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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. The court microfilming project is a continuation of efforts by the
Philadelphia courts to microfilm data from several agenciles of the criminal
justice system. The purpose of the endeavor is to:

(1) reclaim floor space for needed activities;

(2) provide an efficient information retrieval system;

(3) distribute, when needed, copies of these records to associated agenciles;

(4) increase document security through the .creation of duplicate records
and storage of microfilmed data.

It offers these services for the Court of Common Pleas criminal records,
the Court of Common Pleas civil records, the pre-trial services division, the
Municipal Court of.Philadelphia, and the Probation Department.

Although these agencies have ‘somevwhat differing requirements, the process
of microfilm data reduction 1s similer for all. The initial step involves
selection and preparation of the appropriate documents by '"the screeners.'
These documents are submitted to the microfilm technicians, who f£ilm, process,
proof,. and duplicate the material. The microfilmed data are indexed according
to the respective system and, then, distributed to the appropriate agencies.

For the Court of Common Pleas criminal files only the true bills of in-
dictment are microfilmed. These contain information on the participants in the
trial and recommendations (such as request for psychiatric examination) that may
have been made by criminal justice system agencies involved with the case. For
the Municipal Court criminal files only the transcripts are microfilmed; these
display the information on trial participants and trial dispositions.

B. The evaluation of the project was accomplished through structured and
~unstructured interviews with court and project adminisérators, project tech-
nicians and screeners, users of microfilmed data within the court system, and
independent lawyers. In addition the evaluators conducted on-site visits to
the microfilm studio and the criminal information desk in City Hall. Further
they examined the legibility, completeness, and indexing of the microfilmed data.

.C. The project offers a very valuable service to the criminal justice
system. The data microfilmed from each agency are indicated below.
Information is included on the number of years covered and on the number of
reels, cases and images processed. :

I. Court of Common Pleas, Criminal Records

Period 1965 to July 1967 (complete)
July 1967 to December 1967 (incomplete) 4
1968 (complete) .
1969 (95% complete)
1970 to 1976 (incomplete)

No. bf Reels 178

No, of Cases. 236,111 ' ~
No. of Images. 243,032




I, Munilcilpal Court, Criminal Records

Period 1975 (75% complete)

ﬁd. of Reels ‘ 27
No, of Cases 50,600
No. of Images 7 55,160

III. Probation Department

Period ? ' .
' Female Records 1936 to 1965 (complete)
Pre-Sentence Files 1973 to 1974 (complete

' 1966 (incomplete)
Correspondence Files 1930 to 1946 (complete)
Male Probation Records 1914 to 1965 (complete)
Combined Male and Female Records 1966 (incomplete)

-

No. of Reels 406
No. of Cases - 106,488
No. of Images 916,392

IV.  Pre-~Trail Services Division

Period 1971 tb 1973 (complete)
v 1974 (dncomplete) .

No. of Reels,: 261

No. of Cases , 57,582
No, of Images. 520,500

V. Court 6f Common Pleaé, Civil Dockets

Period 1874 to 1959 (complete)
1960 (incomplete)

No. of Reels ‘ 2,962
No. of Dockets © 11,399
No. of Images 1,488,746
Total

No. of Reels : " 3,834
No. of Cases 450,781
No. of .Dockets 11,399
No. of Images 3,223,830

(Data from June 1976)'
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D. The major recommendation is repeated from last year. It deals with
the nead for the protection of records which may be, and sometimes are, defined
as confidential., It is hoped that the increased availability of data
facilitated by microfilming wlll generate an increased concern for the misuse
of data. ‘ ‘

E. The project anticipates a grant modification to enable it to
purchase two (2) 16 mm. f£ilm boxes which are removable from camera; to be
used with existing equipment model F77-23/2. Approximate cost $600.00 each.
To replace D420 (1) Microfiche Reader-Printer, and (4) Microfiche Portable
Readers. Total costs: $1,423.00,

i




IT. PROJECT ACTIVITIES
1. Original Goals and Objectives of the Project:

P The Court Microfilming Project was’established to 'reduce data storage
requirements, provide an efficient informat:q’.én rétriéval Sj;rstem, and insure
document security through the microfilming of data. It is intended to pfovide

® . these services for the following administrative units: Common Pleas Couft's

| Criminal Records, Common Pleas Court Civil Dockets, Probaticn Department Files,
Pré.-trial Services Division Bail Recolrds, Municipal Court Criminal Records.,
® ‘ ) A. Common Pleas Court Crim'nal Recoxzds:
Bills of Indictment of disposed cases are prepared for microfilming
. by screening c¢lerks, The process involves examining the documents, and, if neces-
® sary, transf'erring information pertaining to the disposit;ion of the case. These
records are then sent to the microfilm technicians who photograph fhem and

later develop, verify &dit, duplicate and distribute the film.

