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I NTRODUCTI ON 

In September' 1977 the Governor's Justice Commission f\J\" the Common-

wealth of Pennsylvania engaged the services of the National Center for State 

Courts for a final evaluation of the Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary 

Court Project. This project (hereinafter referred to simply as ECP) 

begun in 1974, was intended as a comprehensive three-year effort to achieve 

for Philadelphia the status of a "Model Standards and Goals City" for the 

United States. The "standards and goals" under consideration were to be those 

promu1gated in 1973 by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 

Standards and 'Goals (NAC).l 

The NAC standards have served as the starting point for:this evaluation. 
;-

:.The evaluation team sought to determine the extent to which relevant NAC stan·-

dards were achieved in Philadelphia through ECP. Another source of evaluative 

criteria were the grant application documentl by which Philadelphia sought 

federal funding assistance from the u.s. Department of Justice, La1-1 Enforce­

ment Assistance Administration (LEAA). These documents set forth not only 

the NAC standards considered significant to the various subprojects within 

ECP, but also the objectives and anticiprlted results or benefits to be achieved 

.1The NAC standards and goals, as well as related materials, were organized 
in several volumes. Those most relevant to ECP relate to courts and corrections, 
which are cited in this report as NAC, Courts (or simply Courts) and NAC, Corrections 
(or simply Corrections). 

2Philadelohia Court of Common Pleas, Philadel hia Standards and Goals Ex­
emplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application JUf,e 3, 1974 cited he"re­
after asECP Phase I Grant·Application); Philadel hia Standards and Goals Ex­
emplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application July 1, 1976 rejected by 
LEAA, cited hereafter as ECP Fhase II Grant Application. (Draft)); and Philadel-
hia Standards and Goals Exemlary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application 

. September 27, 1976 approved by LEAA, cited hereafter as ECP Phase II GrallL 
Appl i.cation). 

xi 
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J' by the subprojects. A final source of eval uative measu~es was the body of 

scholarly and professional literature addressing topic areas in which ECP 

subprojects operated. The evaluation reported here thus sought to measure 

ECP with reference to national standards, by the criteria set out for ECP, . 

by its own leadership, and by criteria set forth by knowledgeable ~ommentatorg. 

The evaluation process itself was carried out between October 1977 a.nd. 

February 1978.
3 

After preparatory review of literature applicable to ECP, the 

evaluators conducted interviews in Philadelphia with those involved in ECP and 

collected reports and other documents about activities in the overall project 

and its constituent elements. In November and December, preliminary evalu­

atioh drafts were written for consideration in follow~up interviews in early, 

1978. Final evaluation drafts were then completed and submitted for review 

before the final report was completed. 

In general, the chapters of this report are all organized in the same 

fashion: after a brief introduction to the subject matter of the ECP subproject . 
being discussed, there follows a summary of its history and prese~tstate. Then 

\\:, '-,f" 

evaluative comments are offered. Varying- somewhat from this format are the 

chapters on the Philadelphia Justice Information System (PJIS) and the District '. 

Attorney1s Management Information System (DAMIS), about which the evaluators 

were requested, in addition to making evaluative comments, to suggest options 

for the future. 

3Although the ECP grant was extended into 1978 to accomodate this evalu ... 
ation, all other ECP activities were completed in September 1977. 

'. 
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GENERAL SOURCE DOCUMENTS 

During the course of this evaluation~ a number of published and un~ 

published documents have been reviewed. Many of these relate to specific sub­

projects, and they are consequently listed in the body of this report after 

the evaluations of each subproject. But some materials are of significance 

to all of the subprojects, and they are cited throughout the report. They 

are: 

Howard, Lorraine M., et al., nPhiladelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary 
Court Project (E.C.P.)(75-DF-03-0003): Refunding Evaluation Report ll 

(March 22, 1976). 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards a,nd Goals, Corrections 
(1973) (cited in text as NAC, Corrections, or as Corrections). 

_____ , Courts (1973) (cited in text as NAC, Courts, or as Courts). 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Exemplary Court Project, Management and 
Evaluation Unit, "ExCePtions. Newsletter of the Philadelphia Court of 
Common Pleas Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project ll (volumes I and 
II, March 1976-June 1977). 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, "National Standards and Goals Exemplary 
Court Project" (undated; submitted October, 1977, after completion of 
EeP-operations, in satisfaction of IICondition 8" imposed by LEAA in 
grant negotiations; consequently, it is cited i.n the text as the "Con­
dition 8 11 Document). 

___ ~_, Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Dis­
cretionary Grant Application (June 3, 1974) {cited in text as ECP Phase 
I Grant Application}. . 

'i\Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project 'Dis­
------c-re.....,t:-;i....,.o-na\ty Grant App] i cat; on (July 1, 1976) (rejected by LEAA; ci ted in 

text as ECP Phase II Grant Application (Draft)). 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

Development and implementation of the Philadelphia Exemplary Court 

Project (ECP) was unquestionably a bold effort by a court system that has 

gone much fur':!;her than most toward facing and trying to solve the crimina'1 

justice problems of late twentieth-century America. Philadelphia's ~'1illing-

ness to become a /11 nboratory" for operati.onal experimentati on with new approa.ches 
, 

is surely a testament to the couiage of the political and judicial leadership 

of Philadelphia and of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. That willingness has 

resulted in what may be some vety important "lessons learned,1I not only for 

Philadelphia and Pennsylvania, but for court., systems throughout the country. 

For ECP did not achieve the ends set out for it. 

Considerations external to the actual operation of ECP had a severe im­

pact on the outcome of the project. Perhaps the most crucial of these was a 

drastic cutback in the fede~al funding assistance u~on which ECP implementa~;on 

was predicated. Wh~i1 the first ECP grant application was submitted in 1974, 
;.. 

the project's three-year budget was projected at a total of over $8 mil 1 ion 

(see below Exhibit 1);4 But with delays in completion of Ph~se I of ECP and 
I' 

a changeover in lEAA leadership, continuation funding for ECPPhase II was 

sharply reduced5 and funding for Phase III eliminated altogether. The result 

was a total ECP budget less than.half that originally ~ontemplated; as Exhibit 
;( 
If 

'2 shows. No ECP subproject escaped the effect of the budget reduction, and 

some subprojects were~discontinued. 

4See ECP Phase I Grant Application. 
.\. 

5Compare the total budgets for ECP Phase II set out' 'in E'ep Phase II Grant 
Appl1catjon (Dr~~ft) (rejected by LEAA) and ECP Phase II Grant 'Appl ication (appro~/ed 
by~EAA for mu,<;;,\(' less money). . 

" '\ "5'.' 
~.jJ 

o 

1 
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Exhibit 1 Projected Allocation of ECP Three-Year Budget Among Subprojects, 
According to Phase. I Grant Application* 

. (Projected Total Budget: $8,878,161)** 

Calendaring Conflict-Free 
Scheduling (one year only): 

$50,000 

,DAMIS: 
. $319,586 

PJIS:· $2,743,324 

Management and Evaluation: 
$1,126,620 

Se'ntenci ng 
Consistency, 
Presentence 
Study: 
$1,010,933 

Pretrial Investiga­
tion and Warrant 
Service Unit: 

$953,687 

Project Intercept: 
$1,496,296 

Court 
r~i crofi lming: 
$289,281 *** CVS: 

() 

Witness Utilization: 
$357,331 

Court Reporting, 
Voice Writing: $321,442 

;) 
,~" ; 
',) 

* Source: ECP Phase I Grant Application, pp. VI-Xl. ~: 
** This total includes fring~ benefits, indirect costs, and non~federal match. 

*** This subproject was dropped from the grant application before ECP began . 

. ; 0 
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Exhibit 2- Projected Allocation of ECP Three-Year Budget Among Subprojects 
upon Approval of Phase II Grant Application * 

(Total Budget: $3,526,828)** . 

PJIS: $1}062,468 

Management and Evaluation: 
$682,149 

CVS: _$113,369 -.---­
u 
\) 

Sentencing Consistency, 
Presentence Study: $93,973 

Calendaring, Conflict-Free 
Schedulinq (Phase I only): 

$50,000 

Pretrial Investigation 
and Warr'an~ Service 
Unit: $319,094 

Project Intercept: 
$616,127 

t " 

Witness 
Utilization: 
$164,762 

Court Reporting, 
Voice 14riting: 
$117,633 

* Sources: ECP Phase 1 Grant Application and ECP Phase II Gra'nt Application. 
** This total includ,es fringe benefits, indirect costs, and non-federal match; 

it dces"'not 'include a budget allocation for expansion of court microfilming. 

3 



Further problems came about because ECP began to build staff by hirina . ~ 

new people just as Philadelphia and its justice elements were coming to terms 

with the letter and spirit of equal employment opportunity (EEO) legislation. 

A number of new staff members had been preliminarily approved for employ~ent 

un~er ECP, but they had to re-apply or delay assumption of ECP positions, 

. when pressure for EEO compliance led to a time-consuming reformulation of 

employment screening procedures. While this change undoubtedly helped' reduce 

hiring inequities in the justice community, its effect on ECP was to delay 

completion of Phase I from 1975 to 1976,. ~1any ECP posi tions were sti 11 un­

filled by 1976; and when LEAA Phase II funding was reduced, a number of the 

unfilled positions were simply dropped. 

. ECP included several subprojects, some of which were not addressed in the 

eval uati on reported here. The subprojects not eva1 uated for thi s report were 

(a) calendaring: conflict-free scheduling; (b) court microfilming; (c) sen­

tencing consistency; and (d) computer-aided transcription. 

The centerpiece, of course, of the ECP was the Philadelphia Justice In­

fotmation Syst~m (PJIS). Envisioned as a means to provide a comprehensive data 

base for processing criminal cases, incorpo"rating input'from law enforcement 

agencies, prosecutors and the courts, PJIS was to b~ the heart of an integrated 

criminal justice system. PJIS is now inoperative. Its present state is in 

part the consequence of considerable public disagreement and debate about the 

confidentiality of public recorq~ in large data systems, a major social problem 
;\ \~t 

• !/ \\ 

yet to be resolved in ourcot!,QfryJi Moreove-r, PJIS was to be the primary vehicle 
F 
II 

for including such separate apd semi-autonomous public entities as law enforce-
.f (. 

ment agencies, the district attorney's office, and the 'courts in a thoroughly 

integrated operating 'system; but PJIS and the 5y,stems approach fell vi~tim 
) ':...' 

J\ 

lJ 
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to the realities of different (and sometimes conflicting) organizational 

processes within each entity. Furthermore, it is questionable whether there 

ever was adequate forecasting of the costs to be borne or the amount and 

timing of benefits to be received when and if PJIS became fully operational. 

These matters raise serious issues about the utility of large, centralized 

data systems even for high-volume metropolitan qre~s. Small computers or 

lower-level information processing technology may be more reasonable for 

managing criminal justice data needs in the future. 

While PJIS was clearly the most expensive and controversial element of 

ECP, efforts were also undertaken in several other ECP areas. Closely related 

to PJIS was the District Attorney's Management Information System (DAMIS). The 

a bsence of any central authori ty to gui de day-to-day operations and 1 imi ted 

personnel resources exacerbated problems for DAMIS arising from the failure 

of PJIS. As' a consequence, DAMIS is only' marg:ina.lly operational at 

present. 

Project Intercept represented an effort to improve diversion services, 

and it succeeded in bringing Philadelphia into substantial accord with NAC 

diversion standards. Research conducted under Project Intercept concluded 

that diversion~ with or without· social services, is more economical tnan the full 

traditional criminal justice process. 

The witness utilization program had three components: a telephone alert 

system, a witness assemoly room, and a bil i .. ngual GQurt information system. 

These components helped make the justice process more respons"ive to the needs 

of citizens, although no rigorous c~ffort was·made to provide reliable data on 

which to base a firm judgment of the program's impact. 

it 5 
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The presentence study carried out under ECP was intended as a means 

to improve the management of presentence report preparation. But, hampered 

by the sharp cutback in federal funding ~ompare funding for this project as 

shown in Exhibits 1 and 2 above) and by 'hiring delays, the study had only 

limited results, of little replicability. 

To expand involvement of 'citizen volunteers in the justice process, the 

Court Vol"unteer Services program was funded under ECP as a continuation of 

the Philadelphia adult probation department1s former community resource and 

volunteer unit. The program did indeed engage a large number of volunteer 

aides, although data were insufficient to demonstrate any conclusive impact 

in areas of volunteer involvement. 

The voice writing implementation program, conceived as a means to explore 

the feasibility of voice writing as a technological alternative to stenotype 

court reporting, was discontinued after Phase I of ECP. Yet two voice writers 

trained in four months under the program have qualified as court reporters in 

Philadelphia and joined the court system1s reporting staff, indicating that 

voice writers can be trained in far less time than is required for stenotypists 

(24 months) to become competent for court' reporting. 

Management and evaluation of ECP and the operation of a management, evalu­

ation and planning unit is the last element of ECP evaluated here~ In the face 

of the sharp cutback in federal funding, hiring difficulties associated with fED 

requirements, and the problems faced by PJIS, the ECP Coordinator ~'as faced with 

such problems external to the day-to-day operation of the project that he was 

unable to give complete attention to managing the relations among subprojects 

and to identifying an the areas that might be improved thrdugh research by the 

management, evaluation and planning unit. The unit never achieved sufficient in­

fluence among the ECP subproject leaders to play an effective management and 

planning role. 

6 
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---.------....,--------~.--~~-~-

In conclusion, ECP achieved no better than mixed results. The failure of 

PJIS, its key subproject, to become operational should offer significant lessons 

about the utility of large, centralized data systems for metropolitan criminal 

justice. If for no other reason, the results of ECP are a substantial contri­

bution in our country's efforts to improve its cr'iminal justice administra­

tion~ despite the project's di~appointing outcome. 

7 
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PHILADELPHIA JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM (PJIS) 

The life of a large project'seldom follows a course suggested by 

textbook~, as. unforeseen events' almost always require changes in plans. 

The Philadelphia Justice Information System (PJIS) project, an effort to 

centralize and computerize the records of Philadelphia criminal justice 

community, however, encountered more than the normal share of unforeseen 

events. Federal funding was cut back substantially at midpoi'nt, a thorny 

orivacy problem required resolution, and IBM's participation in the project 

became controversial. As these events had a substantial impact on the pro­

ject, they dictated a change in our evaluation. Expecting to find an on­

going computer implementation, the National Center planned to assess such 

areas as the efficiency of various subsystems, the success in meeting 

schedules, the quality of the documentation, E:tc. Faced with the fact 

that the implementation effort had been largely abandoned, the National 

Center changed the focus of its assessment to attempt to determine why the 

project had reached its present state. 

Before this subject is dealt with, a number of additional considera­

tions are worth pointing out. Philadelphia has long been considered a 

8 
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leader in the application of computer concepts to court problems. The 

Court of Common Pleas has been a pioneer in the introduction and use of 

I:lany computer techniques, \.,rhjch are now being emulated by other courts. 

8uildin$ on this base, the court and other members of Philadelphia's criminal 

justice community proceeded on an even more ambitious course of action:' the 

design and implementation of the most modern criminal justice computer system 

in the nat1'on--PJIS. This type of effort is seldom easy, for the pioneer al­

most alv/ays confronts the difficult and sometimes intractable problems first. 

A final consideration should be borne in mind. During the planning 

stages of the project in the early 1970's) Law Enforcement Administration 

Jl.ssistance (LEAA) funds seemed inexhaustible. Crime ~.,ras on the mind of a 

great many.Americans and LEAA, given eno~gh resources, was going to reduce 

its i nci dence. Of course, the fi nand a 1 pi cture at LEAA has changed con­

siderably since then, with the agency now facing cuts every year and 

passing the cuts along to the recipients of its funds. But few 

were prescient enoug~ to foresee these developments in the early 1970's. 

I. History and Present State of PJIS 

tlhat is PJIS? 

As conceived by its architects, PJIS was to be a la-rge computer-based in-

formation system, outfitted with upwards of 100 CRT and typewriter terminais,. 

located strategically throughout the offices of the police, courts, correctinns 

and oth~r members of the crimi na 1 jus tice community. Hie. i !1 t ent was to house 

under one central i zed computer roof· much of the information used 'E-Y these en-

tities of government. The rationale is striKingly simple. Since these govern-

9 
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ment units maintain many records which contain similar information (eg., namg 

and other information about criminal defendants), recordkeeping is rendere~ more 

efficient by consolidating and centralizing the information in the computer. The 

r9al pr~ze though, is more timely information which can be used to control 

criminal matters as they move through the justice process. System 

users would be able, among other things, to determine instantly, through the 

use of one of the terminals, whether an individual were on trial, in jail, 

etc. , and to be informed through printo!Jts of number and frequency of court 

cases, police arrests and other administrative and statistical informaticn. 

History 

II 
1!.j'1 

Among the first courts'to automate,the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas I 
and Municipal Court developed in the 1960·s, an elaborate computer-based information 

system. Its features include some 50 terminals and the ability to produce 

attorney and case schedules, dockets and all sorts of appearance notices. It 

was quite successful, so much so that many court officials. from throughout 

the country have traveled to Philadelphia to view its operation. 

Building on this success, court officials and officials from other criminal 

justice units formulated a more ambitious plan and "entered into an agreement 

in 1971 wi th I BM to help cons umma te it. I Bf.1 was as ked to<i~~n ti fy major 

9(,:31s' of the criminal justice community, to study and evaluate the current 

system with an eye to integrating jt into a more comprehensive justice itl"­

formati on sys tern, and to design detail ed specifi cati ons for the compre­

hensive ~ystem.6 This work was'comp1eted in~974. Paralleling this work 
.'0~ . 

was a related but more practical effort by COJINT (Combined Justice Information 

6 . 
The value of the work has been pUt at $500,000; 'IBM charged no 

fee for this service. 
10 
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Network Over Terminals), which concentrated on the development and implementa­

tion of an automated prison inventory system and a terminal-oriented police 

booking systeln (On-Line Booking). 

With the completion of the IBM study and the impetus of COJINT work, the 

t:ourt of Common Pleas soughtLEAA funding for an all- embracing automated . 

criminal justice information system, PJIS, as well as. for other projects. 

The entire package was called the Exemplary Court Project. (ECP):. In 1974, 
. . 

LEAA approved the request, allocating $608~OOO of the first-year funds to PJIS . 

Hiring staff turned out to be the PJISls first problem. The court's per­

sonnel department had to recruit and test applicants in compliance with ~qual 

employment QPportunity (EEO) guidelines. While the department had done this 

previously for individual applicants, it was the first time the department had 

to apply the guidelines to the hiring of 20~30 professional personnel (e.g., 

planners, computer programmers, etc.) The process was quite lengthy. A change 

in court leadership also delayed the appointment of a number of individuals. 

The last appointments ~ere not made until 1976. 

