtkattempt to use its own personnel
resources to develop and implement a court information system? - It has been

suggested that one of the key ingredients of success in the development of a
court information system is the use of "in-house" court staff for the develop-
ment of such a system, not only to conceptualize the structure and purpose of
the system, but also to perform the more technical analysis and design acti-
vities which are pre-requisite to system implementation.

Qualified technical personnel familiar with court procedures are, however,
particularly difficult to hire within the budgetary constraints of the court
environment.4 A significant question, therefore, is to what extent a court
should attempt to use its own personnel resources in developing and implement-
ing a court information system and to what degree a court should rely .on sys-.
tems design, programming and data processing support from the county, munici-
pal, or state data processing staff.® There has been recognition’ that since
there may not be a continuing need for large numbers of computer specialists
and senior analysts after system development, ‘the courts may wish to
utilize outside resources such as consultants or service bureau organizations.
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to supplement the in-house resources Even where a court has chosen to main-
tain its own staff of technical personnel, it may be 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 train-
ing, or selecting from the existing court staff personnel who may benefit from
instruction in information system technology through their attendance at speci-
fic training courses.8

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: Few courts have the technically trained personnel
required to accomplish system design. In the overwhelming number of jurisdic-
tions surveyed, courts have relied on a non-court agency to perform such acti-
vities as operations studies, forms and reports design, system design, computer
programming, equipment specification and system implementation. In most of the
courts visited, the county data processing center played the major role in sys-
tem development. This occurred because many county governments have aiready
established such centers to perform a variety of tasks such as tax billing,
county payroll administratiun, property control and other data handling appli-
cations which can be effectively accomplished through the use of modern data
process1ng equipment and programs. County government has also made such data
processing centers available to the courts for assistance in system development.
Typically, the centers have the capability to operate and maintain compliex on-
line computer systems, using its facility, equipment and staff to serve a num-
ber of county operations. The staff of county data processing centers generally
include computer system analysts and programmers as well as equipment operation-
al personnel. Such a staff, however, is generally unfamiliar with court pro-
cedures and processes and consequent]y may be ineffective in determining the
information requirements of court personnel for court operations and management.

~ In several of the jurisdictions visited (San Francisce, Santa Clara County,
Alameda County, Tarrant County) the county data processing center is playing a
major role in deveioping and maintaining an 1ntegrated information system de-
s1qned to serve a number of criminal Just1ce agencies. These systems, called
“"criminal justice information systems" (CJIS), are primarily planned to meet the
needs of the law enforcement community rather than the management and operation-
al needs of the courts. Therefore, the interest of the county data processing
center staff is often focused on the broader requirements of the police, sher-
iff and prosecutor's organizations, than on developing a system to assist the
court in performing its functions. Because of the 1imited resources otherwise
available to the courts, however, many of the courts have been dependent on
the county data processing center for analytic, programming and operational

support and have, themselves, played only a passive role in the system project.

Non-trial court technical personnal have also been responsible for the de-

| s1gn, impiementation and maintenance of the court information systems support-

ing the Colorado courts and the District of Columbia United States District
Court, - In Colorado, under a newly unified court system, the state judicial
department developed the information system and in Washington, D.C., the Fed-
eral Judicial Center was responsible. - In both cases, funding was made avail-
able to the "outside" organization to accomp11sh system development and "in-

 house" court personnel played only a minimal role in the process.

: Consu]tants from 1ndusthy successfu]]y performed the basic court informa-
t1on system design act1v1ty in two of the courts visited ; however, in each"
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case (Broward County and Beaver County) the county data process1nq cehter now -
maintains and operates the system..

In only one Jur1sd1ct1on (Ph11ade1ph1a) were court personnel used exclu- -
sively in the design, development and implementation of the court information
. system. There the development program was the responsibility of the court
administrator, who established a staff of techn1ca11y qua11f1ed personne] as
we]] as a court data processing fac111ty

\ It is, perhaps, unrealistic to expect a court to have the resources neces-
‘ sary to employ a staff of technically competent system design specialists-in -
order tc develop a court information system. This is particularly true with
respect to the considerablie number of analytical and design personnel needed
in the early stages of information system development. Most courts are Sup~-
ported by county government and it is not surprising that the courts have
either turned to the county data processing center for court information sys-
tem development support or have been urged by the county tc participate in the
development of a county level criminal justice information system.

The failure of the courts to employ their own "“in-house" personnel can,
however, have an adverse effect on maintaining and improving court informatjon
systems to satisfy the court's changing needs. Competition for scarce county
resources to perform the necessary system modifications was a continuing prob-
lem in many jurisdictions. )

3. ISSUE: Is adequate funding available to support not only the design
and implementation of court information sy tems, but also to permit continuin
operation_and maintenance of the systems #fiér they become operational? Ade-
quate funding to accomplish the design, ‘rziementation and continuing operat1on
of a court information system is crit1ca7 o the achievement of the court's ob-
jectives.” This quest for funds intensi¥ius a basic fear among Some court per-
sonnel of a potential loss of control over the administration of justice whether
to the federal government or to the Governor's Office and legislature. Although
many courts appear to feel that funding from state or county sources is more -
acceptable than federal funding, to implement an information system the courts
must face the problems of trying to successfully compete for the generally
large amount of funding support required.10 Against the more politically gla-
morous funding uses, such as those in revenue-producing areas, the court in- .
formation system may not fare well 1n the current era of retrenchment in gov-
ernmental expend1tures

'_Many courts do not recognize. the need for a long-term funding'ednmﬁtment
to operate and maintain a court information system following its initial de-
ve1opment and implementation using LEAA or other non-court budget funds:

The continued operation of a court 1nformat1on system requ1res the avail-
ability of funding to maintain a variety of resources which include: the per-
sonnel who operate the data processing equipment, the personnel who prepare
- and enter data, and the analysts and applications programmers who maintain the
system; the physical facility required to house and protect the system's équip-
ment, the equipment itself, the forms, and support personnel to maintain the
equ1pment and to mod1fy the manufacturer-supp11ed operat1ng software; and the
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communications facilities needed in some systems to connect the data process-
ing equipment to remote terminal devices. Funding to provide these resources
is critical if a court is to successfully plan for the effective ongoing oper-
ations of its information system. There may, of course, be cost savings re-
sulting from system operation; however, budgetary coverage for the additional
resources is a key issue. While some courts may find it possible to use their
own court budgets as the mechanism to provide system funding, it is likely
that because of the difficulties in achieving direct increases in court bud-
gets the financial resources required may be more easily obtained through the
state, county or municipal government data processirg unit budgets. From
whatever source such resources may be acquired, however, there is a need for
making the funding source awarel4 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.

The financial contributions to support for system development and installa-
tion are often made to the court information system program by federal funds
through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the state criminal
justice planning agency. It is generally understood that since _— .. federal
funding is not meant to substitute for local funding for any extended period,

funding from municipal, county or state sources must become available to
maintain and operate the information system over the long run. This fact fur-
ther emphasizes the need for a comprehensive examination of the continuing
requirement for system funding support as early in the system development pro-
cess as possible.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: The design and implementation of a court informa-
tion system requires a substantial investment in both time and money. In the
majority of the jurisdictions visited more than 500,000 . dollars was -ex-
pended before the system was operational and in a number of jurisdictions over
one million dollars was,in fact, required. In one jurisdiction, reportedly,
over four million dollars was spent in development and operation. In addition,
such development may require several years before the analysis, design, and
implementation of the court information system is completed.