® B ‘ The microfilm reels are ciuplic'ated three times:

| ] | (1) two duplications are placed into 16 mm. cartridges, of which

one is sent to Police Headquafters and the other is‘ sent to -

@ ’ a Records Center of the Court of Common Pleas in City Hallj;

(2) the remaining duplicate film is fetai:ned in the microfiiming
office; -

0 3) i:he master £ilm is forwarded for underground storage.

Access to information on the films is accmnplish;& througb a com-
ﬁﬁter indexing system with terminals in, among ot‘her i:laces, the City Hall

® ' court records office. The a‘ppr'opriate film reference number vmay be ascertained

. through knowledge of a person's name, police no., case no., or microfilm .
number . Once the required microfilm (,iartridgg is located, it is placed upon

] the reader-printer machine by one of the clerks in the Records Center. The



information can either be read.éirectly off the screen, or hard coﬁy prints
may be requested. Our tests show that the entire retrieval time is under
three minutes providing the computer terminal is operatiomal.

The files from the Court of Comhon Pleas (criminal) are ﬁnder the charge

of the Clerk of the Court of Quarter Sessions. These files, inecluding the

«

~ bill of indictment and an& other material of the case, are returned, after

microfilming, to his control. As of this time, the Clerk has not destroyed

the files after they are microfilmed. The reasons for this are twofold: One,
he is obliged by law to keep thesg'files for a specific number éf years (15
to 25 &ears,ldepending on the type of case); and two, because only the bill
of indictment is microfilmed, there is a possibility that additionalymaterial
from the files wiil be required.

‘Specific data on the number of records and wéekly filming rates for this
and other areas will be found in Section iv; "Project Results and Analyéis."

A B. Commoﬁ'Pleas Court Civil Records

The project continues to film civil records of the Court of Common

Pleas. Over the past few years the work of Fhevproject in this area espeqially
has enabled the City's administ%ators to utilize necessary space within City

Hall that was previously devoted to record storage. The process of photographing

‘and film processing is similar to that explained above (Section A). 0f course

a different camera 1s employed to film these records.

C. Probation Department Files
Far more material tham is requested by the Courts is requifed for
these microfiles. They include, in addition to all legal, medical, and psy-.
chiatric records, the reports of all probation.officers.
The current system allows Probation Officers and other qualifiéd
personﬁal to view the records on the three readers available at the Probation
Departmenﬁ offices. TFurther, paper prints can be obtaineq from two of the

three machines.




D. Pre-trial Division Services Bail Records ’

The’purpose of microfilming for this agency is to film expired bail
interviews and destroy the originals. ‘Although the'émoént of méterial in each
case is variéble, the trend is toward increasiAg iﬁformakion in each file. Thus,
time and number of images required by camera operators for each case haé in-
creased suBstantially;

E. Municipal Court griminal Records

This is the firsﬁ yvear that @unicipal Court records are‘being filmed.
Although intended as part of the driggna1,p¥dposal (1973), p;éceduﬁal and legal
issues prevented filming éreviously. Now, questions concerning material ap-

propriate for filming have been resolved and a viable indexing'system has been

developed. The transcript from each ;ase is being microfilmed.
ITT. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

The evaluation consisted of structured and unstructured interviews with
court personnel, court records personnel, microfilm technicians,Yfile sereeners
and independent lawyers who use the system. In addition,'we'ténducted on~site
vigits to the microfilm users“room and the microfilm processing ;ooms. We

also tested the system's retrieval capabilities and the quality of the reader

and printer machines. ' , S E oy

To ensure the most efficacious data collection, we developed two specific

interview schedules and two observational rating cérds.v The first, "The

Microfilm User Interview Schedule," (see Appendix I) deals with the_utility

of the microfilm system, its completeness, saféty, problems, and adaptability.
The secend interview schedule, administered to '"Microfilm Technicians aﬁd

File écreeners," (see Appendix II)‘was designed for those involvéd with the =«

mechanics of the projects operation. It includes, in addition to questions

on the worker's activities and perceptions, a series of probe areas omn




sﬁggestions for improvement of the opevxation and admiﬁiétration. )

The "File Sémple Rating Eéfd" (see Appendix III) is essentially & check-
list of criteria for eﬁaluating the microfilmed data. It requests information
" on the legibility, comple&eness, waiting time, and indexing of the files. 'We
" used this form in both our éwn observations of the microfilmed records and in
. gur questioning éffother users.

| The "Observation Card" (see Appendix IV) is also a checklist, but more
general than that of the file ratingvprocedure. Here, we are looking for any
néeded‘impfovements in the physical arrangements of the facilities: are people
walting for the reader/printer; how are the films stored and hbw safe are they;
who uses the system; and,iis it available to all who need it?