During the first phase of PJIS, confidentiality became an important 

issue. At the outset of the project, PJIS officials published a set 

of guidelines on confidentiality. The Regional Planning Council of the 

Governor's Justice Commission took an active interest in this issue as well, 

appointing in'1974 a committee of Philadelphians to.develop·another 'set of con'­

fidentiality guidelines specifically for the PJIS project. At the same time, 

the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania was developing its own set of confidentiality" 

guidelines. PJIS was at the center of this activity. 

In developing' its gUidelines, the Regional Planning,. Council's Committee 

faced the cliffi cult task ofbri ngi ng together divers~ and .in many v/ays confli ct­

ing sets of interests. Some pressed for an efficient criminal jUstice 

11 
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process; others argued against the trend toward centralized government 

power through the establishment of centralized data banks; the concern of 

others was privacy for all citizens; the press wanted virtually unlimited 

access to information on criminal cqses. Public hearings were the 

focal point for this debate. From all reports, emotions ran high at the 

hearings, w"1th most voicing tH'eir beliefs vigorously and some leveling 

serious accusations at participants in the project. 

Another issue surfaced at the hearings: IBM participation in the proje6t .. 

Some argued that because IBM drew up the specifications for the system, the 

company should not be allowed to bid for the computer system. Some ~e~b~r$ 

of the black community maintained that rBWs operation of plants in South 

Africa should disqualify the firm from particiration in the project. 

In April, 1976, almost two years after PJIS startup, the Regional 

Planning Council's Committee issued its guidelines, called the Philadelphia 

Plan. In essence, the guidelines say that all PJIS records are open to 

public inspection. 

f..} though the gui del; nes were to have no effect on the desi gn of PJrS, their 

consideration delayed the progress of the project because the design 

could not be considered final until the guidelines were issued. Hence, su~~r­

imposed on the delay caused by the lengthy hiring pr.ocess was another delay 

resulting largely from the development of confidentiality guidelines. The net 
\ " 

effect of this was that the work of the first. phase of the project, schedul ed 

to be completed in one year, was stretched over a two-year period. 

No~withstandingthese difficulties, progress was made during this phase 

of tbe project. On-Line Book; ng, des ignated as the fi rst major software com-
-\. 

ponent of PJIS, )'las modified, tested and became operational in 1975. PJIS 

staff prepared a Request for Information (RFI) on' computer hardware, ",shich was 

12 
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released to vendors. On the basis of the responses, a Request for Proposal 

(RFP) was drafted and prepared for distribution, but oth~r events intervened. 

As the first phase of the Exemplary Court Project drew to a close in tht: 

summer of 1976, staff submitted an application for cont'Y'l'luation funding to 

lEAA. Then, lightning struck in the form of word from LEAA that the project 

woul,d not be funded at all or, if the project were funded, it would beat a sharply 
. . 

r.educed level. The exemplary project's proposed budget of some $3,000,000 \I;as cut 

to roughly $1,000,000, with the PJIS bUdget moving' from $8QO,000 to $410.000. The 

reductions demanded drastic changes in plans. Five of the twenty members of 

P~lS s'taff were, la,i,d o.ff; th.e aC9ui.~i,ti,Qn Qf th.e envi.~ioned lQrge computer 
. ' 

system was no longer possible. 

Many members of staff interpreted the cut as a precursor of the termi!1rlt'on of 

the project and began to seek new employment. During the pa'st year, all !:-'It six 

of the PJIS staff have resigned; the balance have been transferred to the cour~'$ 

data processing department. 

Sights were set lower. Because of the unavailability of new compute!­

hardware~ it was decided to purchase additional memory for the existing COUI't 

computer to accommodate PJIS programming work. EVen this minor. step \'/as a problem, 

The addition had to come from the original computer supplier, which happened 

to be IBM. But since IBM was at: the center of the conflic#t.,of interest de~.:'!t.:s. 

the sole source contract was questioned. Eventually., however, the extra me;>;ol*i 

was acquired. In May 1977, a PJIS appl icati,on called Automated r~unicipal C~:uy-t 

(Me) Transcripts, !'which, among other things, makes information captured by th Cht­

Line Booking system'available to the next step in the criminal justice p"oc('ss. tile 
o 

assignment proceedings, was completed. In the autumn of 1977, hO\'/evel', the pollet 

decided to'discontinue the operations of the On~Line Boof{ing system, an.ctlOll' 
. ( 

which places the workabiqity of Automated 'Me Transcripts tn question. 

13 
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State of PJIS 

Few hard accomplishments were realized~ The original PJIS design re~ 

mains, but it is unlikely that the design will be put to use because funds 

are unavailable for the compute/. A ~caled-down design wtth· the District 

Attorney's Management Information System (DAM~S) at its core is avail-

able, but DAMIS itself is in trouble (see evaluation of·DAr~IS below). 

A solid accompl~~hment of the project, On-Line Booking, has been discontinued. 

Almost all of the original PJIS staff have resigned. Most court officials 

with-whom the evaluators spoke thought PJIS.was dead. The evaluators agree. 

II. Commentary 

PJIS was affected by many factors, many of which were interrelated. For 

instance, the delays resulting from the confidentiality hearings may have 

'affected LEAA's decision to cutback funding. For purposes of th'is section, 

factors judged significant are considered individuallY. With this approach 

there is a/risk that inadequate attention will be given to the inter'play of 

various factors. Nothwithstanding this 1imitation, the evaluators believe 

it is more profitable to isolate and discuss individual issues. 

Financial Aspec-t~_of PJIS 
( 

IBM made t'lr~-·~conomic case for PJIS in its 1974 report onth~ system) 

The benefit or revenue side of the analysis keyed on.two important points. 

The system would 0) effect a 15% reduction in continuances, yielding a 

$1, 100,000 p~r year savings to the Philadelphia criminal justice comrpuriTty. .. 

and (2) make possible productiVity increases, yielding another $"',500,000 

in yearly savings. All together, the system would prodUce savings of 

$2,600,000 yearly. 
f.:'· • " 

-7 . 
. ,"'<IBM Corporation, IIPhiladelphia Information System. IBM/CJAC Phase III 
dOHit! Study. Vol. I - Executive Overview" (1974). 
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Ex~'ibit 3a shows expected costs for the system. The two estimates shown, 

IBM's and the National Center's, are different but consistent. IBM estimates 
i-:~ 

were for a larger overall system than was called for in the aborted RFP for 

PJI$. In any case, they both reflect the magnitude of the expected CO$ts~ about 

2 million dollars per year. 

Exhibit 4 compares the National Center's estimates of system costs and 

,monetary benefits. It is quite evident that even if all the PJIS's projected 

benefits were realized, PJIS would have required a significant amount of fund­

ing other than from LEAA, probably from the City of Philadelphia, before it 

reached a breakeven point. That amount is estimated to be about $3,000,000. 

This is probably a conservative estimate, as the likelihood of full realization of 

the benefits can be questioned as well. Most of the savings would have come 

from the transfer of clerical functions to the computer. This almost never 

happens in the courts, especially in large metropolitan courts, because of the 

intense pressure to maintain and increase staff. 

PJIS was crippled by. the LEAA cutback in funds. In light of the cutback 

and the confidentiality and conflict of interests debates, judicial leaders 

decided not to seek additional funds either from LEAA or from the City of 

Philadelphia. While the LEAA cutback influenced this decision,o a similar 

decision would have had to be made two years hence, even had LEAA fully funded 

the Exempla.ry Court Project. While city officials voiced support for the 

project; it is not clear that they were informed of the magnitude of the 

support required.8 

8See Exhibits 1 and 2 and discussion in App~ndix. 
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Exhibit 8a Expected Costs of PJIS (in OOOs of dollars) 

IBM National 

IBM 

Center 
Estimate 

High 
low 

National 
Center 
Estimate * 

~ 
1975 1976 

1974 
1975 1976 

309 941 
270 679 

516 810 

~ lb' 
t: 

~ r r 
1977 1973 

1977 1978 

1,775 1,943 
1,358 1,859 

946 1,571 

1979 

1979 

2,530 
2,236 

1,571 

* See Exhibit 3b for the derivation of these costs. The National Center 
and IBM estimates, while different, are consistent: IBM estimates were 
for a larger overall system. The difference in the costs shown here is 
explained by the fact that the IB~1 cost was formulated in 1974 in the 
IBM/CJAC Phase III Joint Study. The National Center estimate, on the 
other hand, is based on the RFP constructed by PJIS staff in 1976 fal­
l O\'/i rig further refinement of system needs. . 
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Exhibit 3b National Center Detailed Estimate of PJIS Expected Costs 

CPU (1) 
CPU (2) 

Oisc 
Storage o

, 

1,600,000,000 
characters 

T'eleprocessing 
equipment 

Interim Step 
CRT 100 

Terminal Printers 29 
Remote Printers 7 

Full Capacity 
CRT 184 

Terminal Printers 102 
Remote Printers. 7 

Controll er 

Tape Drives 

Line Printers 

Software 

Personnel 

Miscellaneous 

1977 
300~000 

30,000 

120,000 
30,000 
15,000 

15,000 

50,000 

1,000 

30,000 

350,000 

5,.000 

946,000 

17 

1978 
'. 300,000 
300,000 

80,000 

220,000 
120,000 
15,000 

25,000 

100,00f) 

1,000 

50,000 ' 

350,000 

10,000 

1,571,000 

1979 
300,000 
300,000 

80,000 

220,000 
120,000 
15,000 

25,000 

100,000 

1,000 

50,000 

350,000 

10,000 

1,571,000 
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Exhibit 4 A Comparison of PJIS Costs and Expected Economic Benefits 

Cost 

$4,000,000 I-

$2,000,000 ~, 

, 
-" 

Expected . "'/ 
System ~ ~' 
Benefits*, ~"/,,, 

Alternate source "Breakeven" point~ / 
of fundi ng requ; red ~. " ' ---- . ,,--_.-- t 

~ ~, 
, ',':::;; 

" , 

7 
" . 

6 
.1 
8 

PJIS: Years of Existence 

., '\~,\ * Benefits as shown are calculated as such: 5% the first year of operation; 15% ,the setond year; 
35% the third year; 65% the fourth year; ~nd 100% the fifth year. 

** ' A later significant point is that at which saving effected by the. system would exceed the development, 
installation and operation costs. It is probably unwise to attempt a portrayal of this "cost reqlVery" 
pOint becaus~ it would be calculated largely on personnel cost savings which may not be realized. 
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In view of this experience, it is recommended that a more detailed cost­

benefit projection be made before any future federally funded project of such 

magnitude is undertaken. 9 IdeallYi. both the cost and benefits should be inte­

grated 'into budget projections. Failing that, a more informal but detailed 

analysis should be executed. 

Confidentiality and Privacy 

The debate over the confidentiality guidelines was hard on some of the 

participants. Some thought that giving testimony was akin to facing a police 
I 

interrogation. Opinions were voiced with fervor, which were interpreted as 

insults by some. Because of this dabate, PJIS was delayed. 

The Regional Planning Council Conmittee's guidelines state that any 

information captured by the computer is available to the pUblic. 10 The 

guidelines are intended to mitigate. the possibility of extensive dossiers 

being compiled on the accused, for the capture of such information (even that 

which is accurate and relevant) is likely to stir public indignation in some 

quarters. This may in turn stimulate further public detdte. Also, because 

the gl1idelines do not stipulate any computer hardware or software modifications, 

they virtually eliminate the possibility ofa continuing battle over the ade­

quacy of the protecti on and access to i nforma ti on captured by computer·s. The 

issues of confidentiality in public information systems is now the subject of 

nationwide discussion and efforts to deal "lith it are in their early stages. 

By the formulation of its policy in public debate, the committee has c:hosen 

one path, which is worthy of trial and further examination. 

9For those interested in a recent source on this subject, s'ee Anthony, R. 
and Herzlinger R. Management Control of NonProfit Organizations (Richard lrwin, 
Home\'Iood, Illinois,. 1975). 

lOWhile the Council has issued guidelines, other government ef~orts ~re -
expected to continue work in t.his af'ea; at present~ the.Pennsylvanla Leg1s1ature 
is considering the" establishment of similar guidellnes 'ln the same area. 
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As the public is increasingly aware and concerned with the eff~ct of 

scientific research and technology on the environment and the quality of 

life, confrontations like the one over confidentiality guidelines may 

occur more frequently in the future. Citing massive problems as to 

proper use of our work force; our waterways; our air; our ~nergy; our tech-

no10gy, Willis Harman in the Incomplete Guide to the Future ')tates that the 

ultimate challenge facing man t~day can be summed up as follows:l1, 

Now that man has developed consummate skill in 
technology--the art of how to do things--can he 
develop equal ability to choose wisely which 
things are worth doing? This question places us 
face-to-face with another dilemma. How can we 
exercise needed societal control over technology,. 
without sacrificing individual liberty? 

Harmon goes on to recommend that large scale technological projects which will 

have significant impact on the American public -- among which would be a com­

puter-based criminal justice information system -- should be reviewed formally. 

to determine the implications for society (such analysis is referred to as 

technology assessment)~2 These revie\'/s will be long, trying a'od costly, but 

the stakes are sufficiently high to warrant the effort. 

IBM's Role in PJIS 

By accepting IBM 1 s offer to conduct the §tudy preceding PJIS, the. 

crimiDal justice COlJ1lTlul)ity by al)d large guaranteed i.tse1f two things .. 
/~ 
\~ 

IBM's staff is among the most com- \,' ~irst; the job would be fir'st rate. 

petent in industry. Second, the resu1ts would reflect IBM's philosophy toward 

information systems: the use of large scale computer~. This is so, not because 

11W ·11' H· (. 1 1S arman,. An Incomplete Guide to the Future Tile Portable Stanford, 
Stanford, California, 1976). 

12 
u Ibid. 
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of any nefarious design, but simply because "IBMers ll
, are trained in the use and 

implementation of large scale systems. While IBM does market some small com­

puters, its corporate focus is on the large computer area. One expert be­

lieves I.BM's presence in the computer industry (it sells about 80% of the large 

computer systems) makes possible a corporate strategy of' trying to control the 

shape of computer technology so as to make the market hospitable to large 
13 computers. 

During the confidentiality hearings, members of the black community ques­

tioned IBM's participation in PJIS because of its ownership of production 

facilities in South Africa. 1h,at an i,nternai;i.Qnal mqi;i;er became a local issue 

is not new to American politics. 14 The charge against IBM delayed the progress 

of PJIS~ but 1S one of the issues which may have 'to be faced in the implementa­

tion of any large controversial public project. 

The Discontinuation of the On-Line Booking System 

Inherited from another project, the On-Line Booking System was modi-

fied and brought on line by the PJIS staff. As such it represents one of the 

project's solid accomplishments. In autumn 1977 the polic~.disconti~ued, . 

support of the system, and its operation \,/as terminated. While. the police de­

cision was no doubt based in part on the tentativeness of PJIS, their defection 

is a rem;'nder that the criminal justice community is comprised of a 

number of different government units --.police, courts, prosecutor's office, 

probation, etc. -- and that ~he withdrawal of anyone of these units from a 

comprehensive system severely limits its effectiveness. 

13Pl anning Seminar, John F. Lockhart, Senior Lecturer of Management, Sloan 
School, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, attended by William Popp, Senior 
Staff Associate of National Center, June, 1976. 

14At the time of Irish dominance of Tammany Hall in the late 1800·s poli­
ti ci ans often ran agai nst the Ki ng or Queen of Eng1 and. In the 1977 campa; gn 
for the mayoralty of New York City, a city which faces serious internal problems, 
a good deal of the campaign rhetoric concerned itself in Middle East issues. 
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The Use of the Phrase "Criminal Justice ~ystem" 

Journalists~ court and pelice officials"as '.',ell as federal planners, 

all use the term criminal justice system to denote thE: activ'ities of the gov-ar'n­

ment units concerned with the processing of those accused Of crime. The im­

plications of the use of that term are enormous. It has spurred a multitude 

of efforts to bring this work together. LEAA's entire comprehensive system 

policy is based on this term. Many observers of this activity see something quite 

different and paradoxical: a loose confederacy of government units, often-

times with conflicting goals, going about their work in pretty much the manner 

they see fit. 

One problem with the "system ll approach is posed by the separation-of-

powers concept central to our philosophy of government. Furthermore, the interac­

tion of police, prosecutors and courts through an LEAA-funded information system 

involves relations across federal, state and local levels of government. The 

differences in roles and responsibilities thus arising do not promote treatment 

of the criminal justice system as a unity. 

These observations bring to mind a number of questions. In the face Of 

conflicting goals within the criminal justice community, how long can the 

various components be expected to work in harmony toward implementation of 

an integrated computer-based criminal justice system? 3 years? 5 years? 

10 years? Once the system becomes operational, what would be the effect of 

the defection of one of these units? Is there really a criminai.:justice system? 

If not, is it desirable that the assemblage be called a system? 

Conclusions 

PJIS implemen~ation was delayed by a number of factors -- a lengthy ~er­

sonnel recruiting period, caused by dHfi.culty i,n applYi.ng EEO guide-
.~ 

lines; the drafting of confidentiality guidelines; a debate over the appro-

priateness of the participation of a computer manuf,actur~r. These problems 
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could have been overcome. A more serious problem was the withdrawal of police 

support for the On-Line Booking component of PJIS; this, however, occurred in 

the fall of 1977, when all signs pointed toward the termination of the project. 

The LEAA funding cutback after the first of three expected grants was a 

serious problem and in fact contributed significantly toward the death of 

PJIS. Even if PJIS had been fully funded by LEAA, however, it is by no 

means certain that the project would have succeeded. After LEAA funding was 

exhausted, the City of Philadelphia would have had to assume the system's 

costs -- some two million dollars a year. Although the city expressed a 

wi1lingness to support the system, it is not clear that the city would have 

shouldered this financial burden until the system became self-supporting. 

III. Options for the Future 

PJIS is dead. What now? A number of officials in the Philadelphia crim­

inal justice community asked us for ideas for the future. ~Ihi'le a lively 

and unresolved debate continues on the merits of different types of computer 

networks, three options are discussed, as follows: 
· The use of a large centralized computer system. 
· The use of small computers, normally called mini or micro computer$. 
• The employment of small~scale information processing technology. 

The Use of a Large Centralized Computer System 

This option is essentially a repeat of the PJIS effort;15 As was 

indicated earlier, financing is a key aspect of such an effort. Much more de­

tailed financial analysis should precede a similar effort. If a federal agency 

is to support the work, a guarantee of multi-year funding should be sought. 

15 ' 
~or a review of the current state of court computer systems, see 

B. Krelndal, et al., National Evaluation Program, Phase 1 Report, Court 
Information Systems, MITRE, August 1976; for a shorter report of much the 
same material see M. Kuykendall and \-1. Popp, ,lIComputers and the Courts", 
State Court Journal, Summer 1977. 
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If such an arrangement is not possible, detailed fall-back procedures to cover 

the possibility of reduced 0r the complete termination o~,funding should be 

drafted. At minimum, this document should be disseminated to all concerned 

policymakers.; if at all possible~ assurances in writing should be secured 

for discrete amounts of alternate funding. In general, provisions for adeq!Jate 

funding should be the cornerstone on which the project ii built. 