Federal funds have played a significant role in enabling courts to proceed
with the development of court information systems. Of the courts visited,
only in Broward County and in Philadelphia did county and municipal funds play
the dominant role in supporting system implementation. Except for the U.S.
District Court where Federal Judicial Center funding was used for system de-
velopment, LEAA provided development funds through block grants awarded by the
state or local criminal justice planning agencies. In some cases, particular-
ly where an inter-agency criminal justice information system was contemplated,
it appears that the availability of funding to the county provided the impetus
for the court's participation in the project rather than from recognition by
the court of a need for improved court operations and management. :

In most cases there have been annual applications to the state planning
agency for a grant of funds to support the continuation of development of the
individual court information system. It appears that, because of a commitment
by the state planning agency to support the system development through to com-
pletion, such applications were generally received favorably without any eval-
uation of progress or performance. The projects were repeatedly funded so
that implementation could be completed.
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-There: has not been, however, a general recognition of the need for a Tong-
term funding comm1tnent for the continued operation and maintenance of court
information systems following their initial development. This lack of commit-
ment to provide support to the system has created difficulties particularly in
Jjurisdictions which must rely on county budgets for such funding. The funding
required for system maintenance and operation is considerable; in several of
the jurisdictions visited the annual budget for the operation of the system,
including equipment, personnel and facility exceeded one million dollars. Such
sums can be a considerable drain on the already strained budgets of government-
al units. Adequate planning, including projections of future funding require-
ments of system operation, was generally not performed in the jurisdictions
under consideration. The project team found that current costs of system op-
eration, in most cases, were not identified in sufficient detail to allow anal-
ysis during the site visits. This was particularly true where the county data
processing center served the court as one of its "users". Without such finan-
cial data a cost-effectiveness analysis of a court information system becomes
virtually impessible to perform. It was, in addition, not clear to the project
team that all of the jurisdictions, themselves, understood the financial impact
of the court information system on the supporting governmental unit, particu-
larly with respect to the longer term requirements. This lack of understanding
may make the court information systems very vulnerab]e to adverse budgetary ac-
tions by governmental authorities.

4, ISSUE: Has the information made avai1ab1e by court information systems
been used effectively for caseflow management?’ The 1mpact of a court informa-
tion system on the administration of justice. is not a direct impact. It is
only through the effective use of the information that the system makes avail-
able, that there can be a positive effect on court administration.

It has been pointed out3 that "exper1ence indicates that computer systems
provide data for the judges, but that it is their decisions that cut the back-
log. Computers do not themselves reduce backlogs - they do nothing without
human beings, and even a computing staff and their machine will not reduce the
backlog except as advisors to the judge. Computers are not a panacea, but an
aid." Rarely do the judges, clerks, administrators and others who use the out-
puts of the system - the information - ever see the equipment which processes,
stores, and makes available the information. The outputs of the information
system - electronic terminal displays, as well as printed summaries, indexes
and listings - that court personnel use in managing, administering and operat-
ing the court provide only the information foundation for casef]ow management

The recogn1t1on of caseflow management1 as a separate_and distinct court
function requiring both procedures and management supporté“ should be a neces-
sary initial step in setting requirements for the information system. Although
qundamenta] to a systematic approach to system development, such analysis re-
quires a detailed examination of the court's operational processes which effec-\
tuate the basic court function, the dispensation of justice.

One function of caseflow management, court scheduling, has been suggested
as particularly appropriate for a computerized information system.“ The Na-
tional Science Foundation has sponsored research into court scheduling. = That
study has revealed that courts are not using such programs because, among other
reasons, system designers have a penchant to automate court operat1ons ‘as they
are__rather than attenpt to improve upon those operat1ons There are .
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apparently, no jurisdiections that have been able to successfully implement a
fully automated schedule.®5 To include court scheduling® or, in fact, any

" other complex court function as part of a court inforpation system, a careful
analysis is required not orily of the requirement (i.e., the need to effective-
1y perform the activity), but also of the technical capabilities available to
achieve the intended results (especially the man/machine interface).

A court information system can Le effective in collecting, processing, and
retrieving data and yet not be of significant assistance to court personnel in
managing caseflow. This may occur, not because of the system design, but be-
cause the system is not fully accepted or utilized (i.e., statements of re-
quirdments reviewed and approved by court leaders, effective project organiza-
tion, participation by all court agencies, adequate documentation and training,
and strong support of the judiciary and court administrators). Nonetheless, a
poorly conceived or designed court information system may consume an extraor-
dinate amount of the scarce resources available to.the court,

There is a general feeling among knowledgeable observers that a well-
managed court is a better court and therefore, if better information is pro-
vided to judges and to court administrators who will use it, such intermediate
goals as reduction in case delay can be achieved almost as a secondary effect.
This can be accomplished through management attention to overdue cases and ex-
cessive continuances, improved participant notifications, caseload analysis,
efficient scheduling, judge assignment, and the other aspects of case flow
management. . It can be seen, therefore, that the issue of court information
system effectiveness is not independent of the commitment to utilize the sys-
tem's outputs for management, both by judges and court administrators.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: Caseflow management has generally not been recog-
nized by the courts operating court information systems as a separate and dis-
tinct court function. In the few jurisdictions where there has been some such
recognition, the function is generally performed without use of the outputs of
the court information system. The basic responsibility for caseflow management
rests with the judiciary. . Caseflow management activities may include assign-
ment and reassignment of judges, monitoring of cases whose time to disposition-
may exceed predetermined standards, and changing court operating hours to ac-
commodate the caseload. However, it is the rare court where the judiciary is

~using such administrative techniques in a program of caseflow management. In

" some jurisdictions, the judiciary has either explicitly delegated to the court
administrator the management duties associated with the movement of cases
through the courts, or implicitly allowed the clerk, administrator, or other
court personnel to perform the function. One of the reasons for the apparent
lack of interest by some judges in case movement may be the fact that the back-
log of cases awaiting trial in their courts is minimal or non-existent. Conse-
quently, in some courts visited there is little pressure for improved caseflow.

In many of the jurisdictions visited, the court information system did
function effectively as a processor of 1ar9e quantities of data. In effect,
in those courts the system functioned as an electronic equivalent of a large
volume manual filing system. Records, in suth courts, are maintained in a
computer and made available for inspection through the use of video terminal
devices; answers to queries about cases and indexes of cases are easily and
quickly accessible; and the repeated manual entry of duplicate information
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foyfd in most traditional court systems is reduced or eliminated entirely.
Alfhough a wide variety of informational tools for caseflow management are
tentially available from a court information system, in only a very few jur-
sdictions has the system been designed to supply such information. In only a
few of the operating court information systems were data actually available
from such systems for caseflow or other court management. Often, the systems
produced numerous periodic printed reports concerning caseload, workload of
court departments, a variety of statistical summaries, and other system out-
puts which could, in the opinion of the project team, be useful to court man-
agement. Where such information has been made available, it has largely been
ighored except for use in producing mandatory statistical reports for other
government agencies.

It is believed that in most courts such a failure to use information sys-
tem output is caused by the absence of any individual charged with the speci-
fic responsibility for caseflow management. Many of the essential elements of
caseflow management (i.e., the scheduling of cases, record keeping, assigning
court resources, maintaining a central source of information, and developing
statistics) are the responsibilities of independent organizations which are
related to the court but are responsibie only to the electorate for their per-
formance (i.e., elected district attorneys, clerks of courts, sheriffs). Any
concentrated attempt to perform caseflow management in a court thus requires
the active participation and cooperation of those independent organizations in
coordination with a caseflow manager. Although the court administrators have
attempted to improve caseflow, in most jurisdictions the administrator has
neither the responsibility nor the authority for taking the actions necessary
for accomplishing significant improvement. This is particularly true in those
courts where the cases are assigned to judges under the "individual calendar"
system (where each judge is responsible for the movement and disposition of all
cases assigned to him). Such steps as the reassignment of judge workload, pro-
mulgation of strict continuance policies, examination of prosecutor and attor-
ney caseloads, changing court operating hours, close scrutiny of case schedul-
ing, monitoring of delayed or overdue case court appearances, review of bail
practices, and other similar caseflow management actions are rarely seen in
those courts because of the lack of a central authority responsible for con-
ducting a caseflow management activity. '

In jurisdictions which had a strict speedy trial rule (i.e., the required
dismissal of the charges against any defendant whose trial and disposition had
been unreasonably delayed beyond a fixed time period, such as 90, 120, or 270
days) and where there was public pressure on the judiciary to avoid any such
dismissals, the various court organizations worked together to expedite the
flow of cases. The incentives in such courts apparently was not the goal of
general improvement in the administration of justice, but the avoidance of the
very visible public outcry seen in jurisdictions where a defendant is released
and his case dismissed, not because he was found not guilty, but because of de-
lays in the processing of his case through the court. This incentive is par-
ticularly effective in those jurisdictions where the judiciary faces periodic
elections. In some of those courts, the court information system provided very
useful data concerning the number of days remaining before the mandatory dis-
missal of charges for each defendant. As indicated, however, such use of the
output of the court information system was the exception rather than the rule.
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Where the court information system was developed as a portion of a larger
information system serving a number of criminal justice agencies (CJIS), its
usefulness in court management was minimal in the jurisdictions visited. Court
personnel were often responsible for entering considerable amounts of court
appearance-related information into the system, yet the court itself received
little information from the system which was useful for court operations or
management. (Nonetheless, the CJIS did often provide a useful service for
police, sheriffs and other criminal justice agencies.)