'Lastly,:ﬁe have requésted and received statistical data on the total
number of caéés,‘images, énd reels in addition to the weekly average for all
actlvities sugsumed'under'the project's purview.

. In all Sur interviews and wisits, the.staff and administrators were co~
operative and helpful. |
IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSTS

‘The project has been successful in meeting its objectives. It continues
to redﬁce large amounts of cumbersome data, prQVide access to this information
and reclaim floor space for court and agency activities. Further, the in-
dividuals invelved in the administration and operation of the project appear
to be seriously concerned:with its efficiency and cost.

Sevéral factors affect the production raté of the screening clerks and
microfilm technicians. Many of these are.outside the control of the>project.
Screeners, for instancé, can only prepare documents as they are provided by = .
thé agencies, and recent alterations and relocations of the project's staff

and facilities have adversely affected the rates.
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) As noted, however, the number of documents piﬂrocessed ig only omne of the
benefits provided by the projéct. The information retrieval system made

Q possible by the microfilm is vastly more efficient in time and personnel
than the previous methods, and the security of the data (in terms of protection
against destruction) is almost immeasurable.
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:'A. Statistical Data

The data microfilmed from each agency are indicated below. Information is

included on the number of years covered and on the number of reels, cases and

images processed.

1.

Court of Common Pleas, Criminal Records

Pevriod 1965 to July 1967 (complete)
July 1967 to December 1967 (incomplete)
1968 (complete)
1969 (95 percent complete)
1970 to 1976 (incomplete)

No. of Reels 178
No. of Cases - 236,111
No. of Tmages . 243,032

Municipal Court, Criminal Records

Period 1975 (75 percent complate)

No. of Reels ‘27
No. of Cases 50,600
No. of Images : 55,160

Probation Department

Period ~ Female Records 1936 to 1965 (complete)
Pre-sentence Files 1973 to 1974 (complete), 1966 (incomplete)
Correspondence Files 1930 to 1946 (complete)
Male Probation Records' 1914 to 1965 (complete)
Combined Male and Female Records 1966 (incomplete)

No. of Reels . 406
No. of Cases 106,488
No. of Images ° 916,392

Pre~trial Services Division

Period 1971 to 1973 (complete)
1974 (incomplete)

No. of Reels 261.
"No. of Cases 57,582
No. of Images 520,500

Court of Common Pleas, Civil Dockets

Period 1874 to 1959 (complete)
1960 (incomplete)
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No. of Reels © 2,962

No. of Dockets 11,399

No. of Images 1,488,746 ) '
Total -

No. of Reels 3,834

No. of Cases 450,781

No. of Dockets 11,399

No. of TImages 3,223,830

(Data frdm Jpne'1976)'

B. 'Costé and’ Budget Analysis

The Court microfilm project is funded for an eleven and one-half month period
from July 21, 1975 through June 1976; Total costs are $85,730 of which $58,839
’are provided By Fedefal funds, The State buy-in equals $3,923.

Because all of the major equipment was purchased pre?iously, the bulk of
expenses incurred by the project have been for personnel.

of the four full-time clerical assistants, two receive $9,021 pzr annum and
two receive $8,466 per annum. The part-time assistant receives $2.50 per hour.
All clerical assistants work as screeners.

Four of the five microfilm technicians/camera operators receive an annual’
salary of $10,899. The fifth individual receives $10,493.

 The screening supervisor and project supervisor are paid $15,000 and $13,000
per annum, respectively.

The project purchased two microfilm readers‘(as reéommended in last year!s
evaluation) at the cost of $1,100 each. It also ordered one microfiche reader-
printer (cost @$995) aﬁd four portable microfiche readers (cost @$107). Supplies
(film and processing chemicals) cost $1,975.