Since such an effort should take from four to seven years to consummate~ 

continuity of leadership is an important factor. The defection of a single 

organizational component could kill the project. As shown above, many 

unforeseen events may occur and must be dealt,~with~ ideally then, the le~ders 

who propose the idea should be prepared to see it through to its conclusion. 

Sometimes, however; this is not possible; but to the extent leadership changes 

occur, they may weaken the project's chances for success. At the very least 

then, reco9Dition of this factor must be taken into account at the outset of 

the project. 

The potential technical problems should il0t be given shor:-t shrift either. 

Staff must be hired, motivated and at times fired. Schedules must be met. 

Adjustments to the original design may have to be made. These problems re­

quire constant and thoughtful consideration, but they can be deal t with. 

What is critical to their resolution over a long period of time is strong . . 

management and adequate financing. 

The Use of Minicomputers 

Fifteen years ago, perhaps ten corporations sold computers. Today, at 

least 100 firms manufacture or assemble this equipment with the cheapest models 

bei n9 wi de 1y offered for sale. In fi ve to ten years, small computers may become 

a household necessi ty. Th; s has come about due. to the sharp reducti on in the 

cost of electronicocomponents. Hand calculators which cost $150 ten years ago 
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cost $15 today~ and since the components for computers and hand calcu­

lators are almost identical~ computer costs have fallen by a proportionate 

amount. 

Over the last two to three years, many small businesses ($1-2 million in 

sales~ 30-50 employees) have taken advantage of this trend by acquiring a 

"starter" model computer which typically costs $20,000-$30,000 to purchase or 

$1,000-$1,500 per month to rent. Most analysts expect this market to ex­

pand very rapidly. Some courts~ police and other members of the criminal 

justice community have acquired this type of computing capability as well ~ 

although not in as great a number as have buzinesses. 

Whil e some aspects of these computers (mainly the software --programrni ng 

languages, etc.) used to be suspect, the reliability now by and large approaches 

that of the large, established manufacturers; this statement is unquestionably 

true of the more established "mini" manufacturers. 

In Philadelphia, these machines might be employed by allocating one to 

each of the major components of the criminal justice community--police, courts, 

etc. The computer would process the entity~s own information, making it 

available on TV-like displays and in printouts for internal use, and would 

cull out information needed by other members of the community. While the 

job of transferring information from government unit to government unit can be done 

j n a,~:techni ~a-l1.y.· e1 eg~r;t:t;'m~nner:: thr~)Ug~ t/1!= .use of, ,whpi; ar.e..:t;:~r.me9,~ di:~;t.ri buted net­

works, it would probably be best done at the outset by a rudimentary pro-

cedure, such as placing the information in a magnetic tape or disc for subse­

quent use by another unit. 

I n most cases, economi cs s peaks for the use of small.,· computers. There 

is another iss ue to cons i der as we 11 : control of the computer resource. By 

having their own computer, for expmple, the courts would be able completely to 

25 



" 

r 

control the development and use of this resource, subject of course to 

compliance with the confidentiality guidelines. As a practical matter, 

control of a project makes its implementation easier (i .e., if it fai1s~ 

fault can be localized). More importantly, control of information eventu­

ally relates to the independence of the unit. The more control, the greater 

likelihood of continued independence. 

The Emoloyment of Small-Scale Information Processing Technology 

In looking toward the future, the criminal justice community must face 

a number of hard but inescapable facts., There will always be intense pressure 

to create or, at minimum, maintain jobs, In Economic Policy Beyond the Head­

lines (Portable Stanford, 1977), George Schultz, the former Secretary of Labor, 

refers to the "equity vs. efficiency" issue' -- that is, government is at the 

same time expected to remedy ills of society and be efficient. It usually 

cannot do both. People need jobs. Others want to streamline government. 

Oftentimes the jobs stay. 

A 1 so, many cri mi na 1 jus ti ce jobs genera 11 y do not pay welL Often, the 

police, courts and others must make do with less trained staff than Js desirable. 

One way to deal with these factors is to take a lm~:-technology approach,1'~hi.c;h? 

as espoused by Schumacher in Small is Beautiful (Harper & .Ro,w, 1973), might 

be applied to case-scheduling work in the following way. Defer the attempt 

to develop on the computer a routine to provide conflict-free scheduling. 

Assign a number of case schedulers to track cases and resolve conflicts. 

Each might have access to a computer terminal which \'Iould inform him or 

her of the status of the case. Equipped with a phone, access to relevant 
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case information by computer terminal, and their own instincts, case 

schedulers would go about the task of keeping the business of the courts 

cases -- moving. 

This may not be the best example, but is given with the intent of 

describing this approach: use the computer, but do not ask it to do every­

thing;· build simple computer routines; use human talents more extensively. 
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PHILADELPHIA JUSTICE INFORMATION 

SYSTEM (PJIS) 

Evaluation Source Documents 

IBM Corporation, "Philadelphia Information" IBr'1/CJAC Phase III Joint 
Study~ Vol 1 - Executive Overview (1974). 

Anthony,R. and Herzlinger, .R., Management Control in NonProfit Organi­
zations' (Richard Irwin, Homewood, Illinois, 1975). 

Harman, Willis, ~n Incomplete Guide to the Future, (The Portable Stanford, 
Stanford, California, 1976). . 

The Confidentiality Committee of the Philadelphia Regional Planning 
Council of the Governor's Justice Commission, Report Accompanying the 
Final Recommended Rules on Standards and Safeguards for the Privacy, 
Confidentialit and Securit of Information in the Philadel hia Justice 
Information System pril 15, 1976 • 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Request for Information: Phila­
delphia Justice'Information System (January 1,1976); 

Schultz, C. and Dam L., Economic Policy Behind the Headlines, (Portable 
Stanford, Stanford, CaJifornia, 1977). 

Schumacher, E.F., Small is Beautiful (Perennial Library, Harper & Row, 1973). 

Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews 
and from the general source documents listed above, at the beginning of 
thi <; report. 
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DISTRICT, ATTORNEY'S MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM (DAMIS) 

The fortunes of the Di stri ct A.tt6rney' s Management Information System 
\} 

(DAMIS) and Philadelphia's Justice Information System (PJIS) are by necessity 

closely linked fo~ the idea for each was conceived at much the same time ~n 

the early 1970's and. took form in the following years. The two became'in­

extricably bound in 1974 when th'e decision was made that DAMIS would become 

a component of PJIS. Even after PJIS was largely ~bandoned, the linkage 

remained, for speculation centered on DAMIS becoming the core of a scaled 

down PJIS-like criminal justice information system. Because of this rela­

tionship, it is helpful to become familiar with the background of PJIS before 

considering the following assessment of DAMIS (see PJIS evaluation above). 

I. History and Present State of DAMIS 

vJha tis DAMI.S? 

In operation, DAMIS is a collection of 14 computer terminals tied by 

telephone lines to a central computer data base. It collects and stores in­

formation on active and disposed cases handled by Philadelphia's District 

Attorney's Office. Clerks in the 'District Attorney's Office enter information 

by means of video typewriter terminals, which also can be used to inquire about 

the status of cases; the system produces a number of printed reports as well. 

The information is currently processed by the court computer. If PJIS had been 

fully developed, DAMIS would have been housed in the PJIS computer. 

Hi s tory of DAMIS , . 

Cognizant of the need for improved processing of ca~e paperwork, the 

District Attorney's Office in autumn 1972 secured the services of a MITRE 
-1' 

Corporation analyst to design an automated information 'system. Funded by 

LE.l\A's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the 

29 



analyst studied the existing system and completed the system design in 

August 1974. Based on the PROMIS system in the District of Columbia and 

the Philadelphia courts' existing computer system, the system design was more 

ambitious in scope than was the original PROMIS design providing for terminal 

based data entry and. inquiry, turnaround documents and a significant number 

of printed reports. While initial plans called for DAMIS to be tested and 

operated as a separate entity on the court computer, the District Attorney's 

Office and the PJIS policy board planned that eventually DAMIS would become 

an integral part of PJIS. Both systerns were to share the use of the same 

data base and to be run on the same computer. 

A three~baseimplementation was scheduled. Delayed by a number of factors 

including the startup problems which plagued PJIS, DAMIS first phase programming 

work ,began in early 1975 and was completed in mid-1976. Brought into working 

status during this time were a data entry segment, allowing clerks tO,start 

entering case information via terminals, a c~se status inquiring segment and 

, a case disposition report. Requiring additional programming work to eliminate 

technical problems~ this report is not now operational. 

Overlapping somewhat with the Phase I implementation, Phase II began in 

late 1975 and is continuing to the present. Sche~ule.d to be completed during 

Phase II were the bulk of the printed reports and the turnaround document. Some 

of the printed reports were considered operational in the fall of 1976, but at 

present only the turnaround document can be requested from the system. All of 

the reports need programming work, ranging from minor changes to major design 

efforts. The LtAA funding cutback of the exemplary project has slowed the work 

considerably as DAMIS programming staff was reduced from three to one. Com­

pounding the problem was the resignation of a large number of PJIS programmers, 

who worked closely with DAMIS staff. 
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For three weeks in February 1977, an attempt was made to transfer 

some of the manual operations to DAMIS; this effort had to be aborted as 

the data entry staff could not keep pace with the system's information re­

quirements. The shortfall in personnel resources has. not yet abated, 

since at present only selected portions of the automated case information 

files are being maintained. Exacerbating this situation was the police dis­

continuation of the On-Line Booking System in the autumn of 1977. This 

forced the District Attorney's Office to enter manually the initial 

information on the accused which was formerly available in automated form 

from On-Line Booking. Efforts are being made to correct this problem by 

gathering this information in automated fashion from the new Municipal Court 

Automated Transcript System. 

Phase' III." was to be a planned reftnement period fQr DAMIS, b.ut as 

th.e system is not yet 'fully operational, this phase has not yet commenced. 

-Status of. DAMIS' 

BecausEI trie data entry s ta.ff is too overburdened to enter a 11 of the 
\\ 

required information, only part of the case files are being maintained. 

One progl~ammer is available for develo.pment and redesign work, and for mainten ... 

ance. . Few reports are currently available from the system. But for 

a rare terminal inquiry, the assistant district attorneys do not use the 

system. The system is marginally operational. 

II . Corrrnentary 

As shown in Exhibit 5, responsibility for the DAMIS,.project is divided 

. among a number of individuals. The project coordinator reports to an adminis­

trator for administrative matters and to a legal advisor for substantive 

matters. The coordinator receives system design guidance from a committee of 
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Exhibit 5 DAMIS Organizational Structure 
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which he is a member. The programming staff also reports to two heads, 

receiving policy guidance from the project coordinator and technical 

guidance at present from the court data processing manager and up until 

last year from the PJIS programming manager. While the District Attorney is 

ultimately responsible for the management of the project, no such central 

authority exists to guide day.:to-day operations.' As iJrganizational theory 

is more art than science, it is certainly not necessary that a single- in­

dividual be responsible for all aspects of DAMIS. Nor should the project 

be necessarily structured along rigid hierarchical lines. However, the 

present structure ;s much too close to the other end of the organizational 

structure spectrum, i.e., a diffuse setup. Centralizing control to some 

degree should improve the management of the project. 

Funding too has come from a number of sources. Exhibit;6 

shows that since 1973 various aspects of DAMIS have been paid for by LEAA 

through the exemplary court project, through the local regional planning council 

by way of action grants, and through the National Institute of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal Justice; by the State of Pennsylvania by way of 

matching funds for .LEAA grants; and by the, City of Philadelphia. Receiving 

funds from a mUltitude of sources should not have a deleterious effect on 

a project, except that t:me must be taken from other matters to fulfill the 

administrative requirements of the funding bodies. However, overlaying a 

somewhat diffuse organizational structure with this qdditional level of 

complexity may have further weakened the project. 

Total costs are listed in Exhibit 6 at $671,000, but this figure 

includes only documentable costs. The project in addition received support 
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Exhibit 6 Sources of DAMIS Funds* 

Sources of Funds 

Exemplary Court Project 

Regional Planning Councils 
Action Grant 

LEAA's National Institute 
of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice 

State of Pennsylvania 

City of Philadelphia 

1973 

17 ,000 

2,800 

19,800 

.--------.----------------.-.-~--.-------------

Fiscal Years (July thru June) 
1974 1975 1976 

19,300 

24~OOO 

4,000 

47,300 

5'6, 00 

14,700 

70,700 

84,800 

88,100 

5,900 

. 71 ,000 

249,800 

1977 

80,100 

67,700 

3,700 

131,900 

283,400 

Total 

164,900 

231,100 

41,000 

9,600 

224,400 

$671 ,000 . 

* As of the beginn'ing of 1978, the City of Philadelphia has assumed all of the costs of DAMIS. 
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in the form of the absorption of some of DAMIS' overhead expenses by the 

courts and the District Attorney's Office and in the form of free computer 

time and technical assistance from the court's data processing department. 

Thus., the total can be reasonably placed at least $700,000. 

Conclusions 

This amount, $700,000, has bought a marginally operational system. OpeY~ 

ations staff, because of the high workload, can enter and update only a 

portion of the information called for in each case in the system's files'. 

As the one full-time project programmer is assigned to both development and 

maintenance work, little, if any, work can be accomplished in either area. 

If the system were becoming more effective. it might be worthwhile to adopt 

a wait and see attitude. DAMIS, however, is not becoming more effective; it 

is simply sliding sideways. Hence, it makes little sense to maintain current 

operations. It is therefore recommended that the District Attorney's Office 

either commit the additional necessary resources to make the system work or 

discontinue DAMIS's operations. 

I I I. Opti ons for the Futur.e 

Should policymakers in the District Attorney's Office decide to continue 

the present technical effort, they should, as mentioned earlier, centralize 

the project management with an eye to obtain,ing more top management guid­

ance and commit adequate resources to make the system work. 

Should a decision be made to discontinue DAMIS, these options are worth 

considering for the future: 

- implement the system on a small self-contained computer (see PJIS 

section for a discussion of this subject~) 

- reduce the number of data items stored on each case. (One 

s tra tegy woul d be to concentra te a number of key mil es tone poi nts 
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in the life of a case. The reduction would ease the data entry 

problem.) 

- acquire the Institute for Law and Social Research's (INSLAW) 

PROMIS computer systemf6 

16Institute for Law and Soci a 1 Research, 1125 15th St., N .l~., Suite 625, 
Washington, DC. The system is well-known and is operating in many different 
forms iii district attor.ney offices throughout the nation. 
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DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S MANAGEMENT 

INFORMATION SYSTEM (DAMIS) 

Evaluation Source Documents 

Memorandum on DAMIS capabilities, from John Foulkes, DAMlS Project 
Coordi nator, to Thomas Butl er, Deputy D'j s tri ct Attorney, November 15, 
1976 (updated 4/13/77.) 

Working papers on costs and progress of DAMIS, provided by John Foulkes, 
DAMIS Project Coordinator. 

Letter dated ,January 31,1978 from John Foulkes, DAMIS Project Coordin­
ator, to William Popp, Senior Staff Associate, National Center for State 
Courts. Subject: January 16, 1978 DAMIS evaluation draft. 

}',. '. 

; Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews· 
and from the general source documents listed at the beginning of this 
report. 
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PRETRIAL DIVERSION: 

PROJECT INTERCEPT 

Project Intercept was established to enhance prosecutors' capacity to 

identify people who should be diverted from further involvement in the 

criminal justice system, and to help make available to those diverted a 

broader range of rehabilitation services. The program's principle focus 

was to be on diversion decisions by the districtr.ttorney' in cases not 

primarily involving drugs or alcohol. (For information relating to the 

number of cases affected by district attorney screening and diversion decisions, 

see Exhibit 7 below.) Program staff were to assist the prosecutor in selecting 

!indo screen'ing people for diversion, were expected to improve the process of 

determining what services are most appropriate for each individual, and were 

to provide an improved referral network with expanded resources. An evalua­

tion unit was created to provide management feedback and to assess the impact 

of diversion services. 

I. Hi s.tory and Present State of Project Intercept 

Project Intercept did not introduce diversion to the Philadelphia criminal 

justice system. In 1974, prior to the initiation of ECP, 12,000 people 

were diverted through three programs--"Philcourt," "Accelerated Rehabilitative 

Disposition (ARDL" and a program for those driving while intoxicated. Project 

Intercept was conceived essentially to supplement the former Phil court and 

ARD programs on an expanded, more coordinated level. Among the deficiencies 

seen in the pre-existing programs were (a) undesirable delay from arrest to the 

diversion decision; (b) inadequate information about potential divertees' social 

or psychological problems; (c) absence()of means to test-I'the validity of diversion 
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Exhibit 7 

Municipal Number of Cases 
Court Cases (Monthly Average) Comment 

Arrests reviewed 2117 70.2% of all arrests re-
viewed were Me cases. 

Prosecution discharged at 299 Prosecution was discharged 
preliminary arraignment or withdrawn for oVer one-

Prosecution withdrawn 430 third (34.5%) of Me arrests 
by screening DA reviewed . . 

Diverted by DA at NTCH** 157 More than one-third (35.8%) 
Diverted by court and 236 of all Me arrests reviewed 

referred back to NTCH**- . were disposed by diversion 
Drunk driving diversions 308 of some form. 

by court 
DA diversion to NEXUS 54 

Scheduled for trial 633 More than seven MC arrests 
in ten were pisposed before 
being scheduled for trial. 

Number of Cases 
Fel oni es (Monthly Average) Comment 

Arrests reviewed 898 

Approved for diversion 29 These consisted of such 
by screening DA situations as first-offense 

juveniles IIjoy riding" with 
a stolen car~ assaults on 
police responding to family 
disputes, and cases where the 
offender offered restitution 
or the victim supported 
diversion. 

Diversion rejected 869 Almost all (96.8%) of the 
(cases proceeded to felonies screened were not 
preliminary hearing) diverted before the prelim-

inary hearing. 

* Source: Statistics provided in evaluator's January 197.8 interview with 
Thomas Gilson, Esq., Assistant District Attorney, Philadelphia Distrjct 
Attorney's Office. . 

** NTCH = Non-Trial Conference Hearing conducted by an assistant district 
attorney. 
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criteria or to identify the most appropriate services for each divertee; and 

(d) an inadequate referral system, with available rehabilitation resources 

not fully identified. 

As an effort to address these deficiencies, Intercept was included in . 
Philadelphia's ECP application for federal funding with a projected three-

year budget of almost $1.5 million. Because of delay in completing 

Phase I of the exemplary project, followed by a sharp reduction in continua­

tion funding, LEAA support of the program during the three-year life of 

ECP totalled only about $485 thousand (32 % of the projected amount). Other 

expenses of Intercept were absorbed by the Adult Probation Department, the 

District Attorney's office, and the office of the Clerk of Quarter Sessions. 