The resources used to operate and maintain a court information system, if
applied to other aspects of court operations such as facility improvement,
salaries, judicial supporting staffs, or for additional judges or simply im-
proved manual information processing might have made it possible for the court
to conduct its business more effectively. The allocation of those resources
to the support of ineffective information systems may thus have had an effect
on the justice system which is contrary to the expectations of improved court
administration.

5. ISSUE: To what extent have courts which are developing court informa-
tion systems transferred computer programs and/or systems currently .operating
in other jurisdictions? Many courts, contemplating the development of a court
information system, may explore the use of an existing "package" of computer
instructions (software) for their system rather than paying for the program-
ming 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 budget, the potential savings to be
achieved through the use of existing software are often very attractive to sys-
tem planners. However, expert opinion on this matter differs, and consequent-
1y, on one hand courts are being told!1 that one such packaged program is a
viable tool, well tested by the industry, for accomplishing the general goals
of a court system, while on the other hand experienced court administrative
personne112 have warned that "systems planners for the courts should be wary
of packaged systems that claim to handle all court operations., Courts have
unique requirements that too often are not included in standard packages.”
This same issue, in another form, may be seen in courts' attempts to transfer
or "borrow" an existing court information system design for direct installa-
tion in the implementing court. Although the contextual elements which would
make such a transfer feasible are not completely understood, it has been
pointed out 3 that there is a natural tendency to emphasize the computer in
such contemplated transfers rather than the information needs of the imple-
menting court. For this reason the proposed transfer of information systems
in Eoto (i.e., without careful analysis and adaptation) can pose a significant
risk.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: Although several of the jurisdictions reported
that during the information system design activity visits had been made to
other courts to view information systems in current operation, there has been
apparently little transfer of systems from one jurisdiction to another juris-
diction. As a result of such visits, which were usually limited to only one
or two other jurisdictions, design suggestions and ideas were acquired, but
the eventual system design was never a complete replication of a system op-
erating in another court. This individualistic approach is, perhaps, a re-
sult of the different procedures, processes and organizations which are found
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in courts in different jurisdictions but it also reflects the inherent conser-
;at1sm of the courts and skepticism concerning techn1ques in "foreign" juris-
ictions.

In Alameda County and in Union County, however, there are currently active
attempts to transfer and utilize systems developed in other jurisdictions.
These attempts are meeting with not entirely satisfactory results. One of the
difficulties which surfaced during the transfer of the Criminal Justice Infor-
mation Control (CJIS) system from the jurisdiction in which it was developed
(Santa Clara County) to another County (Alameda) resulted from the dissimilar-
ity of the two counties. The differences are now particularly noticeable in
the type and extent of crime, the mobility of criminal offenders and the work-
load of the courts, which were not recognized as significant before the trans-
fer was planned. These diffevences result in system requirements which vary in
the two jurisdictions and consequently the court information system which is
adequate to meet the requirements of the one jurisdiction may not meet the
needs of the other.:

In the other case, difficulties arose in the transfer of the court infor-
mation system developed for Hudson County, New Jersey to adjacent Union County,
not because of the dissimilarities of the counties, but because of the failure
of the court personnel to fully accept the system as it was designed, and to
fully integrate the use of the system into the court's day-to-day operations.
The failure of acceptance may be attributable in part to the "not invented here"
syndrome because users did not participate in the design activity and in part
to the apparent difficulty of accomplishing some modifications to the system
because of the 1nf1ex1b111ty of the program design.

In both of these cases the project team believes that a successful system
transfer can eventually be accomplished. However, the lack of careful examina-
tion of the transferee's system requirements and the preparation of adequate
groundwork before transfer has increased the time and expense of completing a
transfer, although the potential reduction of time and expense is often offered
as_the rationale for such system transfer.

In addition, the dearth of information in the literature concerning court
information systems has made it difficult for court and other criminal justice
system personnel to acquire sufficient information to weigh the consequences
of transferring a currently operating system, which reasonably meets its needs,
to their jurisdiction.

6. ISSUE: Have courts, which are planning to develop court information
systems, made use of objective, informed and fechnically competent consulting
support assistance? Most court personnel are unfamiliar with modern manage-
ment practices and with the capabilities of the technology which is available
to support their information needs. A number of competent organizations and
independent consultants have the necessary background and experience to provide
support assistance. Those include publicly-sponsored or supported technical
assistance or educational institutions, public accounting and management firms,
and the data processing industry. )

There have, however, been warnings that as industry recognizes the courts
as a new marketplace that there may be "gross ignorance of the problems, haste
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and overoptimism, oversell and boondog]ing".10 The experience of courts with
consultants of all types varies 16 from complete satisfaction to general un- -
happiness. There are presently only a few consultants who can make avanlab]e
the type of service which an insider in the court community, familiar with
the 1anguage and the _requirements of the court, and a background in data pro-
cessing can provide.” The issue facing the courts in this area is one of
finding assistance that is objective, 1nformed and technically competent

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: ° For the most part, where courts have sought assis-
tance, they have turned to either the data processing industry or to small
pr1vate consulting firms for assistance in the-development of court information
systems. The experience with such organizations, among the courts visited, has
generally been one of moderate unhappiness. In almost all cases where such
support was provided, it was used during the initial design stages of system
development and was dropped thereafter. In addition, the initial analysis and
des1gn provided to the courts by equipment vendors resu]ted not unexpectedly,

in a system design which was based on the use of the vendor's equ1pment Such
designs have been effective in some jurisdictions but less so in others.

.For a number of reasons, but most importantly because of the lack of any
easily available central source of information concerning the development of
court information systems, the courts have generally remained dependent either-
upon the talents of the personnel of the county data processing centers or up-
on locally available private consultants for support.

Since available sources are in addition, often "big systems"-oriented,
courts may overlook opportunities to achieve their information requirements
through less expensive and less glamorous methods. Such alternatives as pro-
cedural improvements, reorganization and others may offer cons1derab1e savings
of the limited resources available to courts.

1In Cuyahoga County, an cutside group of knowledgeable and objective infor-
mation system personnel were employed to serve as an "evaluation panel" to re-
view the progress of the court management project and prepare recommendations.
However, in the other jurisdictions the development, implementation and opera-
tion of the court information system has, for the most part, been performed
without qualified consulting support. Consequent]y, these courts have general-
1y been denied the benefits of the experiences of other jurisdictions that have
faced many of the same system deve]opment problems .

Although court personnel have ev1denced an interest in drawing upon the

- backgrounds of other courts in information system development, for the most

~ part they have not beep able to find and utilize potent1a1 sources of technl-
~ca1 1nformat1on from other Jur1sd1ct1ons ‘ ; , :

7. ISSUE: To what extent do courts estab11sh a separate proaect organi-
 zation to direct the implementation of the court information system and where
in_the court's organization-is the responsibility for project management placed?
he management -of t the development and implementation of a court information sys-

- tem is a complex task requiring extensive coordination among the various court

organizations involved such as the clerks, judges, other system users, the bar,
prosecutor- and:defense attorneys. To successfully develop and 1nsta11 ‘a court
information system which improves caseflow management and makes court adminis-
trat1on more effect1ve there shou]d be a single off1ce or 1nd1v1dua1 charged
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the dec1s1on-mak1ng respons1b111ty for system implementation. Particular-
in courts where administration has either not been centralized, or has not
en a major concern of the presiding justice, there is a need for the estab-
ishment of such a focal point to assume the project management role.  Three
elements have been found to be essential] if an information system is to be suc¢
cessfully introduced into such a court. 14 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 ‘
—._Court organizations so that there can be continuing participation by per-
sonnel who can understand each other's points of views and work together. in de-
vising mutually satisfactory solutions to common system problems; and a desig-
nated arbitrator of unreconciled problems and questions of policy, who can
function as the project's ultimate dec151on maker.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT : Although it is generally felt that to successfully
- manage the development and installation of any large information system there
must be a single source of direction, coordination and planning among the var-
ious organizations and agencies 1nVo1ved, few of the courts visited have es--
tablished separate project organizations to accomplish project objectives. In
several of the jurisdictions where a formalized project structure was used, the
project organization was not specifically within the court but was estab11shed
to manage the development of a larger information system (CORPUS in Alameda
County, CABLE in San. Francisco County, CJIC in Santa Clara County). Although

a structured project organization for system development was established in at
least one jurisdiction ?Tarrant County), for the most part project management
for the development of court information systems has not been formally central-
ized in a court organization charged with responsibility for the project's
success. Where such organizations do exist they have been usua]ly set up at.