Calculation of cost per image of microfilmed documents is available by

dividing the weekly totals of microfilmed images into thel }oject's weekly budget
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(including a proportion of the general expenses). The resultant figure, however,
is meaningless because it does not reflect the different types of preparation,
equipment utilization, and retrieval modes for each area/agency. Moreover, it
does not indicate the saving in storage,space and users' retrieval time or the
benefits of document security.

C. E.E.0.C. Data

The Court Microfilming ?roject is part‘of the "Court Administration

Pefgonnél Reéulation No. 1 - Merit System Implementafion" plan of the City of

Fhiladelphia. Thus, although the project employs only twelve workers the project's

hiring policies are determined by the City's and the Court's Equal Employment

Opportunity plan,

An analysis of occupational positions in relation to sex and race,

however, reveals a division of labor stratified by these categories. The five

‘camera, operator /technicians are white males. Four of the five clerical screeners

are female; two of the women are black, two are white. The one male screener is -
black. Both the screening sunervisor and the project supervisor are white males.

There have been no promotions, no disciplinary actiohs,'and no firings
during the period of the grant. Therefore, no analysis is possible in relation
to these actions,
V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMEWNDATIONS

The project is fulfilling a valuable service to the.criminal justice

community of Philadelphia. The staff and administrators appear knowledgeable
about the activities and uses of the project's efforts. All aspects of the pro-
ject are run with a concern for cost and speed. The project's objectives are

L ]

being realized.
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‘fidentiality guidelines and that they actively work to protect the civil

12

A, kycommendations

In our evaluation two years ago we noted that there was no definitive
opinion as to the legal necessity of maintaining documents after they
had been microfilmed and as to the admissibility of microfilmed data

in eourt., Last yvear, in response to that recommendation the court ad-
ministration researched the questiocn and'determineﬂ the appropriate
vregglations. Now we again suggest thaé the adﬁinistration implement the
policies indicated by these regulations. This ineludes (a) the destruc-
tion of records when replaced by microfilmed data and (b) developing
precedents for the use of microfilmed data in the courts,

Guidelines for the érotection of records are still not established,

Nor are the methods for the enforcement of confidentiality safeguards.
Those in charge of keeping records work within vague boundaries. We
appreciate the dilemmas faced by these individuals. On the one hand
they must make data available to agencies aﬁd persons who have the need
and the right to know., On the other, they must emsure that unauthorized

persons be prohibited from gaining access to the records. In addition,

there is another class of documents that are considered public record

and must be made as accessible as poszible,
All this must be accomplished without bureaucratic obfuscation=--
which protects the bureaucrat rather than the péople being served. *
The personnel at the court microfilm project seem cognizant of these
concerns.A It ié essential that they remain apprailsed of the latest con-

L ]
rights of the people whose records they hold.
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Bills of indictment contain informafion‘on arrests fof crimes
for which the individual may have been adjudicated innocent. These
docﬁments are nevertheless available to anyone via the microfilm re-
trieval systém in City Hall. ;g arrest records for "unconvicted"

crimes are to be restricted to certain authorities or the individual

_involved (and his/her counsel) then the system is making available

information that éhouid be confidential.

:in a similar fashion, the increased number of copies facilitated
by the microfilm system (e.g., the police get a‘copy,‘there is an
extra copy in the microfiim processing rooms, and a copy is available
from{the underground storage facility) m§kes the dissemination of in~
formation even more difficult tozéontrol. Extra copies of these data
increase the possibilities of a violation of confidentiality. While
this is an inevitable cost assbciated with fastgr retrieval and in-
creased a&ailabilit&, we mﬁst Be even more conce;ned with the protec~
tion of.confidentiality.‘ ‘

Because the administrators of the court microfilming project are
familiar with handling large amounts of data, they appéar to have
a sophisticated épproach toward data reduction and data retrieval.
We, again, recommend that they be given leadersﬁip positions in the

City‘s data handling committees. ‘ -
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* INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

MICROPILM TECHNICIANS AND FILE SCREENERS

Co i ) ¢ 4
% A1, Position (Functlon) _=miime~-weee-
4. ] .

s

2, What do you see as tha‘maﬁor benefits of this microfilm‘éystem?

—— -

What are its major prob}éms?

-

v

'3; What are the major problems you encounter (if different from abdove)? : 

li, On what basis is information included in the mierofilmed files?

Who makes the decisiong? Why?

R ~ \\"
-
-

Sa Whaf'suggestibns“hight you have to imprOVe yOur'joh

Probe areasi
training

machines

-~

personnel

guidelines

and/or the system?