As originally contemplated, ECP funding was to provide for 26 new 

staff positions under the Intercept program. In the draft version of the 

grant application for the second phase of the subproject, the number was 

to be increased to 29 staff members. But ~s ECP was about to begin, 

complaints were received that the Philadelphia court system was not 

in compliance with federal EEO requirements. Efforts to assure EEO com­

pliance in hiring delayed completion of Intercept's first phase from July 1975 

to July 1976. (Problems associated with Intercept hiring delay were com­

pounded in the summer of 1975, when Intercept's merger of the old Philcourt 

and ARD programs cau$ed 8-10 people to leave the probation department because 

of uncertainty whether their salaries would be paid.) When federal fundi:ng was 

cut back, the number of Intercept people to be paid from ECP funds 

for the sUbpr~ject's second phase ~as reduced from 29 to 14. The sal­

aries of several key people were absorbed by the City, with other positions 

left unfilled or lost by attrition. 
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Project Intercept had two components within the Adult Probation>tJepartment. 

Its operational component consisted of social workers and paraprofessionals en­

gaged in screening, referral and counseling under the Intercept director, who also 

served as director of the Diversion Services Division--the organization resulting 

·from merger of P.hilcourt and ARD. Intercept's research component, functioni,ng in 

the Probation Department's Resea:ch and Planning Unit, developed and implemented 

a research design to test the impact of diversion services. A beneficial 

consequence of the coordination between these components was the refinement 

of diversion's management information system to monitor workloads and assist 

program management, making for a fuller integration of diversion services 

and providing means to measure program accomplishments. 

A sample of divertees at the NTCH (slightly more than half of those 

diverted) were randomly assigned to either "reporting" or "non-reporting" 

diversion. Under a quasi-experimental research design carried out by 

Intercept's research component, divertees in the sample were divided into 

tv.JO classes: those receiving diversion services ("reporting" divertees) and 

those receiving no such services ("non-reporting" divertees). The primary 

question addressed by the research effort was whether the provision of 

diversion services causes decrease in recidivism. The research design 

sought to measure resul ts for 1,600 peopl e diverted at NTCH over a one··year 

period. For purposes of comparison with these results a base-line study was 

done in spring 1976 of recidivism rates for past years of the Philcourt and 

ARD diversion programs. 17 Implementation of the design was begun in September 

1976. Results of data analysis are expected to be completed in mid-197a. 

17See "Base-L i ne Study" (1976). 
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Another primary feature of the research effo'rt was a cost-benefit ana lysis 

of Intercept.' A cost analysis report, comparing costs ~f sending a defendant 

through reporti'ng or non-reporting diversion with the cost of sending a person 

through the mor~ traditional criminal justice process (trial in Philadelphia 

Municipal Court ... lith possible incarceration and parole'), was completed in 

May 1977.18Analyst~ of" diversion benefits is to be completed in 1978. 

Intercept \'lasintended to have an impact on the diversion process in 

several specific ways. Before ECP began, cases took from four to six weeks 

to be processed from: preliminary arraignment to a diversion conference 

hearing. Intercept's introduction of new screening and selection procedures 

and coordination of district attorney and diversion services activities have . . 

helped to reduce this time to about ten days.19 This, together with Inter-

cept's addition of staff (including some volunteers provided by the ECP 

court volunteer services) has resulted in more immediate provision of 

services to llreportingll divertees. As an additional benefit of the coordin­

ation between operational and research staff, program leaders hope that 

information gathered during initial and follow-up interviews will aid in 

determining what services are most helpful for particular kinds of divertees 

and whether screening methods are effective in evaluation and classification 

of defendants at the beginning of the diversion pro~ess. 

l8See "Cost Analysis Report" (1977) . 

. 19 An atmosphere for expediting all phases of the criminal justice process 
has been created by Pennsylvania's speedy trial rule, which requires that 
felony prosecutions take no more than 180 days from arrest to final disposition, 
and that mi sdemeanor prosecuti ons take no more than 120 days. Commonwealth of 
Pennsyl vani a ,Supreme Court, Rul e:; of Criminal Procedure, Rul e 1100. 

In keeping with the spirit of Rule 1100, the Pennsylvania Suoreme Court 
held in Commonwealth v. Davenport, Pa. ,370 A.2d 301 (1977)', that an 
accused must be given a preliminaryarsaignment within s'ix hours after arrest. 
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Present State 

With the conclusion of ECP the Intercept Program has been absorbed 

by Philadelphia1s criminal justice system. As noted above, the director 

of the subproject is overall director of diver'sion services for the Adult 

Probation Department, and six of the division's 40 social workers are former' 

Intercept staff. Intercept's researchers are completing the subproject's 

research design as permanent staff of the .. Department's research and plannina 

unit. The salaries for an assistant district a.ttorney and supporting staff 

have been added to the budget of the District Attorney's Office; the Clerk of 
Quarter Sessions did not assume the salaries of the other two ARD clerks at 

the conclusion of ECP, so that th~se positions no longer exist. 

Probation staff work with District Attorney's office and with the 

office of the Clerk of Quarter Sessions. Operating under internal screening 

and diversion criteria, an assistant district attorney identifies cases in 

which a conviction'is likely to be obtiined, then decides which of these may 

be proper for diversion. Generally, those selected for potential diversion 

are first or second offenders charged with misdemeanors. (For information 

relating to the number of cases affected by district attorney screening and 

diversion decisions, see Exhibit 7 above.) The filds of potential divertees 

are screened by Intercept staff for social or psychological problems for 

which social services are available. The potential divertees themselves may 

then be interviewed by Intercept workers, who make written recommendations, 

about diversion possibilities to the assistant district attorney. At a Non­

Trial Conference Hearing (NTCH), the assistant district. attorney discusses .,' 
the. possibility of informal diversion with defendants, who may be represented 

by retained counsel or an assistant public defender. 
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I I. Commentary 

The organization of staff for Project Intercept can only be understood 

in light of the overall relations between the Court of Common Pleas and the 

District Attorney's Office. If one I'/ere to prepare an organization chart 

for Intercept based on these relations during the course of ECP, the chart 

would resemble that shown as Exhibit.8 . 

A specialist in organizational theory might see serious problems in this 

pattern of relationships because of its diffusion of authority and responsi­

bility. Yet, because of the Adult Probation Department's pre-existing coopera­

tive relations with the District Attorney's Office and with the Office of the 

Clerk of Quarter Sessions, insuperable problems of communication aQd coopera­

tion did not arise. 

Before his departure in January 1978, the chief of screening and diversion 

in the District Attorney's Office worked closely with the Adult Probation 

Department in the policy development, research implementation and operation of 

Intercept. The assistant district attorney who makes diversion decisions and 

conducts non-trial conference hearings spoke highly of the assistance given 

him by the director of diversion services and the diversion staff. Yet he 

was unaware of any way in which Project Intercept \-/as distinguishable from the 

old ARD program, and he did not know that researchers reviewing case files 

were collecting data for Project Intercept. 

In the Office of the Clerk of Quarter Se~sions, assistant clerks handling . \ ''\ 

files for diverted cases are referred to as liARD" clerks. As Exhibit 8 indi-

cates, the person responsible for Project Intercept is director of all diversion 

services, without direct authority for those implementing the program's research 
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ExhibitS Project Intercept Organization Chart 

'7'-- __ - .- -Court of Common Pleas 
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Di rect.ol"" Research -_~i rector, Di v.ers i on ... 
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design. As the exhibit further suggests, there appear to have been fe'll ways 

in which the functions of diversion staff funded by Intercept could be dis­

tinguished from those of other diversion staff. In effect, Intercept appears 

to have been conceived, at least in part, as nothing more than a means to . 
provide federal funding -- either to continue salaries of staff funded under 

prior grants or to provide saiaries for incremental additions to staff --

in th'e Adul t Probation Department, the District Attorney' s Offi ce, and Quarter 

Sessions. On the other hand, Intercept enabled the Probation Department to 

bring greater consistency and uniformity to diversion activities formerly 

divided among several programs, thereby enhancing considerably the overall 

administration of diversion services. 

National Standards 

The National Advisory Commission's Courts Standard 2.2 sets out suggested 

general criteria for diversion, the first of which is that there must be a 

substantial likelihood of convicting the accused. This is considered a critical 

factor for the Philadelphia District Attorney; those cases for which conviction 

is unlikely are assigned to a nolle prosequi status, with diversion considerprl 

only for those cases in which conviction would be more certain.-

An indicator that has been suggested as a'measure of the extent to 

which this policy is applied in practice is the percentage of diversion 

clients whose cases are dropped even after unfavorable termination of diver­

sion, suggesting that there may initially have been a weak prosecution case~O 

In Philadelphia during the ECP. period, very few divertees were prosecuted on 

the charges leading to the diversion decision after unfavorab1e termination of 
.\-

2°l.oh, IIPretrial Diversion from the Criminal Process," 83 Yale L.J. 827, at 
851-52 (1974). 
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diversion. But prosecutions were most often dropped on .original charges 

because of the most common reason for unfavorable termination of diversion --

rearrest of the divertee. Hith a fresh case to prosecute, the district 

attorney's decision not to prosecute the earlier charge is more often basE;d 

on pragmatic considerations ,than on the merits of the earlier prosecution 

case. 

Those diverted through Intercept are almost always first offenders charged 

with crimes to be prosecuted in Philadelphia Municipal Court, which has juris­

diction of offenses punishable by imprisonment for up to five years. Offenders 

to be prosecuted in the Court of Common Pleas (the trial court of general juris­

diction) are diverted much less frequently. Diversion only of neophytes 

charged with lesser offenses is generally consistent with the factors 

identified in the NAC Standard as unfavorable to diversion (e.g., history of 

physical violence, ingrained crime habits, or special need to pursue prosecution). 

But it also establishes a pattern whereby the diversion process only treats "low-risk 

offenders, without having the process tested by efforts to help "high-riskl1 offen­

ders. Project Intercept's research investigation-of the impact of pre-trill services 

on diverted offenders may give evidence whether the benefits of such services 

merit the social and political ri.sk of experiments in broader service-delivery 

to personS charged with more serious offenses. 21 

The NAC standard recommends that psychological or social problems possibly' 

associated with offenses~harged be considered as factors affecting the diVersion 

deci s ion. Improved screeni ng techniques have been introduced through Intercept: 

21See_ National Center for State Courts, An Evaluation of Policy~Related 
Research on the Effectiveness of Pretrial Rel~ase, with Appendix C (under 
separate cover), Policy Makers' Views Regarqing Issues in the Operation and 
Evaluation of Pretrial Release and Diversion Programs: Find;" s From a 
Questionnaire Survey April 1975 . 
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the program's staff review files, interview accused persons, and have the assis­

tance of a consulting psychiatrist available before the trial diversion de­

cision is made by the prosecutor. These improved screening methods bring to 

the prosecutor's attention a broader range of relevant considerations, including 

social and psychological factors, than was possible before Intercept. 

Another National Standard relating to diversion is NAG Gourts Standard 

2.2, which presents recommendations regarding diversion procedures. One of 

these is that prosecutorial guidelines for diversion decisions be established 

and made public. While the Philadelphia District Attorney has internal guide­

lines for diversion," it is not clear that these have been made available for 

public scrutiny, perhaps because such public exposure is seen as a potential 

hindrance to the exercise of prosecutorial discretion. In keeping with the 

spirit of NAC recommendations, however, prosecutorial diversion decisions are 

made in writing after .O·on-t·rial conference hearings, at which an assistant 

district attorney presents diversion as an option to defendants and counsel. 

A further recommendation by Standard 2.2 is that diversion decisions be 

made as soon as adequate information has been obtained. With increased staff 

and enhanced procedures made possible by Intercept, the elapsed time from arrest 

and pre-arraignment hearing to diversion hearing has been reduced from 4-6 weeks ,) 

to an average of about 10 days. Of course, a direct consequence of this time 

reduction has been quicker delivery of social services to diversion clients so 

assigned. 
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Other Evaluative Criteria 

Intercept staff have sought to improve the range and efficiency of the 

referral network used by the diversion services division in making community 

resources available to aid clients. In at least one area~ however, 

optimal use has not been made of community resources; the ECP grant 

application stated that volunteers from Court Volunteer Services would be used 

to provide additional personnel resources for diversion. But it appears that 

volunteers have made only a limited contribution to diversion activities, and 

volunteer assistance to diversion services may be de-emphasized for want of reouests 

for volunteers. Hhatever the reasons for this development~ it may be desirable for 

Court Administration and the Adult Probation Department to expl.ore broader use of 

volunteers in div~rsion, thereby enhancing both diversion services and court 

volunteer services. 

From the beginning of the exemplary project, Intercept's research com-

ponent has been an integral part of the program. Research staff did a study 

of record-ke~ping, data analysis procedures and reporting activities of the 

diversion services division that resulted in recommendations for development of a 

management information system to monitor workloads and aid plannJDg. In addjtion, this 

study served the Intercept research design by enabl,ing researchers to measure program 

accomplishments. Two significant side benefits of the information system and the 

implementation of the research desi9n are (1) improved ability to measure the 

effectiveness of practices for matching clients with se~vices,'and (2) improved 

follow-up with clients, to determine the effect of diversion generally and of 

speci fi c types of servi'ce. 

The research effort \'/as des.i gned to measure the broader impact of the In­

tercept program.22 To assess the effect of diversion services from the perspective 

22 For comparison, see Abt Associates,JlPre .... Trial Intervention. A program 
Evaluation of Nine Manpower-based Pre-Trial Intervention Projects Developed under 
the Manpower Administration, U.S. Department of Labor' (Precis of Final Report, . 
July 31,1974). ., 

c) C) ~~ < 'I- ',: ',-! 
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of the community's goal to reduce crime, data has been collected for a compari­

son of recidivism rates between persons diverted but given no social services 

and those div~rt2d with services. To see what impact diversion services had 

on the lives of individual defendants, data has also been gathered to cowpar~ 

the same two groups to see whether there has been any significant differen~e 

in IIpositive life changes II (e.g., improved education or employment) experienced. 

J5-nally, to measure the program's impact on the criminal justice system, a cost 
'.' 

. analysis was done, and an overal';l2' cost-benefit analysis is eXpected to be com-

pleted in 1978. 

The research design merits consideration as an exemplary model for suhsp­

quent di vers; on projects, refl ect; ng a careflll revi ew of relevant 1 itera'ttlre 

and a detailed approach to methodol09y.23In its quasi-experimental approach, 

diverted persons were randomly assigned to two groups: those for whom diversion 

services were provided, ard those receiving no such services. The research is 

intended, therefore, to determine whether the delivery of services to divertees 

has any significant impact on their recidivism or on their lifestyles, 'and 

whether there is any significant relation between life changes i!lfld recidivism. 

Thi~~ however, is a more limited purpose than determining whether diversion 

itself makes a difference. 

Early in the development of the research design, considerable attention vJas 

given to afi approach that would randomly assign sample members to d1~ersion or 

the traditional criminal justice process. Those respof1sible for the design spent 

a great deal of time and effort seeking t:> identify alleged offenders not other­

wis~ diverted who might randomly be sorted into divertees and non-divertees. This 
a approach was abandoned, however, because it was impossible to identify a large 

(\: 
enough group of offenc/~\rs not ordinari"ly diverted who mig'ht bE so treated for 

h 

2~,ee IIResearch Design" (1976). 
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research purposes .. Also, there It/ere moral, legal and ethical problems seen 

in denying diversion to a group of defendants who would otherwise qualify. But 

it is not at all clear that shifting the focus of re'search attention .from (a) 

the decision whether to divert to (b) the decision whether to provide diversion 

services, is effective in avoiding these difficulties. For one might see mpral 

and ethical (if not legal) problems of considerable magnitude in;;;denying ser-
. 24 

vices to divertees who might otherwise be aided greatly by such services. Not-

withstanding this problem, the v:llue of diversion services is clearly warth 

measuring, and the results of the Project Intercept research should be an impor­

tant contribution. 
As the first step in a full-scale cQst-:;benefit analysis of Project Inter-

cept, the research staff completed a cost analysis of the program not long 

before the termination of the Exemplary Projectf5 Comparing the costs of 

diverting a person with the costs of proceeding through the traditional criminal' 

justice system, this study concluded that the traditional process costs over 

$900 more per defendant than diversion wi thout services, and over $700 more per' 

defendant even if diversion services are provided. Because cost figures were 

often not available in a form suitable for analysis, it was. necessary for the 

research staff to make certain assumptions. At least some of these assumptions 

are open to challenge. For example, it may be an erroneous assumption that 

Municipal Court costs are distributed between civil and criminal cases in approxi­

ma.tely the same proportions as are the volume of cases. Also, it may be iO', 

accurate to assume that the percent of district attorney total costs allocated 

to Muni ci pal Court crimi na' cases; s the same as the percent of ~luni ci pal Court 

. 24This observation is based on a critique of diNersion evaluation$ by Zimrin9, 
presented in "Measuring the Impact of Pretrial Diversion ··from the Criminal 
Justice System;' 41 U. Chi..t .. Rev. 224, at 236 (1974). . 

25See "Cost Analysis Report. 
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total costs allocated to criminal cases. Yet~ the preparers of the analysis 

specifically recognized th~t~their calculations relied in part on assumptions 

open to question. Indeed, a more precise approach to the areas addressed by 

such assumptions may have been prohibitively difficult to develop, and the 

essential results might not be changed. 

Conclusions 

The director and staff of diversion services, research staff affiliated 

\lJith Intercept, and those assigned to diversion by the District Attorney an"d 

the Clerk of Quarter Sessions have worked well in a cooperative effort that has 

improved the operation of Philadelphia's diversion process. Intercept has helped to 

bring that process to substantial agreement witti NAC diversion standards. A reason-

able demonstration has been made that diversion, with or without social services, 

is much more economical than processing 'an accus~d person through the traditional 
. .. ~ " . . - . . ~ 

criminal justice process. Implementation of both the operational and research 

components of Intercept were hampered by the hiring delays and funding diffi­

culties experienced by the exemplary project as a whole. Conclusions about 

whether the provision of services to Intercept diversion clients has had any 

significant impact on crime reduction or o~~'the .lives of diversion clients must 

await completion in 1~78 of the program's research design. 
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PRETRIAL DIVERSION: 

PROJECT INTERCEPT 

Evaluation Source Documents 

r1emorandum, to t1arilyn si ivka, Director of Research and Pl ann; ng Unit, 
Philadelphia Adult Probation Department, from Nancy Berk and Edward 
Darden, Project Intercept Research Staff, "Intercept Sampl e Si ze" 
(unpublished, July 6, 1976). 

~1emorandum, to Michael Green, Director of Diversion Services, Philadelphia 
Adult Probation Department, from Nancy Berk, Project Intercept Research 
Coordinator, "Management Information System Proposa'" (unpublished, July 1, 
1976). . 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Adult Probation Department, Diversion 
Services Program, "Project Intercept Annual Report: Phase I '75-'76" 
(unpublished report, undated). 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Adult Probation Department, Operations 
Manual. (September 1977). 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Adult Probation Department, Research and 
Planning Unit, "Cost Analysis Report," (unpublished report, May 1977) 
(cited in text as "Cost Analysis Report"). 