- the county, or in the case of Colorado, at the state level.

In the overwhelming number of courts visited the project management focal
point has been the office of the court administrator. Typically, receiving
little guidance from the judges of the court, the court administrator has per-
formed the various management tasks involved in project direction such as co-
ordinating, staffing, budgetary planning, scheduling, grant application pre- -
paration and reporting. Where the court administrator has staff support, he
may draw upon that staff for assistance in guiding the project, but’ part1cu—
larly in-the smaller courts, the court administrator has performed the project
~management role by himself. In some courts the role was fulfilled by the
‘Clerk of Courts (Broward County), by the District Attorney (Tarrant County),

- ...or by a judge (Dallas County). Where an external county organization was re-
sponsible for implementing the court information system as a part of a larger -

system (Alameda County and Santa Clara County), the project director or co-
~_ordinator of the overall system became the management focal point for the
~ court s 1nformat1on system ,

A un1que non- governnenta] project management organ1zat1ou was estab11shed
in Cuyahoga County to manage several court improvement projects, among them
gthe information system project. In each of the instances of an external pro=

ject organization, however, there was minimal 1nvo1vement of court personne]
~and response to the real needs of the courts. :

In general, individual prOJect management organ1zat1ons were not estab- :
lished and- the court adm1n1strator s office became the focal point for project
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- decision making, often with little judicial input. Without the necessary
authority, and lacking the deference usually given to the judiciary by court
agency personnel, the court administrators usually do not command sufficient
leverage to accomp11sh the proaect management tasks. ~

8. ISSUE: What role have the eventual users of the court information
system played in the system dasign and development process? The issue of ex-
tensive user participation in the design of the court infocrmation system is,
in the eyes of many observers, a critical factor!? in the potential effective-
‘ness of the system itself. However, it has been pointed out12 that to parti-
cipate actively in the design process court administrators, judges and cleri-
cal personnel must familiarize themselves with data processing concepts and
the benefits of technologically-advanced information systems. Such familiar-
ization requires not only an interest in the information system design process
by the individuals concerned, but also the encouragement of the presiding
Jjustice and other court managers for additional court personnel participation.
(User involvement should involve both the court executive/administrator level
as well as the operating personnel level.) -

For court officials such participation can take the form of membership on
advisory committees or boards, which set policy for guiding the design and im-
plementation of a system, or through active user support in the planning,
scheduling, budgeting and technical activities required for project design and
implementation. . Through such participation agency officials can provide a
~ unique source of information and support to the court information system pro-
ject management. Whether or not non-judicial elected officia]s, such-as clerks
of court, district attorneys, sheriffs and county commissioners can be effec-
tive nenbers of such committees may depend upon the personal and political re-
1at1onsh1ps among the individuals concerned as well as their interest in im-
provement in the management and adm1n1strat1on of the courts.

‘ User committees may include representatives from each of the using agencies,
may be made up of ‘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 "all significant actors in the criminal justice
system".8 Whatever their membership, committees may play a purely-review or
advisory role or may more actively participate in the planning, scheduling,
budgeting and technical decisions required to manage a court information sys-
tem project.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In the majority of the courts visited committees
had been established to advise the designers of the court information system. .
In those jurisdictions where a multi-agency criminal justice information sys-
tem had been developed, the advisory committee was generally comprised of rep-
resentatives from the various law enforcement and other criminal justice or-
ganizations involved in court proceedings. In Santa Clara County, two levels
of committees were established, a higher or CIJC policy committee and a lower
management committee, while in Tarrant County a separate user committee and a
law enforcement comm1ttee were organized. In general, the committees, how-
“ever, although many times broadly based, appeared to meet infrequently and,
on the basis of the jurisdictions visited, seemed to contribute little to the-
: deve1opment of the court information system,
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One jurisdiction decided not to form such a committee (Dallas County);
feeling that the only outcome of committee participation would be a series of
design compromises which would Tower the quality of the court information sys-
tem design. On the other hand, in Tarrant County, a strong active role was
established for an advisory committee and it made significant contributions. to
both the system des1gn and implementation effbrts :

Except for such Timited committee part1c1pat1on, however, the court agen—
cies which will eventually use the court information system have played only a
minimal role in information system design. In many jurisdictions, regard]ess
of funding source, there was virtually no court agency participation in the
design activity while in others, the participation was extremely limited. The
exceptions among the jurisdictions visited included Broward County where the
Clerk of Courts and the users played a major role and in Tarrant County where
the users. participated fully in the design effort.

This géneral lack of user participation in most jurisdictions is reflected
- in both the lack of acceptance of the system by the users and its lack of use-

fulness to the court in accomplishing improvements in court operations and man-'

agement.

9. ISSUE: In what way has_the application of the "separation of powers“
doctrine affected the development of court information systems? Of concern to
some ‘courts is the application of the "separation of powers" doctrine to the
development of court information systems. Although in most jurisdictions the
court's _budget is controlled by the executive or legislative branches of gov-
ernment?, it is becoming apparent to some judicial personnel that to control
the data or information which becomes necessary for the courts to operate, and
which becomes available from a court information system, is to exercise a de-
gree of control over the courts themselves. 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 organ1zat1ons, some courts have resisted participation by non-
court personnel in the organization charged with the development and implemen-
tation of court information systems. _

Some conflict has also recently been noted]7 between the principles of
judicial independence and judicial accountability with respect to the opera-
tion of court information systems. In particular, the debate centers on the
rights of courts which attempt to restrict the release to executive agencies
of "sens1t1ve" court information. ‘

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: A restrictive application of the "separation of
powers doctrine”" was not apparent in the jurisdictions with operational court
information systems which were visited during the Phase I effort. Rather, a
general spirit of cooperat1on between. the Jud1c1ary and the executive agenc1es
was prevel ant. : ;

In several 3ur1sd1ct1ons court representat1ves were nenbers of connnttees
along with representatives of executive agencies and jointly participated in
system management. In addition, there appeared to be no restrictions placed ..
by the judiciary on the access of such agencies as police, prosecutor or
sheriff's organizations to data which had been entered initially into the in-
formation system by the court. In fact, in several jurisdictions on-line
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terminal dev1ces, prov1d1ng unrestricted direct access to the system's data
base, were installed in non-court agency offices. On the basis of the on-site
f1e1d visits it appears that the separation of powers doctrine is not now of
significance in either the project organ1zat1on or 1mp1ementat1on of court in-
fbrnht1on systems.

10. ISSUE: How strong has been the support of judges and court adminis-
trators in court information system planning and development? The generally
ambiguous roles of the various court organizations and the overlap of respon-
sibilities in the operating environment of most courts contribute to the dif-
ficulty of implementing an information system designed to make overall court
management arid operations more effective. Strong support of, and involvement
in, system implementationi by court management is, therefore, a significant fac-
tor in the potent1a1 success of the program.

The success of several system projects has been attributed to the strong
support by court administrators 12 and Jjudges 14 o the project organization and
to the goals and objectives of the project itself. Where judges or administra-
tors are neither directly involved in project planning and operations nor
strongly supportive of the goal of better court managementl8 (including greater
'part1c1pat1on by the judges themselves in management and administration)¢, it

is un11ke1y that any resu1t1ng information system will be fully utilized or
successful. v

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: The responsibility for the management of a court
is often shared by the presiding judge and the court administrator and they.
often look upon court adm1n1strat1on differently.