I




. 4, Completenessy

AR " PILE SANMPLE: RATING CARD o

1, Agencyx Data Request : S o
hunlclpal Court , T e e
Court of Common Pleas :
Provation Department
Other

2- ‘Timet v ) )
a) time required to find entry in index:

') time required to find files = | e

v <
(_- .

e) time required'to‘have readable file (i.e. on machine):

3, Legibllltyz A
Excellent SR R
Good
Adequate
Poor
Unacceptab

——c——

———

le

\ e : - .
4.

a) does it have data required by agency?

b) does it have data requlred by all agencies in study? |

5.For those flles that have old files availabla.
2.) is everytnlngrincluded.1n.m1¢r6film“fi&é?

b) if not, what has been excluded and on what bases (if any)
. has this information becn omitted?

- . . ! ‘
- . .

—

6. Is the index entry éppropriaté for this file? Is there ¢ross -indexing

l
\
i
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. ‘ OBSERVATION CARD =~ .

o 1. Agency: e .

| IR Municipal Court __
4 : ' Court of Common Pleas
Probation Department

~ Other
r .
2, Location (c.g. department, floor, etc) .
Y | '
3. Date and Time:
L. Who is using the microfilm system?
. ‘-‘. .-: L
5. Are there any queues? -
. For what: \ :
® - ‘ a) readers:
b) supervisery personnel
. ¢) other: S 75_
o - . _ e
.o 6. What safeguards against misuse of data exist?
' 7. Other comments:
@ : , ~
- - ;»ﬂ
[ ] - .
-Notestarticularly efficient or fnefficient procadures
" D ;
J.J. g
‘ 3
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' INTERVIEW SCHEDULE :
. MICROFILM USER ‘ .

1. Agency: . B :
Municipal Court _ Lo S
Court of Common Pleas C o

Probation Depariment __

Other (pleass state)

2, Interviewee's position (state function if required)

‘3. Do you use the microfilm records and what do you use them for? (eoge
what kinds of data)

L, If you used the records system before microfilming was introduced,
what do you see as the advantages and/or disadvantages of the new
system? . ' : : : :

’

a)‘Timex afficient/inefficlient~ S -
b) Complétenegs of included information-

7! (1) uniformity- . S .
. Y B ' '
¢) other comments:

g -

-

*TOR THOSE WHO HAVE NOT HAD -PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WITH THE OLD SYSTEM,
CHECK HERE, AND ANSWER ABOVE QUESTIONS

\

‘5. Do you know: .

a)'gow guch (esg, for what years or periods) has been microfilmed +o
ate? '

b) How much this year

v ) <
A .
oo
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' ' Interview Schedule Microridlm. User:
6. How much space has been freed-up this year - "¢ (= "
/4 - . . R I :
‘ . . . . . . ¥ . .
7. What safeguards exist against:
~ ' .
a) unauthorized use (reproduction and distridbution): |
. ' ) : . .% et ‘ N v . : ) - \)
b) unauthorized déstruction. e .
o 8. What safeguardu'ﬂxisu against misuse when you send out a nheres 1Lmed
files; e.g. To an Obhur agency, evc,? - ) o R
° |
: 9. What guidcllnes are used for 1nclud1ng material in & file (8creen1ng
} guidelines)? S N : .
. - |
! SR :
. : . ‘ J , .
‘ ! . B . i ’ : :
’.1 '~ 10, Do the microfllmed records meet your information/needs? Probe... o
) D . . : ‘ 3 P
’ |
‘ . :
:‘ . J:
® ~ l
., - ‘
.n W N ‘
. 11. Are there any problems, or could you foresse any problems, about
® : the inaccessability of a file that is in the process of being
microfilmed? . . . - !
o
-
. 12, How does thd indexing system work? Is there any crons»*ndeX*wv“
. Wha% would you do, for instance, about name cnangcs (LQ,. changeg
¢ g of marital status)? o R R
o §

e . . .
[ R T R I T B
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. : . - i Sl +.  Interview Schedule Microfilm

o

X3, What coordination dealing with microfilming exists between your
® . agency and others? How could this be improved? _

x R :
° : . |
g . o
. 14, What can you suggest to improve this system?
o ‘ S SR we et T e e £,
a} machinery T ., . '
k - . ' . . . . i
g R "~ -‘
¢ . ' L s R
b) procedures ‘ o . \
L Y . ., : . . v
Ly © . e) training
M ‘.
d) personnel .
. -
- o - *
~N %
, e " X )
- ’ - * ‘;h“ :I 4:-4 . :
¢
®
L . .
v # A

[ J