, "Project Intercept Research Design" (unpublished report, December' 
---1"""9=7~6) (cited in text as "Research Design"). , 

, "Recidivism Base-line Study: ARD and Phil court 1973-1975" (unpub­
---l""""'i:-s"'-hed report, March 1976) (cited in text as "Base-Line Studyll). 

, "Status Report of Diversion Services Folder Information" (unpublished 
---:r-e-p-or"t, December 1976). 

, ilStatus Report on Diversion Services Management Information System" 
---(r"u-n-published report, January 1977). 

Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews and 
from the general source documents listed above, at the beginning of this report. 
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WITNESS UTILIZATION 

This program was created under ECP to make the'criminal justice system 

more responsive to the circumstances of prosecution witnesses. It has three 

components. A telephone alert system advises prosecution witnesses of the 

necessity for appearing in court on a particular day. A court information 

unit provides i'nformation on request about the court sys.te~ generally and 

about the status, location or time of specific proceedings. For prosecution 

witnesses at the courthouse~ a witness assembly room is maintained; and trans­

portation is provided for witnesses otherwise unable to come to court. 

I. History and Present State of Witness Utilization Program 

Though it had 'been recognized that improvements were needed in the treat­

ment of those coming into contact with the criminal justice process, Philadelphia 

had entertained few concrete solutions before the start of ECP. One improve­

ment was the implementation of the Court Recall Plan, making possible the more 

efficient use of time for police officers appearing as witnesses in Municipal 

Court cases. But without special provisions for civilian witnesse.s, there fre­

quently were un~ecessary court appearances resulting in confusion, congestion 
(, 

and discomfort in the hallways outside courtrooms 'o~ated in City Hall. With-

out information about continuances or courtroom locations, many witnesses (p~r­

ticularly Spanish-speaking people) did not know where or when to appear in court. 

In Philadelphia's June 1974 discretionary grant application to LEAA for 

ECP, this subproject had a projected three-year budget of slightly less than 

$360,000. In the wake of delay in c~mplet'ion of the first phase ,of ECP and a 

sharp reduction in continuation funding, federa1 funding assistance was ultimately 

budgeted for a total of about $165,000. Due to budget re-allocations, ftmding 

for this subproject from the ECP budget totalled almost $177 ,000 (about 49% of 
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of the amount initially projected), with other costs of ,the project paid from 

the Court or District Attorney budgets. 

As inftially constituted in the 1974 ECP grant application, the Witness 

Utilization Program was to bt: staffed by eight people in its first phase •. In 

the draft grant application for the second phase, its staff was to increase to 

11 people. But with the reduction of federal funding for the second phase. the 

number of staff paid by ECP funds was reduced to six people, with the program 

coordinator's salary assumed in 1976 by the District Attorney's Office. 

Present State 

During ECP the subproject consisted of three separate endeavors capable 

of functioning almost independently of one another. With ECP concluded, all 

three units contipue to operate. The telephone alert'system, which initially worked 

as part of the District Attorney's victim':witness assistance unit now functions 

under the trial listings unit. It deals with witnesses in cases assigned for 

hearing in six of the Philadelphia Municipal Court's nine courtro6ms (in other 

Municipal Courtrooms, witnesses are predominantly policE officers), and the con­

cept has been extended by the District Attorney's office to felony jury and 

felony waiver cases. 

Telephone alert operators review files for all flew cases, obtaining names~ 

addresses and telephone numbers of witnesses. All civilian witnesses are 

called four or five days before their scheduled court appearance, to verify 
',:-{ 

~iheir receipt of subpoenas a~'d to inquire wh~ther they wish to be placed on 

~~ert. It is estimated that about 50 percent decide to be notified by the pro­
:1 

j:ect operators. They are asked to give a telephone number at which they can 
-\, 

be reached on the scheduled appearance day, and they must be available at that 

number from 10:00 A.M. to 1 :30 P.M.:: To be eligible for alert, they must be 
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able to reach City Hall, where the courtrooms are located, within one hour . 

. They are then called to appear when needed; if not called, they must be avail .. 

able the following day. They are notified of any new appearance date and lo­

cation if a case is continued. 

A second aspect of the Witness Utilization Program js the witness cissembly 

room 3 located· in- Ci ty Ha 11 near some of the courtrooms. Prosecuti on witnesses 

may await their appearances there, where therr; is furniture donated by local 

merchants, with play facilities for children. Transportation to City Hall 

;s provided for witnesses who are elderly. infirm or intimidated, as a ser·Vice 

of the assembly room staff. These wi tnesses may have requested transporta­

tion when called by Alert operators, or they may simply have called the Dis­

trict Attorney's Office; The assembly room is staffed by CETA employees, 

who give general information, help expedite witness-fee payments, and are 

also prepared to give assistance to rape victims. Through cooperation with 

the court and with the ECP Management and Planning Unit, the room has 

an audio-visual slide ~resentation about the court process for witnesses. 

The third facet of this subproject is the bilingual court information 

sys.tem, which operates under the auspices of the court admini.~trat;on\:s .criminal 

listi~gs division. At each of the four corners on the first seven floors of 

City Hall is a telephone, identified by a sign in English and Spanish. Any 

person desiring information about a case--its status,'the time and location of 

a hearing, charges, attorneys, or the presiding judge, for example--can inquire 

by means of such a phone. Responding to the phones is a bilingual clerk, who 

can retrieve the desired information by means of a computer terminal connected 

",lith the Court of Common Pleas data processing files. Some of the telephone 

inquiries do not relate to court cases, but involve questions about city de ... 
" -\. 

partments other than the courts, and such inquiries are not discouraged. 
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II • Commentary 

For purposes of understanding'the nature and operation of the Witness 

Utilization program, the organization chart presented here as Exhibit 9 is 

helpful. In the operation of the program, the project coordinator's primary 

responsibility was for the telephone alert system. Once space was found and 

furnishings were provided for the 'witness assembly room, his oversight of its 

operation was limited. Furthermore, he has had little communication with the 

court information clerk, who works completely under the supervision of the 

criminal li$tings division in the Court of Common Pleas. 26 

The thr~e aspects of the Witness Utilization undertaking, ,then, are not 

SUb-units of a coordinated effort. Related thematically in their concern for 

, addressing the needs of civilian witnesses, they are three totally discrete en­

deavors. 

National Standards 

NAC Courts Standard 10.6 provides that prosecution and defense witnesses 

should ~e'called only when valuable to the court. It recommends measures by 

which to improve utilization of police and civilian witnesses. The Witness 

Utilization program does not deal with defense witnesses~ And because of a ~re­

existing Court Recall program meeting the NAC standard's suggestions regardinq 

police witnesses, the subproject evaluated here addresses only civilian 

witnesses. Its telephone alert unit operates almost precisely in agreement 

'Ilith the procedures suggested in the standard. One exception is that the 
., • • • ..,..4 .. 4 

26A recent report of the Witness Utilization program, I'Progress Report' 
December 1976-April1977," mentions the bilingual court information system 
only once and gives no information about it~ activitjes. 
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Philadelphia unit requires that witnesses be able to appear at the courthouse 

within one hour after notice, while the standard allows for appearance within 

two hours. The Philadelphia requirement may not be unduly restrictive, however, 

since more than '80% of non-police witnesses in Municipal Court criminal cases 

may live 9r work within an hourl.s. travel time from City Hall.27 

Reduction O'r unnecessary appearances by witnesses was the primary go.al 

of the Alert unit. It worked well to. this end, since program statistics 

made available to evaluators show that 75.9% of civilian witnesses put on 

telephone alert (32.9% of all such witnesses subpoenaed) were not called to 

appear in court during 18 months of the two-year period June 1975-April 1977. 28 

Another goal cited in grant applications for the Alert unit was reduction 

of tri a 1 conti tiUances made necEssary by fa i 1 ures to appear by ci vi 1 ian wit-· 

nesses. In the first half of calendar-year 1975, immediately before telephone 

alert began full operation, 8.8% of all continuances granted were for this· 

reason. With alert in operation, 6.8% of the continuances during the last 

half of 1975 were due to non-police witness failures-to-appear. Although the 

reduction fram 8.8% to 6.8% has been claimed as a result of the Alert unitls 

operation;29available statistics are insufficient to. support such a claim. 

27 From a br.ief analysis of telephane alert statistics for the fir·st half of 
c~lendar ... year 1977, the evaluator cancluded that only about.'18.5%·of.tlie·dvilian 
wltnesses subpoenaed f?r c~imina~ cases to be heard in the Municipal courtrooms 
s~rved by the Alert unlt mlght l1ve or work mare than an haurls travel from 
Cl ty Hall. 

28 Alert statistics for January-June 1976 were not,qvailable. 

29 See Philadelphia Court of Cammon Pleas, "National Standards and Goals 
Exemplary Court Pro~ect~ I, p. 94 ("Condition 8." Document, undated) .. 
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Alert statistics for the last half of 1975 show that 7% of civilian 

witnesses put on telephone alert and called to appear failed to appear. The 

unit's statistics do not indicate how many of the non-appearances by witnesses 

placed on alert,forced continuances; if a continuance was necessary in every 

case in which an Alert witness was called to appear, it is clear that the 

presence or absence of the alert unit's efforts had no bearing on failures to 

appear. The last half of 1975 is the only year for which a comparison between 

Alert and non-Alert witnesses was attempted, and no effort was made to create 

and implement an experiment to measure more rigously the unit's effect on 

continuance rates. It may be thl:t the Alert unit has had no positive effect 

on appearance rates, in fact, since unpublished Alert statistics for the first 

half of 1977 indicate that over 24% of non-police witnesses placed on alert 

and called to appear actually failed to appear. 30 

Other goals cited in fep grant applications'for the telephone 

alert unit included'reduction of time required for prosecution witnesses, 

reduction of court backlog, increase in police patrol time, increase 

in general witness satisfaction, increase in witness production rates, and 

increase in case dispositions. No evidence was found of any effort to measure 

changes in these areas. 
. 

A second national standard relevant in part to the Witness Utilization 

subproject is NAC Courts Standard 10.2, which recommends facilities and pro­

cedures for providing the public and participants in cases with information 

about the court process. Among the standard's recommendations is that the 

court and the prosecutor establish ways for witnesses to request information 

about cases by telephone, and this is the purpose of the bilingual court 

30See HProgress Report December 1976-April 1977 11 (undated). 
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information unit of the subproject. With 28 telephones for citizens to call 

a clerk in the Court of Common Pleas cr.iminal listings office, the unit 

received 389 telephone information requests (87% of them about court business, 

with 7% in Spanish) in one week during November 1977. The number of Spanish 

inquiries has turned out to be less than was originally anticipated. 

It has been reported 'that the court information uni t received 

an average of 110-120'calls per day over the life of ECp. 31 Costs, 

including salary and fringe benefits for the court information clerk as well 

as supplies and equipment, were approximately $14,576 for the first· year of 

the project and about $15,178 for its second year. If one assumes a 230-day 

work year, these fi gures mean that each telephone ca 11 cos t the courts 

53-55¢ on days when 120 call s Were received (120 bei nf] a hi gh average day). 

On days when only about 75 calls were received (the average per-day of the 

Novemcer 1977 sample), each call cost the courts 84-88¢. 'Although it would be 

difficult to measure with any precision the benefits to citizens from the 

availability of the information system, those benefits might include: 

(a) reduced time spent by citizens looking for courtrooms or city 

departments; and 

(b) reduction of continuances caused by non-appearance of witnesses 

unable to find courtrooms. 

No measurement of such benefits was undertaken for this project. A spot survey 

of citizens in City Hall might be undertaken, however, if the court system 

desires to determine whether the cost of providing the,information is justified by the 

results it achieves. 

31"Condition 8" Document, p. 90. 
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A final national standard partially addressp.rI by the Witness Utilization 

program is NAC Courts Standard 10.1, which recommends generally that there he 

adequate facilities for court processes and specifically that there be separate 

waiting rooms for prosecution and defense witnesses. No proviSion is made in 
. , 

this subproject for defense witnesses. The witness assembly room administered 

in City Hall . under the subproject appears adequate in terms of size, cleanli­

ness and comfort for its purpose. Brochures explaining aspects of the court 

process are available for witnesses, along with staff to answer questions and 

provide other services. Its location (on the fifth floor of City Hall) is 

not necessarily convenient for the many courtrooms in the building, but the 

location may yet be as good as could reasonably be found in the large old 

structure. 

Conclusions 

Simply by being undertaken, this program has made Philadelphia's 

criminal justice system more responsive to the needs of prosecution wit­

nesses. Within the scope of its operation, it has responded to the recom­

mendations of the National AdvisoryCommissi·on. Yet no rigorous effort was 

made to provide reliable data on which to base a firm judgment~ of its im~ 

pact, so tha:tit cannot be said to have achieved many of the goals s.et out 

for it in ECP grant applications. 
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HITNESS UTILIZATION 

Evaluation Source Documents 

Philadelphia District Attorney1s office, Victim W-itness Unll, 
IIVictims are People ll (October 1975). 

Philq. ... jolphia District Attorney's office, Witness Utilization Pro­
~raG, L~rogress Report December 1976-Apri1 1977" (unpublished re­
j:lC';"t, undated) (cited in text as "Progress Report December 1976-
April 1977 11

). 

Further- information relating to this program was obtained from 
ir.ierviews and from the general source documents listed above at 
the beginning of this report. 
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PRESENTENCE STUDY 

In an effort to attain several standards in sentencing, the Philadelphia 

Court of Commpn Pleas inaugurated the Presentence Study compo~ent of the 

Exemplary Court Project. As initially conceived, the presentence preparation 

to determine the best administr:ative structure for pre-sentence preparation, 

to improve information flow for continuing presentences, to revise the pre­

sen~ence format, to develop alternative, shorter presentences for use in 

appropriate cases, and to prepare otherwise for an increase in the number of 

presentences to be conducted in future years. 

I. H.i story and Present State of Stud¥ 

The original grant application stated that at that time, 1974, a deficiency 

existed because, among other things, presentence reports were provided only , 

upon request by the sentencing judge. As a consequence reports were prepared 

for approximately 25% of convicted felons and for only 4% of convicted misde­

meanants. A solution for satisfying Corrections Standard 6.14, which urges 

report preparation Ilin every case where there is a potential sentencing dis-

position involving incarceration and in all cases involving felonies or 

minors: 3~as advanced in the first application. The numb~r of presentences 
\. 
\\ 

prepared would have to be'expanded sixfold. Recognizing the extent of this 

growth ·the goal was to be reached by trl!:'Adult Probation ;Qepartment in 
\ /( 

stages over three years. 

Not only have th'e numbers of reports been relatively low,33but diverse 

report standards and formats existed for women, drug cases and psychiatric 

32 NAC, Corrections 5.14, 5.15; Courts 5.l. 

33 In 1973 reports Were prepared in 2209 cases withan a potential level of 
15,258, or 14% of convicted offenders. In 1975 there were 2008 requests for 
reports accounting for 17% of 11 ,498. convictions. By 1976 judicial requests 
for Rresentence reports had grown to 2361 or 20% of 11,943 convictions in 
the Munici pal and Common Pl eas Courts. 

'8 
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matters. As a step to meeting the standard, producing reports in a sub­

stantially larger number of cases, a uniform format was regarded as 

desirable. 

Related to volume and format were the perceived special needs in reporting 

on and supervising certain types. of offenders. This gave rise to a study of 

service del ivery by the genet·t.1ist or special ist approach. In the former, all 

officers would be capable in a wider range of duties - investigation, supervision, 

counseling, and relating to community resources - irrespective of the age, sex 

or background of the offender. The specialist approach requires that the 

department be organized to address the distinct problems of drug addiction, 

alcoholism, and youthful or women offenders, and the different skills emploYed 

in investigation and supervision. 

The tasks of monitoring, researching, evaluating, and planning in the pro­

ject were to be assigned to the Probation Research and Training Unit which 

would be expanded by a two-member presentence team. By placing the study 

team within the well~regarded research unit the planner and researcher would 

benefit from existing relationships and organization integration. 

Some of the problems exp~rienced by the project stem from the massive 

cut in budgeted funding from $1,010,933 to $93,973. 9bviously a reduction of 

this dime~~ion, amounting to 90% of the original amount, worked insurmountable 

problems in the conduct of the planned project. The t\,/O persons who worked 

primarily on the project were often diverted to other duties by virtue of 

reduced funding and other perceived pre~s;ng needs. 
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11. Commentary 

The original grant application? which changed little in the continuation, 

'should serve as the starting point against which the performance of the unit 

may be evaluated. The issues raised in an earlier concept paper were inte­

grated within the grant application. The result is a series of "objectives," 

"organizational questions," "goals" (for project years 1, 2 and 3), and 

"quarterly projections. II Comment upon the attainment of many of these sub­

stantive activities in Exhibit 10 precedes a discussion of the procedures 

employed. 
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Exhibit fa Commentary on Presentence Study Activities 

" 

. 
Source 

No Category (Reference) Description 

1st Year To determine the best 
Grant administrative structure 
Application for a presentence 
(Source function. 
Document 2) 

2. Objective 1st Year To improve the; nforma.:.· 

;, 

Grant tjon flow necessary for 
Application conducting presentations. 
(5.0.2) . 
(See also, 

. r~onthly 
Report 
12/5/75, .. 
5.0.4 and 

~ Goal 1, 
Year 1,· 
S.D.2.) 

Activity 

Report prepared but not distributed 
Information on :recommended changes 
contained in monthly project 
reports. 

, 
, 

h , 
, 
, 
• Comment 
, 

.. ' 
! 

Tacit approval bf the special ist , 
approach. The unit hired ten (lor: 
investigators and one (I) additiori 
a1 supervisor. Blacks, Hispanics : 
and women are reportedly under­
,represented on the investigation l 

; 
I staff. I 
I Reviewed existina procedures and There has been only marginal ; 

recommended a series of changes success in the uniform adoption of: 
including expedited order:ing and short certificate transmission . ,I 
receipt of "49" - police arrest practice although one person inth( 
report; automatic delivery of short unit has been assigned to receive ~ 
certificate (court order for all copies. As of March 197~the ; 
investigatiory) and court history; unit of 23 investigators had only I 
addition of inVestigative unit one secretary. All reports were ! 
secretarial personnel. As part of typed in a pool. Investigators who' 
monitoring the structure informal had formerly typed their own ' 
interviews and time and motion stu~y letters now ha~'e three secretaries 
of investigation unitwereconducted. Other than reference in a monthly I 

report, no summary of the r'esul ts 
of monitoring was made. However, 
there were early informal time and: 
mot-frin studies of the work of 
inve~tiQations. (See Condition 8 
Document, S.D.n.) The formal time 
log and motton study described in 
The Research Design (S.0.3) has 

" . , not been undertaken. A member of 
the staff has attended a PERT 
(Program Evaluai~ion Review of 

,) Tpr.hnintll:l) tY';;';Ylil~n ~o~~.;"'" nY''''.· 
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: 
3. Objective 1st Year TO"revi se the preslHitence A short-form presentence investiga- The survey instruments were wen i 

desiqned and the results credible. \ 
The sta~istica1 reports of finding: 
are hel pful . .. 1 

Grant format. , ti on form was developed.. The l'ong­
form report was left unchan~ed. A 
~urveywas conducted .to determine 
user (judges, presentence investi­
gators, defenders, prosecutors and 
prison pers6nneT) reactiqn to the 
investigations. 