In the majority of the courts v1s1ted the judges appeared to shun the re-
sponsibility for active court management. Whether this neglect of the adminis-
trative role has resulted from judicial temperament, the lack of time because
of the other burdens of the bench, or some combination of factors cannot be
easily determined. In addition, those Judges who must face periodic election
campaigns often were more concerned with the public image of the court than
with the need for internal planning and management and consequently did not
~“involve themselves in the management process. ;

In some jurisdictions, on the other hand, judges have been active in the
membership of system user committees and have thereby contributed to the in-
formation system development. Where there was such judge support, it has often
led also to strong judicial backing for the project through the judge's rela-
tlonship with project funding decision makers. In general, however, the sup-
port of judges in the management of court information system development has

been largely passive in nature. Only in one jurisdiction among those visited _.;u~'“7’

- (Dallas County) was the court information system development led by a judge
who played the major role in concept and design of the system and who prov1ded
. the needed: management support for system 1mp]ementat1on

: Where a strong court administrator assumed an act1ve ro]e in court manage-
ment, usually with strong judge support (if not participation), he also played

‘an active part in the design, development and implementation of the court in-

formation system. This situation was found in several jurisdictions (Beaver

County, Allegheny County, Ph11ade1ph1a) and led to cons1derab1e court "1nput" -

,“to the. des1gn of the court 1nformat1on system.
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In other Jurlsd1ct1ons where the court admlnlstrator was able to p]ay
only a small part in the court information system des1gn he often found him-
self later to be responsible for system operation within the court. In those
cases, the resulting system was not ea511y accepted and 1ntegrated into. the

~court's operations.

In only a few jurisdictions was there strong judicial back1ng in the de-
velopment of the court information system. The court administrators, on the
other hand, have had the most involvement in system planning and deve]opment
and appear -to have been the key court spokesmen in such activities. - The
strength of such involvement varied among jurisdictions, however, and appeared
directly related to the success of the program. Management involvement ap-
pears to be the key factor in achieving such success. Such involvement seems
to be most effective when both a presiding judge, who can set overall policy
and a court administrator, who has the authority to carry out that policy,

play significant roles. Act1ve participation by the court administrator can,

however, often counter a lesser level of Jud1c1a1 involvement.

11. ISSUE: To what extent have court personne] been adequate]y trained
and motivated to operate and use court information systems? Although trained
data processing personnel at county data processing centers are genera11y re-
sponsible for the programming and equipment operation associated with-a.court
information system, the day-to-day entry of data into the system as well as
the periodic retrieval of information from the system are generally the re-
sponsibility of court personnel. Where such personnel are both adequately
trained and motivated to fully utilize and maintain the system s features, .
the system can reach its potential level of effectiveness. On the other hand,

~ where court personnel refuse to accept the information system as an 1ntegra1

part of court operat1ons its benefits may be extreme]y Timited.

It has been pointed out]9 that the advent of a computer and its app1ica-
tions in the court environment will often elicit negative reactions in the.
Jjudges, lawyers and others involved in the court operations. The causes of
the reactions will differ but it generally appears that the basis of the re-
action is related to a personal fear, or at least a persona] concern, with the
unknown consequences flowing from the introduction of a complex techno]oglcal
mechan1sm in the traditionally static court m111eu

"¥uch of the negative reaction toward computer1zat1on in the courts also

LoV 1nsp1red by personal concerns over the disruption of familiar patterns of

behavior. For examp]e, Judges customarily have felt that they enjoy substan- .
tial 1ndependence in the way in which they finction.. Some fear that computer-
ization will provide a means for reviewing their activities and performance
and for forcing them to work harder, faster, or longer.' 19 In addition,.the
fear of personnel displacement, or "being replaced by a computer", is a strong

“deterrent to full acceptance of, and cooperation with, the implementation of a

court information system. These reactions can be m1n1m1zed through adequate

communication and involvement of those affected by the system. ‘A -common un-
~ derstanding of the purposes of the system, an appreciation of its nature and

bepefits to all, and of their roles in system operation will great]y enhance
system acceptance. For instance, although manual clerical processing may be -

~ reduced through the ass1stance prov1ded by the computer, there should be. more -

time to exercise functions requi ring independent judgment 3 and, therefore,
the resulting system can result in a more intelligent use of human be1ngs.‘;
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JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In general, court operational personnel at the
clerical Tevel are responsible for the routine entry of data into court infor-
mation systems. Such entry is made, in many jurisdictions, through the use of T
terminal display device keyboards requiring.primarily typing skilis. Training Cn
for such personnel appeared to be adequate in the overwhelming number of jur-
jsdictions visited. Some jurisdictions have established training coordinators .
to conduct scheduled training programs in system operation. Operators in those
.courts underwent a training course and were supplied with a "user's manual" or
"operator's handbook" which contained detailed instructions for using the sys-
- tem's data entry and query capabilities. Motivation for such court employees
was not a significant factor in system effectiveness because either the person-
nel were specifically employed to perform the entry/query functions, or had
been entering similar data in the past using typewriters and were able to adapt
to the new procedures fairly easily. :

Training and motivation of more senior court personnel in the use and po-
tential benefits of court information systems, however, was in many jurisdic-
tions, only minimally accomplished. In those courts there was a general lack
of interest in ‘the use of the outputs of the system and 1ittle management in-
centive or pressure from court management for the improvement of court opera-
tions through the use of the court information system. In the few jurisdic-
tions, however, where court personnel were dependent on the system to
accomplish specific court functions, there generally was not only greater use
- of the system but also more general interest in participating in an effective
operation.

The general lack of interest by the judiciary and by some Clierks of Court
in the court information system and its operation is reflected in the motiva-
tional attitude of those court personnel who appear to tolerate the system but
do not play active roles in system expansion within the court.

The key to successful motivation for the effective use of a court informa-
tion system seems to be found in jurisdictions where the system is so integrated
~into court operations that the court is dependent upon it to conduct its busi-

ness, and where there is a demonstrated interest shown by court management in
the system and its outputs.

12.. ISSUE: Are courts acquiring dedicated data processing equipment for

use in_operating court information systems? The design of a court information
system should proceed® from the determination of information requirements, to
~ the development 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. However, many times the ini-
- tial issue arising in the development of a system is that of equipment selec-

tion. The court or other development agency may find that existing computers,

such as those located at county or municipal offices are available for the N
‘processing of court information. Courts have, on the other hand, been warned® :
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 informa- -
tion and which could result in severely 1imiting the speed with which the cen- :
~ter could respond to court information system job requests. One court was .

toldzl that if either a county payroll or a civil litigant index had to be run

at a critical moment, the choice would clearly be to run the payroll. This
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. other electronic data processing equipment.

issue. of whether or not the court shou]d have its own "ded1cated" data process-
ing support has been seen by one presiding judge in a Targe 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 systems in the -
courts to prevent the potential misuse of court information by non-court indi-
viduals and interests. Studies8 have, on the other hand, shown that the suc-

cess of a given system does not depend oh "ownership" of the computer

Courts are often approached by computer sa]esnen3 who stress the latest

“advances in the data processing technology. Such advances include the ‘appli-

cation of electronic devices such as minicomputers, microprocessors, distribut-
ed data processors, intelligent terminals, and other complex -equipment which
reflect the industry emphasis on greater processing capability at reduced cost.
Most courts are unprepared 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 inappropriate for the
system needs of the court. One statewide court system in a large southern
state had gone ahead with planning for the development of a court information
system which was to include the deployment of five independent data processing-
centers !V where a single center would have been preferred. This very costly

plan apparently resulted from the overly optimistic proposals made to the court
by the equipment manufacturer s representat1ves

The determ1nat1on of whether,a court's information needs will be better
satisfied through the operation of its own data processing equipment, through
a state judicial data processing center, through sharing equipment with other
government agencies 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 alternative means
for meeting those needs, and the selection of equipment or services which 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 ne§§ssari1y require a computer or

Systems such as California's
Integrated Court/Automation Information System? were designed with the goal of
max1m1z1ng the economical and effective use of both manua] and automated tech-
niques in court operat1ons

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: The operation of court information systems for the
larger trial courts has requived the use of electronic data process1ng equip-
ment. In the jurisdictions visited the equipment utilized was, in the over-
whelming number of cases, a large computer with associated data display ter-
minals, printers and communications devices. Because of the availability of
existing government computing systems, the courts have generally utilized
capabilities which already process data for a number of other government agen-
cies. Most use computers located at county facilities, while others share

‘municipal (San Francisco, Philadelphia) or state Jud1c1a1 (Co]orado) equip-
“ment, for the process1ng of their trial court information., These "non- - .

dedicated" data processing services are many times provided to the courts as
a service without direct charge to the court. In addition, the computing
systems are generally located in a fcounty data processing center" where a
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tra1ned staff of analysts, programmers and operat1ona1 personnel are available
to generate, maintain and modify court information systems. Although there
have been complaints about the quality of such service (slow response time,
Tow priority for court tasks, lack of appreciation for the court's responsi-
bilities), the courts appear to be well served by the "non-dedicated" data
process1ng services provided by data processing centers. The quality of such «
services, is, of course, related to the quality of the management and person-

nel which made up the center's staff and not all courts have been satisfied

- with the sérvice provided.

It is, however, extremely difficult for a court to seek other sources of
data processing support for its information system after an initial commitment
“to the county data processing center. Although such alternatives exist (e.g.,
-use of independent "service bureaus”, a dedicated court computer or other gov-
ernment agency equipment), few courts have reached the conclusion (although the
number is growing) that their needs can only be adequately satisfied through
the operation of their own data processing equipment and that, therefore, they
should gurchase or lease such equipment. In one jurisdiction at least (Union
County)8, a court-owned "minicomputer" was instailed to operate the court in-
formation system after thoroughly unsatisfactery experience with the county
data processing center. In most cases, however, although courts are not sat-
isfied with the data processing service prOV1ded they are unable, because of
budgetary restrictions and the lack of ° techn1ca11y trained personnel to effec-
tuate a change from a non-dedicated service to one ded1cated solely to the
court s needs

13. ISSUE: Are court information system computer programs and procedures
being adequately documented so that system improvements can be made and so that
system transfers can be accomplished? The development of the computer programs
necessary for the accomplishment of data processing necessary for a court in-
formation system is a complex technical effort. Once developed and installed,
the computer programs like the other elements of the information system require
maintenance, both so that they remain current with the information needs of the
court and in order to incorporate improvements and other changes into the sys-
~ tem design. Computer program maintenance, however, can be achieved effectively
only 1; the initial programs have been adequate]y documented dur1ng the develop-
ment effort. '

In addition, if a court information system is to be transferred to another
Jurisdiction where it will be operated and maintained by personnel different
from those who were involved in its original design and implementation, it is
essen§1a1 that the computer programs and system procedures be adequately docu-
men te

‘Documentation of an information system may include 4 descriptions 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 compon-
ent descriptions, user manuals, processing mode descr1pt1ons and procedures B
for system recovery in case of system fa11ure 1

. The utilization of" "package" conputer programs is of some interest in the
discussion of the issue of adequate computer program documentation. Several
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observers1? 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 in-
cluded in the system's capability. Without the necessary dccumentation the
court must rely on the supp11er of the computer program package to make
changes and 1mprovements in the system's operation. This reliance is costly
to the court, both in terms of the expense for accomplishing program modifi-
cations and in the severe limitations it imposes on the development of needed
~improvements and new applications for the information system.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In few of the jurisdictions visited during the on-
site field visits did the documentation of the computer programs appear ade-
quate for either effective program maintenance or to allow an effective trans-
fer of the system to another jurisdiction. The necessity for such documenta-
tion has often been overlocked by "in-house" data processing system designers
and programmers because of their familiarity with the design and the resulting
software. Such personnel are usually involved in all of the phases of system
development and may, because of their close relationship with each other and
with the details of the system, neglect to document the program and its modi-
fications made after initial operation. It is only after key personnel leave
the data processing operation and a new staff member attempts to learn the
details of the system that the Tack of adequate documentation may be felt.

System documentation was more than adequate in those jurisdictions where
an experienced data processing manager was responsible for program impiemen-
tation and where sufficient funding was made available (Santa Clara County,
Colorado and Tarrant County).

Where "package" or commercially available computer programs supplied by -
equipment vendors were used initially for court information system operation,
they were, reportedly, extremely difficult to change. The inadequacy was
generally not discovered until the jurisdition attempted to make improvements
or modifications to the programs. More detailed work statements and specifi-
cations requiring sufficient documentation, if used in the procurement of such
package systems, could provide the courts with the technical tools necéssary
to effectively expand or otherwise modify court information systems.

14. ISSUE: What limiting effect have long-standing court practices and
11&@5 had on the implementation of court information systems? The imp lementa-
tion of a court information system generally involves changes in the day-to-

day flow of information within the court as well as in the operating procedures

followed by court personnel. Often such processes are governed by court rules
and long-standing court practices. If unchanged, such rules could limit the -
. effectiveness of the court information system. This can occur through inef-

~ ficient utilization of the court's resources, by redundant data entry, dupli-
cate record maintenance, and poor personne] ass1gnments.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In most of the jurisdictions visited during the
Phase T effort, however, the official rules of court operation did not appear
to create any difficulty in the effective implementation of the court infor-
mation system. Where court rules required change to accommodate the system, -
the judiciary made the necessary changes (Allegheny County, Beaver County).

In other jurisdictions, procedures were changed by the court administrator or
the clerk and the new procedures were instituted without difficulty.

47



In those jurisdictions where the court information system was not accepted
fully into court operations, some elements of the court (e.g., the clerk's of-
fice, the scheduling office, etc.) have continued to follow the traditional op-
erational practices even though such practices are in many areas redundant with
respect to the operation of the court information system. In such courts as
Cuyahoga County, Union County, and Philadelphia, both the innovative procedures
associated with the court information systems and the long-standing operational
processes of the court have been continued in operation, side by side, even
though much duplication is involved.

In general, it appears that the rules of the courts, particularly those re-
quirements concerning the manner in which court records are kept, the way docu-
ments are prepared and other traditional court practices, which are governed by

~rules or customs, have not been a major hindrance to the 1mp1ementat1on of
court information systems. However, because of unchanging practices in many

Jjurisdictions, the new system's operations have been added as a new layer to
the court's administrative activity without disturbing the former practices,
however inefficient. Only in two of the courts visited, for instance, have the
written "dockets", providing a synopsis of case activity, been supplanted by
the operation of the court information system.

15. ISSUE: In what ways has the installation of an information system
constrained or restricted traditional court activities or organijzation? 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 performing court opera-
tions. The requirement for a rigorous adherence to procedural standards for
data collection, entry and retrieval which, of necessity, is imposed by most
court information systems might have a constraining effect upon traditional
court activities or upon the court's organizational flexibility. Such an ef-
fect could limit the somewhat ambiguous use of language often employed in court
record keeping or induce organizational rigidity in order to provide statisti-
cal and management information, particularly where the system only "automates"
existing practices. Such effects have been found in industrial installations
of information systems. The extent to which a court may find itself under
constraints imposed by the procedural requirements of its own information sys-
tem is one that may be easily overlooked in the first rush to improve the op-
erating effectiveness.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In none of the courts visited did the court infor-
mation system appear to have a constraining or limiting effect on traditional
court act1v1t1es or organization.

It is believed this has resulted because the court information systems were
not so integrated into the routine court processing of cases that such process-
ing revolved around the requirements of the system. There were, of course,

procedures which were standardized but in general the systems tended to follow

the traditional court process and there was little indication in any of the
jurisdictions that a change in the current practice was contemplated.

Secondly, the courts have been traditionally conservative in their approach
to organization and have exhibited 1ittle need for f1ex1b111ty in that area.
Except for perhaps the establishment of a court administrator's office, the
hiring of court coordinators, and the inclusion of a data precessing department

48




or section, most courts have retained their basic court structure for decades
and generally expect no change in the foreseeable future. ‘

The court information system has not generally been a burdensome con-
straint either on procedure or organization. In some courts the system has
been a catalyst for change. In those jurisdictions, as in most courts, any
change in procedure or organization, however beneficial, is difficult to ac-
complish. The implementation of the court information system and its require-
ment for changes in processing, forms, and procedures was used successfully
as the rationale to make a number of improvements which could not otherwise
have been installed. '

16. ISSUE: How effective are court information systems in collecting,
processing, storing, and retrieving court data? Court information system de-
velopment projects have rarely formally estabTished internal objectives for the
effective handling of court data. An assessment of effectiveness must, there-
fore, be based on Tlimited observations of system performance rather than on an
in-depth quantitative analysis.

The effectiveness of any information system's internal operations in col-
lecting, processing, storing, and retrieving data is generally dependent on the
complex interaction of a number of factors. Those factors may include response
time, throughput, storage capacity, programming techniques, operating systems,
facilities, communications, equipment configuration, maintenance procedures,
terminal capabilities, printer characteristics, and input-output precedures.