4. Objective 

Application, 
S.D.2 (See 
Analysis of 
Survey, Nov. 
1977, S. o. 
13) 

1st Year 
Grant 
Application 
(S.0.2) 

5. Objective 1st Year. 
(classi- Grant 
fied as a Application 
primary ~ (S.0.2) 
objective 
in 2nd 
year appl1-
cation, 
S.D.10) 

To develop alternative 
shorter presentences for 
use ina ppropri a,te cases. 

, . 

Responding to a backlog of 500 cases 
between December 1976 an'd March 1977 
the l!nit produced a short form fQr 
experii:'~ntal purposes. The form was 
to be~s~j in less serious cases. 
An instruction sheet was prepared 
for use of short form. A revised 
short form is now being considered 
for .adoption. 

. 
Sl ightly more th;.!.n 25% of the I 
judges have rejected use of the • 
short form. Although an in'structi,oi 
sheet accompanied the short form, ' 
confusion in its use arose durinR ' 
the backlo~ perfod. Training ih th{ 
use of the form will be essential I 
as will'the cooperation of the ! 
more s.easoned investigators, many. 
of'whom woo uld .not use it. [ l 

I . ( 

To otherwise prepare for A'new organizational structur,?!of The serious backlog in the prepara~ 
an incr.ease in the number the investigative unit was proposed;' tion of reports sped the develop- ; 
of presentences to be a short form report was developed;ment of the short form which is nO\' 
conducted in future information.flow proce~ut:'es were being changed: Th.e increase in the 
years. improved; survey of judges and other unit staff to 33 investigators,'3'! 

. presentence users was conducted; ?upervi sors,. and 3 secretaries was f 

.... 

" 

model santencing grant application. in response'to backlog pressures I 
was prepared; sent~ncingguidelines rather than a decis.ion based on' ! 
study was.planned and I;>egun. study and recommended organization; 

chan~e. Mo~el ~en~.enci~q and sen- I 
tencl ng gmdeTlnes) proJects are nov. 
underway. " '. i 

.", .. ! 
" r> I 
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Source , ' 

No Ca tegnr~ JReference) Description Activity Comment 

6. 

7. 

Organiza­
tional 
Question 

Organiza­
tional 
Question 

1st Year Which is the 'correct model The research design contained There' is no evidence .that the 
Grant for presentence i nvesti - hypotheses to be tes ted, in gaugi ng hypotheses were tes,t~d. ,The deve 10 
Application gations in Philadelphia - the efficiency in the preparation ,of mentor the backlo9 resulted in , , 
(S.D.2)(See generalist or specialist? reports by specialists or genera,l- expansion of the existing un~t,,_, 
Research' ists. ' thereby continuing' the specialist 
Design, approach. 
Introduction 
Sentencing 
Literature 
and the Pre-
sentence 
Process, 
upda ted, 
S.D.3) " 

1st Year 
Grant 
Application 
(5. D. 2)(See 
Research 
Design, 
S.D.3; Sur­
vey Analysis, 
S. 0 .13; and 
Condition 8 
Document, 

. What is the eventual Research design contained plan for Fi!lures have been gathered on the 
scope for presentence determi ni ng scope (vol urne) of reports number. of repo,rts to be produced. 

S. 0'.11) 

reports? Is the ul t,imate which might be'done. Statistical re- With the adoption of Rule 1403' , 
goa l~o complete pres en- view of production ,rates done., judges of the' Court of Common Plea 
tepce reports on 100% of Visits were made and experience cif may order 'a presentence'investiga-
all, convi cted offenders other proba ti on departments was ti on report in any case. I f the 
from.both Municipal examined. Interviews were conducted court dispenses with the report in 
Court and the Court of ,with most Common Pl eas judges. certai'n cas'es the reasons must be 
Common Pl eas? s ta ted for the record. .. 

..... 

, , 

" ' 

Production of an'average of 7.7 i 
." '. reports per month' per i nves ti ga torI! 

I should be increased~at least to the 
1 evel 'of Federal Probation Officerc: 
(lOper month) in order ·to contain-I 
the'likely growth. , \ 

Municipal Court reportshave're­
mained relatively stable with many 
vi ala ti on- of- pr0ba ti on reports 
requested. . ~ 

/-';:1 
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9. 

Source 
Category (Reference) 

Organi za-. 
ti onal 
Question 

Organiza­
tional 
Question 

1st Year 
Grant 
Application 
(S.D. 2)( See 
Research 
Design, 
S .1}. 3) 

1st Year 
Grant 
Application 
(S.0.2) 

.' 

D~\scri pti on 
7" 

Whcil c({~ter;~ should be 
us~d to determine the 
extent of information 
gathered and verified on 
each ind;¥idual convictec 
offender? Are gradations 
of presentence reports . 

,feasible in the 
Ph.i 1 adel phia jurisdiction 

- ...... 1----....---""--..,.,.. -"'t·, 

Activity Comment 
Empha$;s in the research design.re­

Research design in this area, sulted in extensive treatment. of Us€ 
directed primarily to mea~urement 0 of 10ng- and short-term 'reports: , 
v/hat judges want on a p~esen~ence: The criterion SU9f1ested for selec I 

~eport: Survey. by. ques tl onna 1 res ane ti ng report format, to be used was J 
lntervlews of Judges and other user~ ser'iousness of offense. Long-form . 
was conducted.' reports to be used. in murder • rape, 

robbery, arson, kidnapping and pro- . 
bably aggravated ~ssault. CrJteria 
for us i ng th'e short form (a 1 terna- . 

, tive form B) for offenses outside i 
the major exclusions 'are also being: 
developed. The on-g61ng sentencing ! 
guidelines project'is devel-op;ng em", 
prical inf9rmation which can be used 
in establishing these criteria. 

Only now is the staff examining t 
revision of the long form and pro- I 
cedures for'updating reports fov: ! 
use in violation of probation pro­
ceddings." Sev~ral judges have 

• rejected use of short-form report. , 
Is it feasible to deve~o~ Abandoned', :However, information ~ 
a computerized data base that a presentence report has -been Because of privacy and confident- , 
for. presentence reports? done is now included in the compute\'1. iality issues raised in the first: 

- ized case history but the pendancy year this element pf the project . 
of a report is not readily known was abandoned", However, the que~-' i 

.,' 

00 

to 

from reference to the automa te9 ti on rEmains in the second ye~r .: 
record. . grant application. (See S.D. 10.) ! 

, , 

To improve access "to probatiot:l, 
records wi thin the departt,nent for: ; 
subsequent offenses or in viola- t 
tions of probation, the automated ( 
court nistory should contain in- ! 
formation that presentence reports 1 
have been done or are pendi ng. ~ 
Fur.ther study of this and the con- f 
fidentialitv issues which may arise' 
should £e u~dertaken'f 
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Source 
_No Category (Referencel 

10. Organiza­
tional 
Question 

1st Year 
Grant 
Application 
(5.0.2) 
(See also 
second year 
appl ication, 
5.0.10 and 
Survey. 
5.0.13) 

Descripti on 

Is it possible to develop 
one information flow 
for each individual 
entering the Philadelphia 
Criminal.Justice System 
starting with the R.O.~. 
information as the base? 
How much information can 
be acc~sstble to and 
exc,hangedw1-th the v~r~ 
i ous components of ':the 
CJS - the police, . 
prisons. courts; proba­
tion - without violating 
confidentiality and 

. other individual rights? 

11. Organi za­
tional 
Question 

1st Year 
Grant' 
Application 
(S.D.2) . 
(See Survey, 
S.O.13.) 

. ' 

How are, the present pre­
sentence reports being 
utilized in sentencing 
by those judges who are 
requiring them? 

.,,; 

.. ' 

, . 

. ' '. . 

Activity' Comment 
! 

Deferred. Use of RQR information is Al thdugh this prohibition arose'in
1 

excluded by. Supreme Court ,Rule which the fi,rst year, ·the .question 'was r; 
limits use for bail purposes only~ peated in the second year g'rant : ; 
?urveY,of presentence report users - appl ication. It was felt that a"fu' 
judges, defenders, prosecutors and ture change in the rule might perm 
prison officials was conducted. This use of ROR information, hence'tlie 
survey reached, ·in part, the second retention of the concept in. the 
question.. succeeding appl ication. Although tl: 

survey was designed to disclbse us',, 
of the report by dlscrete elements 

Survey of judges conducted (51 of 
55 tri it,. judges)., '. 

-.' 

" , , 

- of the criminal justice,,:;ystem. A 
review of survey results indicates 
that improved,distribution~methods 
be ~eveloped and that a means of 
responding'to user criticism be 
considered. 

i} 

The survey instrument was well con 
ceived and th~'informat~on gathere< 
very useful:, the sur~ey or some ; 
1 ~ss burdensome mechani sm for gain' 
i~g feedback shotild be used regu- . 
larly·to gC\ina critique_;:.of unit 
.performance." In addition judges 
should be as~ed to' communlcate witt 
individual officers .or supervisors 
to review quality of work and to i 
offer both praise and direction foy: 
itllprovement. " . l 
-'Of particular significahcq in fhe 
survey was the judicial attituaes 
towardrecefvfng full prior crim-
inat.records and sentencing . 0 a 

recomm,end'lti ons by the i nves ti ga­
tors. "Both these areas shoul d be 
subJect to. further study . 
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12. Organiza­
tional 

"; Question 

, , 

1st Year Should presentence recom-
Grant mendations be general or 
Application specific in nature? 
(S.0.2) (e* 
cluded in 
2nd year 
grant appli 
cation, S. 0 
10) See 
Survey, S.O 
13. 

13 Organiza- 2nd Year Ho~ do~s the presentence 
ti ona 1 Grant report affe,ct th'e even-
Question Application tual rehabilitation plan 

(5.0.10) of the probationer/ 
(replacing parole~1 ' 
number 12 ir 

"4 2nd year 
application) 
See Survey, 
S.D. 13. . 

, . 
" 

Surv~y conducted of judicial atti­
tudes toward sentencing recommenda­
tions. 

Analysis under way in follow-on -. 
projec:~s. Survey had disclosed that 
most jt1dges prefer specific tr:E;!at­
ment plan recommendations. 

, 
Most, approximately 59%. of the l 
judges, ,favor recommendation of : 
specific treatment plans in the·· ~, 
r-eports. The views' of the judges 0: 
this point should be sough~ period 
ically. In making the recommenda- i 
tions the officers should be aware' 
of dispositional and treatment 
resources available. An up-to-date 
directory of services. should be 
available. If a recommendation has 
been made and accepted the.success 
'Of that approach shoul d be communi· 
cated to the officer ;rr considerin. 
future recommendations. Analvsis 01 
recommendations and outcomes

V 

de~ 
serves ong01 ng .rev; ew. " (See: number 
13 below.) . 

Long-term:review of recfdivism, 
ra tes and' rehab; 1 ita ti on efforts 
must be undertaken. Until more so­
phisticated' data capture and proces 
s i n9 technique.s are avail ab 1 e to th 
unit progress,;n qchieving this 
pbjectiv~ is remote. • I 

! 
I 
\ , 

----------



No 
Source 

Category (Reference.) Description 

14. Organiza­
tiona 1 
Question 

15. Organiza­
tional 
Question 

r " 

1st Year 
i Grant 
Application 
(S.0.2) 

What is the most viable 
format for presentence 
reports? 

1st Year Upon determination. of 
Grant presentence format and 
AlPplication feasibility of gradation 
(S.0.2) . of reports', what volume 

is possible per indi.vid­
ual presentence 
investigation? 

,,' 
~ ' .. 

, , 

.". , . 

Activity .. Comment 

An .initial short form was developed Format of report has been largely; 
and has now been revi 5ed. Revi ew' of contr911 ed' by need: to reduce' back-: 
revi,sed long 'form and Vi.olation Qf log, de.sires of judges, and I 

,probation reports has not been m~de seriousness of offense criteria~ j 
by the court. . . Other fadors may' be cons i dered in: 

using long for.ms, in violation' 1 
repo rts and in u pda ted reports. ~ 
Further a'na 1 ys is of format' in thes! 
areas should be ~ade. See Nos. 4-~ 
above. 

Reviewed production rates in 
federal probation and other states, 

.. 

I 
; 

Current monthly average of. 7.7 ! 

'reports per investigator should be 
increased 'at least to the federal,: 
probation level of 10 per month. t 
See No. 7 above. ' 

Additional training, motivation' 
and impi'oved. methods of gai ni rig' .. ; 
informati.on ih the field and from.: 
other agencfes will ~e ~equiredtd 
increase.produc~ion. 

. ,~ 

• I ..... 
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Further Discussion 

Although each of the goals, objectives, questions and projections can 

be analyzed individually, there is no clearly expressed overall goal in 

the first grant application. The research design expressed the goal of 

the project to be "to develop a presentence structure with the capacity to 

deliver presentence investigation reports in an efficient manner while satis-. 
fying the National Standards and Goals and meeting the needs of the users.,·34 

The presentence project; whil e intended and commenced, as a research and 

planning effort, does not have the attributes of such a study in that there 

has been no bibliographic update, no published report (although a final report 

is in preparation), nor is the data analysis as exhaustive as it could be. 

Perhaps, because, faced by the backlog between December 1976 and March 1977, 

the project staff was thrust into operational concerns., during one period 

even called on to write presentence investigations. Many of the writings 

which were made available for ev'aluation appear to have grown by accretion 

rather than fresh research or examination. 

These defects, many of which have been addressed in the sentencing guide­

lines element of the secon"d year grant application, may be due to several 

factors, among them delay ;'n hiring the planner, subsequent responsibility 

of staff in the Sentencing Guidelines Study, continuation grant application 

drafting, and presentence preparation. Apparent, too, are the different view­

points of the social planning and research staff members with the result that 

the disciplines are now well meshed. Defects are observable in the research 

procedures, particularly in statistics. A lack of research control sometimes 

34 It might be suggested that the goal be to study and evaluate the presen­
tence methods in use and to recommend changes designed to result in a larger 
number of reports, more quickly prepared and of sufficient detail to be of aid 
to users and fair to offenders without placing intolerable burdens on the re­
sources of the Probation Department. 
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resulted in imprecise information and little analysis of available data 

specifically in the production of statistics~ ARain as project reports 

have not been published, the deficienciesdemerge largely from a review of . 

statistical worksheets. Parallel projects being conducted by the same 

staff seem to be methodologically sound, thereby indicating that the staff 

is capable but was probably diverted in the instant project by the press of 

time, operational exigenc'jes and staff reassignment. 

As described in Exhibit 10, several researc.n tasks were abandoned. Others, 

notably development of the short-form presentence report, were presented 

prematurely to aid in the reduction of the backlog. A notable accomplishment 

was the preparation of a research design in which the results of other stUdies 

and the views of a fine group of experts in the field were incorporated. The 

polling of judges and other presentence users through well conceived question­

naires (with necessary coding books) was a fruitful effort. 

Finally the presentence report project has formed the early part of 

research in the development of sentencing guidelines and in a further effort 

in a model sentencing project. The former is \'/ell along, having bft~n treated 
.. I':", I{~'>_ 'L 

as an addendum to the second-year grant application for the insta~t:,'iproject. 
. The study was to address three standards of the Na ti ana 1 Advi sory Cdmmi ttee 

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. In operation, it was only necessary 

for the study to focus on Corrections, Standard 5 .. 14 relatin~l to Reguirements 

for Presentence Report and Content Specification. The court, through the 

adoption of Rule 1403 and much of the work of the project team, has come 

closer to the standard.35 

35Corrections Standard 5.15 j Preparation of Presentence Report Prioi to 
Adjudication, will be dealt with in the Sentencing Guidelines Study. Attain­
merit of Courts Standard 5.1, The Court's Role in Sentencing, which was included 
in the original grant application, was not addressed and is ~bsentfrom the 
discussion in the Condition 8 Document. . 
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With the abandonment of some research tasks in favor of immediate 

operational improvement, the presentence project should have been conducted 

ove'r .a shorter time w;'th a sharper focus ~ Admi ttedly the assumption of sub­

stantial responsibilities in the sentencing guidelines effort had the effect 

of broad~ning and extending the staff1s view of the scope of the original study. 

An eX'amination of the second-year grant applica'tion discloses no . 

evident rethinking of goals and objectives. Significantly, th~ continua­

tion application included an organizational question concerning a computer~ 

ized data base for presentence reports which had been removed from the 

project purview withfn'the preceding year. Although the use of ROR.information 

had been eliminated by adoption of a Supreme Court rule the concept \'las retained 

in the grant application. Project leaders, without so expressing in the 

application, apparently had hopes that the use of the d,ata could be deferred 

until a future reconsideration of the rule limitation. 
".', 

~'" 

~onc 1 us ions 
,.J 

... 
Unfor·tunately., the products of the presentence project offer 1 ittl e repl i­

cability; the positive results of the project could probably have been attained 

well within the two-year life notwithstanding the staffing problems earlier dis­

cussed: Some areas of interest, particularly the time log and motion study 

of investigation preparatio~ had not been completed at the close of the pro­

ject. ~~~~~er, the examination, seeking t~ compare presentence practices in 

Philadelphia and other cities, has provided a healthy stimulus. The 

investigation unit long regarded as insular has been opened to study and 

the investigators have responded with a new interest in professionalism 

and training. In some respects the project appears to have been super­

imposed on the Research Unit to stimulate change within the Probation 

Department, butte the extent that many improvements in the preparation 

of presentence reports have been achieved, the project should be regarded 

as a success. 
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PRESENTENCE STUDY 

Evaluation Source Documents 

In order to evaluate perfo'rmance in the presentence study, a chart 

(pr.esented as Exhi bi t 1Q above) has been employed. For brevity I s sake, 

source documents cited in the chart are referred to by number. The for-

mat for the 1 ist of source documents presented here has, accordingly, been 

modified from the format used elsewhere to include reference to the document 

numbers ci ted in Exhi bi t 10. 

Philadelphia Court of COll1ffion Pleas, Presentence Study Concept Paper for ECP. 
Phase I Grant Application, undated (Document No.1 in Exhibit 10). 

Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Discretionary Grant 
App"lication (June 3, 1974) (ECP Phase I Grant Application (Document No.2). 

---:-:----.:::--r---' Presentence Study Unit, Research Design, undated (Document 
No.3) • 

__ =-",",:--:-_...,...,..,' Presentence Study Uni t, Project Monthly Reports, dated monthly, 
October 1975 - September 1977 (Document No.4) . 

. _.,........,..--:--r::-' Presentence Study Unit, 1976 Annual Report - Presentence Study, 
---!.lndated (Document No. B). 