The resulting effectiveness of system processing operation is related to,
but not the same as, the effectiveness of the total system in assisting the
court in the achievement of such objectives as reduced time to disposition,
improved public image, and improved quality of justice. If the systems are in-
ternally effective, they operate efficiently in their use of personnel, equip-
ment, and other resources.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: The large sums expended annually for the current
operation of some of the court information systems in the jurisdictions visit-
ed do raise questions as to how efficiently such systems perform their designed
functions. In one court system, over $1,700,000 (5-10% of the total court bud-
get) are expended each year for system operation and maintenance of a system
which is basically still a "batch" processing operation. :

In other jurisdictions, the entry of data into the court information sys-
tem must be preceded by an oftentimes complex coding process. This procedure
is typically required because the information system design did not include
the use of precoded data colliection forms or other available devices which can
ease the burden on the data entry operators. In some jurisdictions, the sys-
tem's output reports are printed in a format which requires considerable in-.
terpretation on the part of the user before the information can be effectively
used. Often the reliability of the system's equipment and operating software
appeared questionable in some courts, particularly when the system "was down"
for extended periods during the court working day. A lack of quick response
to queries made through on-line terminal devices was noted in several juris-
dictions.
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The data processing equipment used to operate court information systems
initially was supplied by the International Business Machines Corporation in
the overwhelming number of installations. In a number of such jurisdictions,
however, more cost-effective equipment such as cathode ray tube terminals sup-
plied by other data processing equipment manufacturers is now in use in place
of the original IBM-supplied devices. These changes have taken place because
of the growing sophistication of system facility operating personnel concern-
ing comparative cost and performance data among competing equipment vendors
and have been aimed at 1mproved system effectiveness.

The overall impression gained through the on-site visits to jurisdictions
with operating court information systems is that, in general, such systems are
operating effectively in data handling and can deal with the caseload volumes
of data found in the courts served. However, the manual procedures, paper
handling, and other support activities associated with information systems op-
eration are conducted less efficiently and often result in non-essential annual
system maintenance and operation costs.

17. ISSUE: How has the quality of justice been effected by court informa-
tion systems? The term "quality of justice" 1s extremely difficult to define
and measure for it often depends upon the role in which one finds himself in
the judicial process. The unsuccessful litigant, the convicted offender, and
the Tosing attorney may view the same process with a different perspective from
the prosecutor or the other more successful participants in_ the court activity.
The defendant, unable to raise what appears to him to be an excessive bail, or
the witness called repeatedly to court only to be told time after time of the
continuance of the case, may not rate the quality of justice very highly. On
the other hand, the public, seeing the release on recognizance of accused of-
fenders or the suspension of prison sentences for convicted defendants, may
also feel that the quality of justice is poor.

In the long run, it is the judiciary who must assure that the standards
for the quality of justice have been met, and that justice is truly dispensed
with protection for the legitimate interest of all parties concerned, and with-
out regard to the procedural or other limitations of the court information sys-
tem. The fear of "assembly line Jjustice" or "efficiency for efficiency's sake",
which may be caused by the introduction of a court information system, can only
become a real problem if the court abdicates its responsibility for maintaining
high standards for quality justice.

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: In none of the jurisdictions visited has the ju-
diciary failed to maintain its standards for the quality of justice because of
the procedural or other limitations of the court information system.

In fact, information systems have improved communications between the courts
and the public through the production of indexes, calendars, and the timely no-
tices for scheduled court participants, thereby also improving "quality of jus-
tice". However, analysis of the system s outputs covering such court processes
as sentenc1ng patterns among the court's Judges (which may contribute to improve-
ments in the quality of justice) was found in only two jurisdictions visited.

In most jurisdictions available data, such as an individual judge's dispositions
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was regarded as extremely sensitive data and was withheld from both the public
and other court personnel, and was-not otherwise used.

The courts have, for the most part, maintained the same quality of justice
without regard to the court information system and its potential for assisting
in improved judicial administration. In most jurisdictions, the judiciary con-
tinued its role in the dispensation of justice without regard to the court in-
formation system which it generally ignored. However, because of prompt accu~
ratequery responses, timely notices of court appearanées, the modern business-
like atmosphere of computer equipped cffices, and other information system
related activities, the public may, in fact, feel that the quality of justice
has been improved.

18. ISSUE: Is useful data available from past evaluations of court infor-
mation system projects? '

JUDGMENTAL ASSESSMENT: ATthough the procedures covering grant applications
for funding for the development of court information systems require the prepar-
ation of an "evaluation component" or plan, and the guidelines adopted by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration in 1974 state that each State Planning
Agency "is e§9ected to intensively evaluate...selected projects or groups of
projects..."¢/, there has been no real evaluation of any of the court informa-
tion system projecis. '

Only in one of the jurisdictions visited (Santa Clara County) was a formal
evaluation document prepared covering the court information system. That docu-
ment reported the results of a three-month, mostly subjective evaluation of the
overall CJIC (Criminal Justice Information Control) system. It was a quantita-
tive evaluation only in the sense that it presented certain cost data, but it
did not utilize either the methodology of a "before versus after program com-
parison" or "comparison of projected values with actual measurement” methodol-
ogy. In fact, measurements (as opposed to subjective ratings) were not made as
part of the evaluation.

In several other jurisdictions, some limited analysis of the costs associ-
ated with the processing of cases before and after the institution of the court
information system or a projection of costs after a planned system expansion
were made but, in general, there has not been any formal evaluation of court
information systems. Such avaluation should be based on a methodology includ-
ing preparation and planning, development of an evaluation design, followed by
the execution of the design.Z ;

The failure to perform such evaluations in the area of court information
systems is probably caused by the unavailability of baseline data, the absence I
of any formalized and measurable goals and objectives for such systems, and the
reluctance of personnel engaged in or sponsoring such large and complex pro-
jects to have an objective appraisal of their performance.

Since court information projects usually involve substantial amounts of re-
sources, and produce significant changes in the operating procedures of a num-
ber of key criminal justice agencies, it would seem particularly desirable that
evaluations be conducted before additional commitments of scarce funding is al-
located to the system development.
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- COURT INFORMATION SYST’E‘MS PHASE I EVALUATi’ON METHODOLOGY

A. Ident1f1cat1on and Se]ect1on of Cand1date Systems

An extensive literature search was undertaken by the project team to 1den-
 tify those existing court information systems which were candidaiss for inclu-
sion in the listing of systems selected for consideration as part of the Phase
I Evaluation. In addition to the documentation concerning individual systems
identified by this search, listings coveritig LEAA discretionary- and block-
funded court information system projects were reviewed and experts in the
field of court administration were interViewed. Another source of data con- -
" cerning related information. systems projects was the report of state court in-
formation systems prepared by the Inst.tute for Judicial Adm1n1strat1on ko

An ana]ys1s of the information available from these sources yielded an
initial Tist of 111 jurisdictions in which there appeared to be an 1nformat1on ,
system currently operational, .

B. Candidate System Selection Criteria

In the selection of tHe court inforthation system universe to be considered
in this study, three criteria were applied.. Only court information systems
that are currently operational were cons1dered thereby excluding systems in
p]ann1ng, development, test, or para]]e] test bperat1on The intention to ex- -
amine fully operational systems was in accorddnce with the intent of the Phase
-I Evaluation to determine how the effectiveness of court information systems
and their impact upon the courts can best be.eValuated. To this end, informa- .
- tion systems which had been operational for a very short period of time (e. Qe

a matter of a few months), and had not reached oberat1ona1 stab111ty, were
also excluded from consideration.

kThe second criterion applied was that on1y systems wh1ch support trial
~court operations would be included. That is, systems which ekclusively sup-
ported an appellate court or central court administration were not included,
but only systems which assisted in the case processing operations of the tr1a1
courts were considered. ; v . '\

. ~ The court information systems cons1dered support both Qperat1ona1 and man-

~ agement functions. The use of a computer only to perform certain data process-
ing within the court did not qualify a system as a court information system
unless the informaticn system provided some management réports as well. For
~example, data systems wh1ch support only traffic violations processing, and

- produce no exception reports and only limited statistical summaries were ex-
cluded since they were performing only the mechanical tasks of data handling. -
Also, information systems which provide court management with exception reports
and statistics, but which are not based on current operational data (e.g., sys-
tems wh1ch re11ed upon only h1stor1ca1 tabu1at1ons) were a1so exc]uded

*SJIS - State Judicial Informat1on Systems - State of-the-Art, SEARCH Group,
Inc., June 1975 ’ ’ B e
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Inqu1r1es were sent to the Nat1ona1 Institute of Law Enforcement and Cr1nh
inal Justice liaison personnel in LEAA's regional offices. Through the cooper-
ation of the Systems Development Office of LEAA, a presentation was also made
" to the LEAA Regional Office Systems specialists at their September 1975 round-
table meeting in New Orleans.. Subsequently, each of the systems specialists
was reached by telephone to determine whether the initial list gleaned from
the literature and analysis was complete and whether the systems appearing on
it did, dn fact,»satisfy the three -criteria. Since most of a regional LEAA
~ systems specialist's work is concentrated on current developmental or planned
projects, the project team was often referred to personnel at the state plan-
ning agency or to state-level court administrators for specific system infor-
mation. - Each state-level specialist was then, in ‘turn, called by te]ephone
_regard1ng the completeness of the list and helped to eva]uate that state's
court information system projects against the three selection criteria. As a
result of this effort, the number of 1nf0rmat1on systems under cons1derat1on
was reduced to approx1mate1y 40.