,. "National Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project" {undated; ----,--,-..,...,,-.....,.-. 
submitted October, 1977, in satisfaction of IICondition 8" imposed by LEAA; 
it is c-i ted in th e text as the "Cond iti on 8" Document (Document No. 11). . 
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, Presentence Study Unit, Preliminary Report, September, 1976 
--7":( O::-o-c u-m-e-n t=--:':'No . 13). 

Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews I!, 
and from the general source documents listed above at the beginning of thls 
report. 
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. COURT VOLUNTEER SERVICES (CVS) 

To enhance public understanding of the criminai justice system and to 

increase community involvement in its operations, the office of Court Volunteer 

Services (CVS) was created as part of ECP to. coordinate and develop 

all volunteer services to court ~gencies. Subproject staff would be responsible 

to recruit, train, assign and monitor the activities of volunteers in pretrial 

release, probation and other programs. 

I. History and Present State of CVS 

Befo\'~ the introduction of ECP, the court system's Adult Probation 

Department operate9 a Community Resource and Volunteer Unit: Its purpose was 

develop volunteer manpow~r and community resources~ seeking volunteer probation 

aides and commitments from community agencies to make their services available 

to probationers and parolees. But with a need for broader community partici-
\,' 

pation in criminal justice, a more extensive program Was considered desireable. 

As initially contemplated in the ECP grant application of June 1974, 

the CVS three-year budget was to be almost $210,000. But delay in completing 

Phase I of ECP, along with a subsequent cutback in LEAA continuation grant 

assistance, ultimately meant that federal funding for CVS under ECP totalled 

, only about $88,000 (approximate.ly 42% of the initial 'three-year projection). 

Other CVS expenses were met froW the budget of the Adult Probation Department. 
Ii 

The 1974 application proposed three new people--a program director, a 

trainer and a recruiter-~to augment three professional staff members and a 
, -. 

secretary carried over from the old Community Resource and Volunteer Unit. 

(See Exhibit 11.1 ~ecause of problems associated with assuring the exemplary 
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Exhibi t 11 CVS Organization Chart 

Staff from 
pre-existing 

unit 

Court of Common Pleas 

I 
Chief Probation 

Officer 

Director, Special .1" 
Services 

Director, CVS 

Trainer 
(hired 
1976) 
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project's compliance with federal EEO requirements, the CVS director's position 

was not filled until June 1975. At first, the director encountered resistance 

from incumbent staff, one of whom had been leader of the previous volunteer 

uni t. It was September 1976 before the trainer.' s posi ti on was fill ed. Ana 

because of the reduction in federal funding for the program's second phase, 

the recruiter position was dropped. 

Even with these consttaints, the ~VS program made it possible for volunteers 

to participate in a wide variety of activities within the criminal justice 
. 

system. The largest number of volunteers in the subproject have worked 

as aides in the Adult Porbation Deparbnent~ serving as counselors to 

offenders on probation or pa!'ole. Many other volunteers have been tutors, 

!)elping clients learn reading skills or prepare for, high-school equivalency 

examinations. Some volunteers, not desiring contact with "clients," have 

aided the program through clerical services. A smaller number have worked in 

pre-trial release or diversion programs, but assistance to diversion services 

will be de~emphasized because there have been few requests for volunteers. 

Volunteers worked for a brief time as Telephone Alert Operators in the Wit­

ness Utilization Program, but this was not a successful venture. 

An effort considered very successful, however, has been the Hispanic Volun-

teer Program developed by CVS staff. While this undertaking follows the broad 

outline of the general program, the details of its operation have been modified 

to address the needs of Philadelphia's sizeable Spanish-speaking popu~ 

lation. Its volunteers work primarily with Spanish-speaking probationers. 

Cooperative relations with other offices, agencies and organizations 
-\-

within or concerned with the criminal justice system were sought'during the 

ECP peri od. Arrangements were made for work in conjuncti.on wi th the courts 
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of nearby Bucks County, with volunteers assigned to Philadelphians servinp pr~~ 

bation sentences under the other county's jurisdiction. 'The CVS program was 

given recognition as a source of work to fulfill academic requirements of the 

local community college's Corrections Education Program. And arrangements were 

made with other local criminal justice volunteer programs to present cooperative 

training sessions from time to ~ime. A CVS staff manual was prepared in 19.76, 

not only for those'assigned to the program, but also for probation officers to 

help them understand their relation to volunteers. 

Present State 

In addition to training, the internal operation of CVS involves several other 

facets. A major concern of the program director has been recruitments of volun­

teers. To this end, the director and staff have addressed corrnnurdty grol'ps,. 

made television and radio appearances, and prepared public service announce-

ments for all the local communications media. In addition, an eight-page brochure 

and an audio-visual slide presentation were prepared for public education .and 

recruiting purposes. 

Those applying to be volunteers are asked to fill out an application form 

and to give letters of recommendation. They are interviewed by CVS staff, who 

al so check their employment or educati on status and pol ice record and verify . , 

the recommendation letters. Final selection of voluDteers is not made until 
c"~ .. 

after training, sessions are completed. Training for volunteers is accomplished 

over twelve hours during a weekend~ with the Hispanic sessions varying somewhat 

from general sessions. Advanced training for volunteers is also made available 

to volunteers in tutoring techniques, in making pre-parole investigations; and 

in the "Thresholds" decision-making technique. 
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Volunteer applicants ~elected for the program are assigned in accordance 

with their desires and skills, as we1l as the volunteer needs expressed by other 

elements of the criminal justice system. While the program has engaged many, 

volunteers, it is currently experiencing a shortage of "clients" with whom the.y 

can '.'1ork. . 
Monitoring volunteer activities is the fina.l area of concern in the in-

4;ernal operation of tn'e program. An important measure is recidivism: the degree 

to which offenders in contact with volunteers are rearrested or convicted. The 

program has compiled data about the rearrest rates of offenders assigned to 

vol unteers. For mani taring indi vidual vol unteers and cl ients, p:robati on-officer 

supervision and the reports by the volunteers themselves have been used. For 

volunteers working with defendants given pre-trial release on recognizance, the 

rate of appearance at trial is available to measure effectiveness. 

At the conclusion of ECP, CVS was incorporated, as an on-going 

unit in the Adult Probation Department. Two areas in which volunteer 

actjvities have recently expanded are (1) pre-parole investigations to aid con­

sideration of parole applications, and (2) assignment to work with women in 

drug and alcohol programs at the local house of corrections. 

After the conclusion of ECP, the Adult Probation Department received 

federal funding assistance for a n.ew program, ent-itled "Intensive Services 

Delivery and Assessment. II Under the research design for this project, proba­

tioners will be randomly assigned either to (1) a probation officer with a 

regular caseload (about 110 cases), (2) a probation officer with a reduced 
() 

caseload (30-35 clients) allowing more intensive contacts, or (3) a probation 

officer aided by volunteers. Research will seek to determine whether there 

"are any s1 gnifi cant differences in re.sults. 

83 
() 

..... [,1. ' 

---~~------ ~-- -~ --~ 



I 
r 

I 
I 
I. 

II. Commentary 

NAC Corrections Standard 7.2 calls for the correctional element of the 

criminai justice sYstem to make a comprehensive effort to create ongoing 

relations with other institutions, agencies and groups in the community. The. 

standard further recommends invoivement of community representatives in policy 

development, interagency coordinati.on and lobbying for corrections improvements. 

Since the CVS program operates as a unit of the court system's Adult Pro­

bation Department, the 1imitations in its scope and position in the criminal. 

justice system make the program unable to achieve more than a very small 

portion of the ends envisioned in the national standard. No~ was evidence 

found that CVS was ever conceptua'lized as part of a broad, integrated corrections 

undertaking to meet the standard. The subproject has, however, developed 

working relations with educational, social welfare and community organizations. 

Furthermore, its efforts have focused on making volunteers available to assist 

in provision of social services to offenders. In these two respects, it has 

attained what is contemplated by the standard. 

Similarly, NAC Courts Standard 10.3, which suggests that the courts pursue 

an active role in public education about the criminal justice system, envisions 

a much broader scheme than the CVS program was designed to achieve. One might 

conceive of CVS as one part of a more comprehensive approach to public educa­

tion, and all CVS publicity effor,ts were apparently coordinated through the 

Court's Office. of Public Information. While the program director and staff 

undertook a vigorous effort to prepare pamphlets, speak to community groups, 

and make media presentations, this effort was directed primarily toward 

creating public exposure for the volunteer program, to aid recrUiting. 
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NAC Corrections Standard 7.3 is specifically addressed by CV?, although 

part of the standard is beyond the program's scope. NAC recommends creation of 

a multipurpose public information unit, to in~orm the general public and promote 

improvements, and the volunteer program 'lIas not designed for this purpose.36 It 

is, however, designed to implement the second element of the NAC standard's 

recommendation~---,-can administrative unit to secure citizen involvement in 

the criminal justice process . 

. In the initial ECP grant application, CVS was to be combined with the 

probation department's pre-existing Community Volunteer Unit, and itwas to 

receive direction and support from the probation department.
37 

See Exhibit 11 •. 

As the chart and text above indicate, CVS was preceded by a community resource 

unit that was not substantially different in purpose. It appears that CVS was 

conceived in part as little more than a ~vehicle" for continued federal fund-

ing of the old program. 

Moreover, the status of CVS as a sub-unit of the probation department 

made it difficult for the program to undertake the volunteer activities thrcugh­

out the criminal justice system envisioned for it in grant application documents. 

It is part of the probation department, as was its predecessor, and its director 

was selected from a prior position in the department. It is therefore likely 

that CVS has been perceived, both within and outside .the Probation Department, 

as a program almost completely focussed on providing volunteers to aid that 

dep8:'rtment IS activi ti es. Being only a probation sub-unit, CVS did not attempt 

one of the suggestions of NAC Corrections Standard 7.3, that the volunteer unit 

involve citizens in advisory and policy-making'~oles. 

36public information functions were performed by oth~~ elements of the court 
system as wen (e.g., the Office of Public Information). 

37ECP Phase. I Grant Application, 1-7 (1974). 
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It \liaS only at ECP1s conclusion that CVS began to engage in "cooperative 

endeavors with corrections clients,1I as set forth in the standard, by providing 

volunteers to assist pre-parole counseling and investigations. The program's 

major focus has been on the other function set out in the standard for citizen 

involvement units: provision of " volunteers to provide direct services to offen-

ders. To this end, the full-time staff of CVS divide their' efforts among re-

cruitment, screening, training, assignment and monitoring of volunteers. 

c) 

For purposes of recruitment, CVS has prepared an attractive brochure, 

describing the nature of volunteer services, qualifi~ations required of volunteers 

~and the application process, and program staff have also helped prepare an 

audio-visual slide presentation. This meets:the provision in NAC Corrections 

Standard 7.3 that the citizen involvement unit make public in writing its pol­

icies about the volunteer selection process, term of service, tasks and 

responsibilities. 

Otf.'er recruiting activtties have included addresses to community groups, 

radio and television appearances and public service announcements, and articles 

published in newSpapers. In each area, the staff have met or exceeded goals 

established (e.g~, 12 community groups to be addressed each year). Volun-

teer application forms request that applicants indicate how they learned 

about CVS. But the goals stated in the project proposal wele never preceded 

by assessment of the number of vol unteers needed by the system or the 1 evel 

of recruitment activity needed to meet those needs .. 

Although the recruitment activity goals for the program's second year 

seem to have been exactly the"same as those for its first year, efforts were 

made to determine (through an analysis of applications) what recruitment 
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vehicles were most effective. The study showed that radio and television were 

most effective in encouraging applications, while speeches to community groups 

produced the fewest applicants. These results, however, appear not to have 

affected decisions about recruitment vehicles. In the program's second year, 

there were as many community groups addressed as in the first year. But fewer 

radio and television appearances were made in the second year. 

The initial proposal's assertion, that program staff would identify and 

recruit volunteers from various strata and segments of society, was generally 

implemented during the course of program operation. About two-thirds of the 

offenders to whom volunteers were assigned were black, and 65% of the volunteers 

were black. A separate sub-program was developed to enlist the aid of Spanish­

'speaking volunteers. To make contacts more convenient, volunteers usually were 

assigned to clients living in the same part of the city. Volunteers were usually 

older than clients to whom they were assigned. 

Screening of volunteer applicants involves review of completed application 

forms, checking references, police records and employment or education, and 

interviews. A.test of the effectiveness of screening is the number of persons 

(1) who either "default" by not entering the pro9ram or (2) who are found to be 

unsuitable, after successfully passing through the screening p~ocess.38 Analysis 

of such situations on a regular basis can be used:' to ·determine whether and how 

screening procedures should be improved. Program leaders have not kept data 

concerning the number and causes of defaul ts, but they may want to consider ,doing 

so as a means to improve the program's op~ration. 

38Abt Associates, An Exemplar.Y Project:. The Volunteer Probation Counselor 
Program, Lincoln, Nebraska, p. 86 (National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, 1975). 
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A considerable amount of attention has been given by. program staff to the 

training process. This is indicated by the flexibility and variety of training 

mechanisms employed -- the basic 12-hour curriculum and the Hispanic alternative, 

the cooperative sessions with other volunteer agencies, arrangements with local 

educational institutions and with the "Thresholds" decision-making program --

and by the availability of helpful written materials for volunteers about the 

criminal jU$tice process and about the relationships between a volunteer and 

a client. It appears, however, that indicators of training effectiveness 

might be used more extensively as a means to manage training activities and 

give direction to their further development. Volunteer opinions (both imme­

diately after training sessions and on a periodic basis during volunteer 

service), about areas in which more or less emphasis might be placed in train­

ing sessions were sought for a period of time, but the results were not con­

sidered helpful. Other indicators might include: 

(a) periodic assessments by professionals in agencies receiving volunteer 

aid about volunteer knowledge and skills in areas that training might 

affect; and 

(b) IIsuccess" rates forcl i ents of vol unteers. (e. g., performance in educational 

pursuits) recidivism, uno showl! rates). 

l~hile each of these indicators reflect considerations' unrelated to the quality of 

tr~in;ng, they may be perceived as matters that can Qe influenced by training. 

Assignment of volunteers is affected by a number of considerations, 

among them the level of demand for volunteer assistance and the availability of 

volunteers with suitable skills and interest. In the CVS annual report for 

1976-77 (prepared June 1977), placement of trained volunteers was characterized 

as "[continuing] to be the most severe problem pl(rguing the CVS program, II since 
. . ~ 

only 45% of trained., then-active volunteers were assigned. This prob1em may be 

the resul t of many filctors. 
1\ 
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One such factor has been under-emphasis in the program 'operation on 

assignment, due to shortage of full-time staff and relatively greater atten­

tion to recruitment and training of volunteers. Recently, the program staff 

has curtailed recruitment activities and devoted more attention to findin~ 

volunteer assignments, with such results as development of assignments aiding 

offenders about to be released 'on parole from imprisonment. 

A second matter has been 'difficulty in establishing more fruitful rela­

tions with other criminal justice programs that might benefit from further 

volunteer assistance. For example, volunteer aid to Diversion Services is 

being de-emphasized for want of demand, while obstacles to assignments in 

the Witness Utilization program have never been overcome. 

Furthermore, CVS has encountered mixed responses from judges and proba­

tion officers. Court assignments of probationers to volunteers dropped from 

43 in 1975-76 to only 17 in 1976-77. Ambivalent attitudes among judges and 

probation officers is viewed by some as the result in part of feelings that 

court leaders "pushed CVS too hard" and were "too heavy handed" in their insis'­

tence that clients be assigned to volunteers before judges and probation 

officers had ,developed confidence in the volunteer program. Additionally, 

some probation officers were apparently uncertain about the intent and opera­

tion of the CVS program. Were volunt.eers a form of "cheap_labor" who might 
~.:j:: , 

\'\ . 
t~reaten probation officer jobs? How could volunteers be us::d most effectively? 

Does the value of volunteers justify the paperwork involved. in monitoring 

their activities? 

To some extent, rectification of the assignment problem calls for re­

directed effort within the CVS program itseln. But improVina the level of 
''--'- ... 
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assigned volunteers also requires greater receptivity to volunteers by other 

sectors of the criminal justice system. Also needed is more effective sup­

port from those responsible. for the overall administration of the system. 

Monitoring volunteer activities, particularly those "in the field" with 

individual clients, is perhaps the most difficult operational facet of a volun­

teer program while being the most effective source of information about the 

program's success. It appears that this phase of the CVS operation has room 

for improvement. Volunteers are to complete monthly report forms, detailing 

hours of set'vice and the frequency and nature of contacts with clients. Since 

many volunteers dislike completing such reports, CVS staff often telephone 

volunteers for oral activity reports. Since many volunteers work with probation 

officers, reports (when written) are sent to probation officers. Some pro­

bation officers and volunteers find the paperwork involved in reporting too 

burdensome (this is especially critical for probation officers, who otherwise 

have considerable paperwork reducing time allocable to client contacts). 

Improvements in the on-going activity of monitoring volunteer activities . 
might be 'achieved by (1) greater emphasis in vOlunteer training on the need for 

and value of keeping CVS staff (and the staff of agencies served) abreast of 

individual volunteer efforts; (2) greater allocation of CVS staff time to develop­

ing and maintaining close working relations with paid"staff assisted by volun­

teers in the monitoring effort; (3) make the level and nature of monitoring 

differ in keeping with nature of the assignment; and (4) make the formality of 

volunteer reports vari~ble according to the nlture of the assignment. (This 

leaves open the issue of the kinds of cases--whether "tough" or "routine"--

appropriate for assignment to volunteers.) Attention should be paid td the 
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level and specific nature of complaints from recipient agencies, and to the 

level and reasons for 1l10stll clients or takeover of clients from volunteers 

by full-time staff of recipient agencies. 

An important element of the monitoring function on the program-wide level 

is the success of volunteer clients. In the exemplary' project grant appli'ca-
, JI 

tions, reduction of "no shows ll ~y those given pre-trial release and of recid-

ivism by volunteer clients were cited as goals of the sub-project. 

Volunteers have been assigned to keep contact with defendants given con­

ditional pre-trial release by the court. Such defendants are those not 

qualified for release on recognizance or for percentage cash bail. In'the first 

year of the CVS program, the 39 people assigned to volunteers had a "no show" 

rate of about 2.6%; in the program's second year, the rate for 34 people was 

about 12%. These figures compare with a "no show" rate reported to be at about 

6% for other defendants given pretrial release. No rigorous effort was made to 

create experimental conditions for measuring volunteer effectiveness. CVS now de­

emphasizes volunteer assignments for this purpose because of low client numbers 

and qJestionable results.39 

10 test the effect of volunteers on recidivism, limited data was collected 

about the re-arrest rate of clients during each year of the program. In 1975-

76, volunteer clients had a 21% re-arrest rate; in 1976-77, that rate was 13%. 