'C. Characteristics of Selected Systems

" Table A-1 summarizes the characteristics of the 47 court information sys-
tems surveyed by structured telephone interviews. The majority of the juris-
dictions with court information systems (80%) serve populations of over 500,000,
and 73% of the courts have annual system caseloads of over 10,000. Most of the
information systems (83%) served the upper court, and 90% of them supported
criminal case processing. Less than half served or supported both the upper
and lower courts or both criminal and civil case processing.

~ Most of the information systems (68%) have been operational for less than
three years. LEAA, through the state planning agencies, was the major source
of funding for 60% of the systems, while city or county funds contributed ‘to
the development of 53% of the systems. In 70% of the jurisdictions, the data
~processing facility used for the court information system is operated by the
county or city, while only 24% of the courts have their own data processing
equipment. ' System on-line capability for input and/or query was reported for
80% of the systems. Most (68%) reported operational, management, and statis-
tical applications, while 98% reported at least one operat1ona1 application.
N1nety-four percent reported. other app11cat1ons than those three, most fre-
quently jury selection or management or fines' record keeping (72%fand 55%,
respectively). ' ‘

. On-Site Field Visits

_ - From the final list a representative group of jurisdictions was selected
for site visits. Amcng the several factors used 1n the site survey selection
_process were the following:

' o\'Source of deve]opment funds internal, external (grants,
o d1scret1onary funds , etc.). o

e Data processing center operat1on court, county, munici-
- pa] ‘ :

°  51ze of,popu]ation;served.
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- TABLE A-1

Summary Characteristics of CIS Survey of 47 Courts

Popu1ation15ervéd

More than 1 Million -

500,000 - 1 Million
~ Less than 500,000

; AnnuaIVSystem Caséload

More than 100,000
25,000 - 100,000
10,000 - 24,999

- Less than 10,000

Court Level ‘Serviced

Only Upper Courts
Only Lower Courts
Both Courts

Length of Time the CIS

Was Operational

One Year
One - Three Years
-Four ~ Six Years

 Seven or More Years

Type of fases Supported

Criminal
Civil B
- Both :

Juvenile and/or Traffic

- 20%

42%

38%

20%
25%
27%

28%

39%

15%

46%

13%

57%

28%

2%

9%

- 53%

. 49%
40%

Development FundingﬁContribution

LEAA ‘ -60% -
County or City 53%
State - 8%
Multiple Sources 21%

Data Processing Center Operation

Court R Y
State T 6% :
County or City - - 70%
-Dual Operations _ 6%
On-Line Capability - . 80%

Case Flow Applications

Operational 98%

- Management o 79%
Statistical o 17%
Two Applications ' 19% .

Three Applications - 68% o

Other Applications

Any Other S ) - 94%
Jury 72% -

~ Fines R - 55%



- o Court locations served: 1nd1vidua] court, or entire state,
county, etc.” ~ &

‘e Development of app11cat1on programs.

e Length of time the ‘court 1nformat1on system has been- opera-
' tional.

. Previous data processing experience.

o Computer hardware configuration: m1n1computers, large sys-
tem, dedication to court applications, service bureau, other
government agenc1es

° 'Ava11ab111ty of eva]uatiOn deta ,
e Availability of documentat1on

The project team deve]oped deta11ed descr1pt1ons of the actual project
activities at a:number of representat1ve jurisdictions which currently operate
court informatisn systems through on-site field visits. The visits included
interviews, data gathering and observations of court information system opera-
tion, and supplemunted the structured telephone interyiews conducted during
the 1nitia1 phase. of the study. The court information systems examined in
depth are listed in Table A-2.

Tab]e A-3 presents the quest1ons used for discussion by the project team
during an on-site field visit to a jurisdiction operating a court information
system. Discussions with court and information system personnel covered such
information as project activities and their interrelationships; resource re-
quirements; system objectives, methods, effectiveness, outcomes and impact.

The data gathered from each on-site survey were used, together with the
~data elicited during the knowledge gathering task, to document (1) the pro-
cess by which the court information system was conce1ved designed, and imple-
mented; (2) the actual flow of information through the system, (3) the impact
of the system on the court, the users, and the justice system, and (4) the
potential for developing eva]uat1on standards for measuring the effectiveness
and impact of such systens ‘ _




CTBLE A2
JURISDICTIONS TO wmcn SITE VISITS NERE MADE
| © DURING THE PHASE I EVALUATION OF
. | . COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

o Cuyahoga County, Ohio (C]eve]énd)'
o Dallas CDuhty;‘Texas (Dallas) -
o Tarrant County,vTexas (Ft. Worth) '
‘ Phi]adeiphia, Pénnsylvania‘f
e A]]egheny County,. Pennsy1van1a (Pittsburgh)
‘o Beaver County, Pennsylvan1a ‘ ,
¢ Santa Clara County, California (San Jo§e)
e Alameda County, Ca]ifornia (0ak1and)
e San Francisco, Californ1a 7
e Union Counuy, New Jersey (Elizabeth)
e State of Colorado (Denver)
‘o Broward County, Flor1da (Ft. Lauderdale)
e District of Columbia (U.S. D1str1qt_Coqrt);~'*




A. Deve]opment of CIS

TABLE A- 3
QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION DURING SITE VISITS

10.

12.

13.

“Ba 0perat1on of CIS

"How was idea for current CIS conce1ved?
“Consultant? Other?

.Provision for user participation. At what points did they partici-‘

forms tra1ned personnel, etc.

Was data obtained from any other’ courts?

1.

Who was mot1vat1ng force 1n project? A judge, court adm1n1strator7

What was proaect structufé5l (e. Q s review'commfttees, user gtoups?-
pate?)

What was the dec1s1on mak1ng process? Who reviewed progress, approved
des1gns, rev1ewed budgets and expenditures? .

Who performed anaIys1s, des1gn concept?

What funding sources were utilized? Were any unusual procedures ut11-
ized to obtain prOJect funding? Were grant applications submitted?

Who 1np1emented the system? (i. e., programmed computer, des1gned
Were visits made to other courts to. exam1ne their information system?

What was the tra1n1ng process ‘both for profess1ona1 and cler1ca1 per=-
sonnel? L

What was the approximate time span from initia] project idea to even-
tual implementation, including major milestones along the way? (i.e.,
completion of analysis, design and approval, 1mp1ementat1on training,
test operat1ons, full operations. )

What new job positions were created? Were any eliminated?. Howfwere
both handled vis-a-vis existing court personnel?

What was the approximate cost of cIS development for various phases
or stages? ;

Given your experience, what would you do d1fferent]y 1f you were to
go through the process again?

1.

What is the information row thpough your system? Any flow charts o
available? Can we obtain copies of input forms, output repovts etc?
(A system wa]k =through wou]d be most he]pfu] )




TABLE A-3 (Concluded)

To what use are the management reports put? Who takes action? What

- type of action?
. What is: ‘approximate cost of operat1ng your 1nformat1on system? \

Given your experience to date, what would you do d1fferent1y7 In the
‘design? ‘In the 1mp1ementat1on?

Measures of Effectlveness

‘ ] -

2

What were the goals of your information‘system development project?
How dfd you plan to achieve them and why,did you decide on this way
to achieve them (i.e., if the goal was to reduce backlog, how and why
was th1s to be achieved)?

Have any neasures been made of the actual 1mpact of the system?

If not, do you have any intuitive feel for the effect regard1ng the

foT]owzng -~ cost, complexity, public acceptance, case backlog, court

delay, caseflow management, 1nf0rmat1on secur1ty?
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