Various studies conducted by the Adult Probation Department have found recidivism 

rates from 29% to 49%. Tentatively, CVS results look very positive, but there 

are· numerous considerations weakening the val idity of any comparisons with 

other probation activities. "Recidivism" was equated with re-arrest in CVS 

, 3~ApparentlY, many persons released each year under Philadelphiais ROR pro­
gram"are placed in residential or in-patient programs, so that they at'e. subject 
to considerable control. Volunteers are assigned to clients among those not so 

1,) placed, and this may help explain the second year's higher' "no-show" rate. 
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figures, for example, while other studies have addressed conviction rates as a 

measure of recidivism. The clients served by volunteers may be an unrepresenta­

tive sample of all those served by probatfon, and no effQrt was made to introduce 

an experi~ental design to comparison of "volunteer" and "non-volunteer" groups. 

Fi na lly, wh il e CVS fi gures are for each year of the program, the rates in other 

studies may be for the entire probation period. It appears that a more t'igorous 
, 

assessment of volunteer effectiveness must await conclusion of the "Intensive 

Services Delivery and Assessment" program now underway in Philadelphia. 

Conclusion 

As a vehicle for improving public understnading and involvement in the 

criminal justice system, while providing additional manpowet' resources, this 

has been an effective program. In these respects it accomplishes part of 

what was called for in applicable standards of the National Advisory Commis-

sion. Data are inconclusive, however, about the cost and benefits of the 

program in comparison with full-time probation officers, about its effect in two 

areas of heavi'est volunteer involvement: (1) crime reduction~as reflected by 

re~idivism rates of persons served by volunteer probation aides; and (2) delays 

in the criminal justice process caused by failures-to-appear by defendants 

given pre-trial release with volunteer aides assigne9. 
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COURT VOLUNTEEn SERVICES (CVS) 

Evaluation Source Documents 

Philad~lphia Court of COI11T1(m Plea~, Adult Probation Department, Court Volunteer 
Servi ces, uAnnua 1 Report 1976-1977 11 (unpubl i shed report, July 1977)'. 

___ , "CVS: People Helping People" (brochure, 1976). 

"S,taff Manual" (1977). 

---::-' "Re,'0rt for Month of June 1976; Progress Report for the Year [July 1975-
June 1976]" (unp~blished report, July 1976). 

___ , Volunteer Packet (undated). 

Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews and 
from the general source documents listed above at the beginning of this report. 
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COURT REPORTING: 
vorCE HRITING IMPLEMENTATION 

Court reporting in,volves two major functions: recording trials and 

other court proceedings; and when needed, transcribing the record of these 

proceedings. In recent years, Philadelphia courts (like other court sy;tems 

thoughout the country) have h~d marked increases in case volume that have 

strained the capacity of traditional court-reporting methods, creating de­

lays in transcript production and increased costs. 

This subproject was intended to explore voice writing as an alternative 

to the machi ne-shorthand ('·s tenotype") method of court reporti n9. In the 

stenotype method, a reporter records proceedings by machine, then usually dic­

tates his notes by tape recorder for himself or a typist to use in preparing 

a transcript of the record. In the voice-\'/riting method, microphones are 

used to record one or more courtroom speakers on mul ti -track audio tape" whil e 

the reporter simultaneously dictates the proceedings on a separate channel of 

the tape, using stylized diction to give transcriber instructions, speaker 

identification and p~nctuation. The tape can then be transcribed by the re­

porter or a typist. 40 

I. History and Present State of Voice Hriting Implementation 

In 1974, Philadelphia courts were faced with a ·sizeable backlog in transcript 

production. The initial ECP grant app'lication singled out the court system's 

40For di scussi ons of voi ce writi ng and other court reporti ng techn; ques, see 
National Center for State Courts, Mana ement of Court Re ort;n Services, '[herein­
after, Management of Reporting] {pp. 27-34 August 1976 ; ~'ulti-Track Voice Hriting: 
An Evaluation of a New Court Reporting Technigue, [hereinafter, Voice I~riting Evalu­
ation} pp. 3-4 (October 1973); or Selection of 'a Court Reporting Method for the 
Oregon District Courts, pp. 4-5 (May 1973). i 

94 



~~ ... ~ .. ~ ... ~ ... ~ .. ~~._.~ ... _~.~ ... ~. __ ~ __ .~ ... ~. ~_~. __ ~~_~.~._~~==~=========~~====~~==_.=_ ... = __ ===~R===_==~~==~==~.~~~~~=~~=--.-. 
I 

\ 

I 
I 

I 
I' 
I 

exclusive reliance on the stenotype court-reporting tech~ique as one important 

r~ason for the backlog. 41It was observed that the stenotype method involves 

three steps--recording, dictation, and typing--while voice writing eliminates 

the dictation step. The stenotype method was thus seen to impose demands pn 

personnel and time resources that would be reduced by introduction of the two­

step voice writing technique. 

Another reason why stenotype was seen contributing to backlog problems It/as 

that the length of time necessary to train a person in the stenol;ype method-­

usually two years--created a shortage of qualified and reliable stenotype re-

porters, thereby increasing the cost of their services. The voice. writing 

technique, on the other hand, had been found in a federally-funded study to 

require only six months training in order for trainees to become competent 

court reporters. 42 

For both of these reasons, further experimentation with voice writing 

was considered to have great potential for reducing costs and transcript 

delay. The ECP subproject was to be a pilot program in which Mr. Joseph 

Gimell;, originator of the Gimelli method of voice writing, would serve asa 

consul tant to partici pate in selection of prospective voice wri ters and over­

see a training program that would last from eight to 24 weeks, depending on the 

progress of individual trainees. At the end of the trai~ing program, a voice 

ii~' 41ECP Phas·e I Grant Application, page G-2. 

42See Voice Writing Evaluation, pp. 19-41. Voice writers trained under 
this study performed very well in reporter examinations given for federal 
courts, New YorK, New Jersey and Massachusetts. In a field evaluation phase 
of the study~ voice writers recording actua1 civil and crjminal proceedings 
in several jurisdictions (including Philadelphia: (:id., pp'~' 68-69) were wel1-
received by judges and administrators. 

95 
" 



! 
i 
! 
I 

I 
f 

I 
Y" 
i 

I 
I 
i 
l 

! 

I 
I 
I 
\ 
1 

\ 
I 

writer pool was to be created. The impact of the pool on transcript backlo2 

.could be measured, and the performance of voice writer under actual working 

conditions could be evaluated. 43 

As first contemplated in the initia~ ECP grant application, this sub­

project was to have a three-year budget of $321,442 (of this amount, $117,633 

was to be spent in the fi rst y~ar). 44 After the del aysexperi enced in imp 1 e- . 

mentation of ECP Phase I and the· sharp reduction of LEAA funding for Phase II, 

however, it was decided not to provide continuation funding for voice writing 

,impl ementati on. 

In fact, much 1 egs than the $117,633 or; gi na lly all oca ted for Phase I of 

the subproject was actually spent for it. Over 60% of the first-year budget 

was intended to provide salaries for voice writer trainees and add'itional typists. 

But after ECP began it was decided that voice writer trainees must be selectp.~ 

from candidates who were already court employees paid from the court system's 
.:{ 

operating budget. Consequently, no federal funding was provided for voice­

writer trainees; furthermore, no typists were hir~d because of training delays. 

In May 1975, eleven months after the date of the original ECP grant appli­

cation, sixty court employees took the court reporter examination administered 

by the personnel department of the city. len people passed the test, and nine 

of the successful examinees were selected by a screening committee for voice 

writer'training. Mr. Gimelli, the consultant overseeing selection and in­

struction of trainees, was not satisfied with the constraints imposed on the 

selection process by the requirement that court employment be a condition of 

eligibility. He observed that even those finally selected for training all had 

43ECP Phase I-Grant Application, pp. G-5 to G-7. 
44 lsi:, pp. VII - XI. 
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deficiencies in language and typing skills that would have disqualified 

them under standards he would otherwise have applied.45 

In September 1975, fifteen months after the,ECP grant application, the 

voice writer training program began with seven students. Because all of the 

trainees were full-time employees, training sessions were scheduled for late 

weekday afternoons and Saturday mornings, over a l3-week period. Pressures 

associated with suc~ a schedule caused three trainees to drop out before 

completion of the program. Problems were aggravated by difficulties in pro­

curing suitable equiPment. 46 

One facet of the training program was to place the trainees in actual 

court sessions. Resistance to the voice writers from stenotype reporters 

was anticipated. But the voice writing subproject coordinator tried to 

assign voice writers in a manner that would avoid problems with stenotype 

reporters. The trainees were uniformly well received by judges; and, with 

. t t t' 47 some exceptl0ns, steno ype repor ers were coopera lye. 

Upon completion of the training program in January 1976, the four re­

maini'ng students were administered a test by Mr. Gimelli requiring a performance 

level equalling or exceeding standards for court, reporter qualifying tests in 

most juri sdi cti ons throughout the country ~8 All four performed very well 

(scoring 97%.or hig~er, with 95% considered a passing grade). In February 1976, 
. -

the same four people took the qualifying examination for court reporters. and 

two passed. (When the same test was adininistered earlier in the same ,month, 

only three of seventeen stenotypists taking it were successful.) 

45Joseph Gimel1i, tetter to J. Denis Moran, with general report of ESP 
voice writer training program, work summary, and invoice for services at:~ched 
[hereinafter, Gimelli letter] (February 20, 1976). 

46ECP Progress Report, p. 5 (June 1975). 
47Gimel1i letter, Student Summary, p. 7. 

48lQ.., p.' 6. 
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Present State 

In the months following the administration of the February 1976 examin-

ation, there were no further activities in the voice writing subproject. It 

was not refunded under the ECP continuation grant. Not until August 197? was 

one of the two successful voice writer examinees appointed as a reporter, in 

the court system's mental heaTth unit. In December 1976, that reporter was 

finally transferred to the general court reporter pool, and her place in the 

menta 1 health unit was taken by the other voi ce wri ter who passed the Februa ry 

1976 examination. One person interviewed during this evaluation attributes 

the problems experienced in the further implementation of voice writing to 

, the active resistance of stenotype reporters to the new technique, and to the 

absence of more active judge support for voice writers. Equipment apparently 

poses an additional problem, since the machines now available for voice-writer 

use are seen as out-dated. Procurement of newer cassette tape machines, that 

are more portable, use tapes more easily stored when completed, and allowing 

easier in-court change of tapes, is seen as an important step necessary for 

increased capacity to implement the voice-writing technique in the Philadelphia 

Courts. 

11. Conunentary 

In the National Advisory Commission's volume of standards and goals for 

the courts, it is recpmmended that courts make a major effort to reduce transcript 

delay, either through technological innovation or increased personnel, with the 

goal of having transcripts on appeal available within thirty days after the 

close of trial.49 vJhile the voice w~iti-ng implementation effort as originally 

491~AC, Courts, Recommendation 6.1. 
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conceived might clearly have been such a "major effort~ in the area of techno~ 

logical innovation, considerations wholly unrelated to the merits and internal 

operation of the subproject helped assure its inability to approach the national 

standard. Producing two persons able to qualify as court reporters, who ,were 

not assigned as reporters until 18 months or more after the completion of its 

training program, the subproject achieved no results measurable in terms of the 

NAC recommendation. 

As mentioned above, the voice writer training program operated for 13 

weeks from September 1975 to January 1976. Each week there were two three-hour 

formal training sessions and two two-hour practice sessions. Thus the program . 
consisted of 78·hours (six hours per week for 13 weeks) of formal training f? 
and 52 hours (four hours per week for 13 weeks) of informal practice sessions. 

This amount of time for training is considerably less than the amount considered 

optimal for voice writer training, even for students with more formal education 

and greater language and typing skills than those participating in the Philadelphia 

program. 50That two of the program;s trainees qualified by examination to be 

court reporters after such a comparatively short program is a testament not only 

to the quality of the training methods employed, but also to the talent and de­

termination of the successful trainees. 

50ln Voice Writing Evaluation, a 1973 study of the voice writing technique 
by the National Center for State Courts, six trainees in Atlanta, Georgia, were 
given 89 hours of class instruction and an average of 83 hours of practice time 
over a three-month period. In Washington, D.C., fourt:een students received over 
13a)~ours of classroom instruction and an average of r~7 hours informal practice 
time over an intensive five-week period. Almost all of these students had at 
least some college education, and most possessed uhdergraduate degrees. Given 
standard court reporter examinations for three jurisdictions, nineteen of the 
twenty trainees in the study achieved passing grades. Tt1le study concluded that 
additional classroom instruction and in-court internship, totalling 99-150 hours, 
would improve the training program. 
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Conel usions 

Given the constraints under whieh it operated, the Voice Writing imple­

mentation program must be considered a remarkable Success. Severe limitations 

were imposed on the subproject, including: 

(1) a drastic cutback in. available funding; 

(2) restriction of the pool of possible candidates; 

{3} reduced and inconvenient training hours. 

Yet, under such les~-than-optimal conditions, the program was able in 13 weeks 

to pY'oduce graduates able to pass an examination for which stenotype reporters 

must train for twenty-four months or more. 
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COURT REPORTING: 
VOICE WRITING IMPLEMENTATION 

Evaluation Suurce Documents 

Gimell i, J., letter to J. Denis Moran, with attachments: general 
report of EC~ voice writer training program, work summary, and in­
voice for services (February 20,.1976). 

Philadelphia Court of Co~on Pleas, Exemplary Court Project, Progress 
Reports dated June 30, 1975 [cited in text as ECP Progress Report (June 
1975)], September 30, 1975, and June 30, 1976. . . 

Philadelphia ECP Refunding Evaluation Team, Rep)rt, "Voice Writing 
Refunding Evaluation Report," pp. 108-117 (1976 . 

See the beginning of the report for general source documents relied 
upon in making this evaluation. . 
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MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING UNIT 

Created as part of the administrative apparatus of the ECP, the manage-

ment and planning unit aiding the ECP Coordinator (initially called the Pro-

ject Management Unit) was lito create, train, and operate an aggressive manage­

ment team which will approach Jdentified problem areas in the criminal justice 

system w~erein the Standards and Goals have not been achieved and to develop 

recommendations for the most'efficient and effective means of bringing the present 

operations in line with the standards and goals as set forth by the National 

Advisory Commission." 51 Subsequent name changes point to changes in duties. 

In the Phase II grant ~pplication, the unit is referred to as the Management, 

Evaluation and Planning Unit. 52 A further change is seen in the "Condition 8/1 

Document, which refers to the component as the Management and Planning Unit. 53 

I. History and Present State of Unit 

Initially, the Management and Planning Unit of ECPwas conceived as a 

menas of providing training opportunities for new middle management positions. 

In the formative period of the project a deficiency was seen to exist in sp.lect­

ing and preparing staff for new responsibilities. This. early training emphasis 

was rejected in the 1973 Court Impact Plan in favor of a program planning capacity;54 

however, v.estiges have remained. 

51 ECP Phase I Grant Application, p. K-4. 

S2ECP Phase II Grant Application, p. A-2. 

53/1Conditio~ 8" Document, p. 20. 

54The Court Impact Pl.an sought to guage shortfalls fn the attainment of NAC 
standards by Philadelphia courts. A 1976-77 "Delphi/l survey was conducted by the 
Management Unit at the reEjuest of the President Judge. The survey, seeking to 
assess planning needs, indicated a change in the role of the unit. 
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The Phase I grant application set the three-year budget for this unit 

at $1,126,000. As with the other subprojects, its budget was cutback sharply to 

$682,000. (Actual allocation of federal funds to the unit in Phase I and II 

was reported to be only $271,905, of which $51,525 was for rent to house PJIS 

and Management staff.) 

The unit set about evaluating and remedying deficiencies in a series of 

nine court standards as applied in Philadelphia. The unit also expanded its 

tasks to embrace planning for the long and short term needs of the court. 

Gradually the unit also undertook a wide range of tasks (including responses 

to a substantial number of information requt:sts) which, although not initi.ally 

assigned, were regarded as important to overall project success. 55 

Much of the work of the unit, determined simply by reference to the grant 

applications and subsequent reports, was to be in attaining or exceeding NAC 

recommendations in nine areas. The first year grant application developed in 

1973 listed the nine targeted goals to be the focus of the Management Unit. The 

1973 Court Impact Plan served as the basis from which the respective standards 

were selected. In some instances, between the application and full activation 

of the unit, goals had beeri reached. In other instances, goals reached after 

the establishment of the unit were the result of prior work and cannot properly 

be'cred·ited to the unit. 

First to be addressed was Courts Standard 4.2 concerning citation and 

summons in l-;eu of arrest. After repeating the requirements of the standard, 

the "Condition 8" Document asserts that "Philadelphia is presently in line \'lith 

Standard 4.2. /156 While the "Condition 8" Document is silent on the role of 
.~ 

55See Exhibit 12 below.for a partial list of accomplishments claimed 
by the unit. 

56"Condition 8/1 Document, p. 23. 
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Exhibit 12. Accomplishments Claimed by ECP Management, 
Evaluation and Planning Unit 

, " 

Developed procedure for payments to court-appointed counsel. 
Developed poverty standards for appointment of the public defender. 
Developed procedure (including computerization) for revocation-of-
probation heari ngs. . 

• Developed local confidentiality guidelines for PJIS. 
• Prepared booklet on the Philadelphia Courts for the Office of Public 

Information. 
Developed Pre-Sentence Psychiatric Form. 

· Conducted study, security of case files. 
· Prepared victimless crime report. 

Conducted two extensive recidivism studies. 
• Prepared r(lport on Fair Trial/Free Press issue. 

Conducted courtroom security study. 
Produced Court's Monthly Statistical Report. 
Developed paper on CAT for national distribution. 

• Redesigned Witness Subpoena Form. 
Prepared cost study on court operations. 
Conducted survey of all computer reports. 
Developed procedure for 60-day report. 

· Conducted security survey for Sheri ff' s Offi ce. 
Developed Attorney "20 Case Rule" report. 

• Helped to develop case weights for the Pennsylvania State Court 
Administrator's Office. 

• Redid Municipal Court Transcript and Bail Form. 
Developed continuance report. 
Developed jury utilization report. 
Prepared booklet supporting request for judicial raises. 
Conducted Delphi Survey to assess court needs. 

• 'Developed analysis of robbery cases. 
• Prepared Second Year ECP Grant Application. 
• Prepared four budget modifications for First Year ECP Grant 

Application. 
Maintained list of all ECP employees for EEO compliance, served on 
EEO committee. 
Jnv01ved in Sentencing Guideline Project. 
Involved in implementation of 1I0ne-Day, One-Trial II Jury System. 
Prepared report on peremptory challenges. 
Prep~red reports for Court's Committee on ECP. 
Conducted analysis of court reporter transcripts. 
Developed report on national mandatory sentencing patterns. 

• Prepared paper on planning process. 
· Assessed impact of impending court rules. 

Prepared statistical pages for Court's Annual Report~ 
Prepared report on arbitration program. 
Prepared numerous special statistical reports. 

· Work on ECP budget and regular court operating budget .. 
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the Unit in this effort, the second-year grant applicationS? refers to the 

Unit's work in designing the citation form. The Unit also developed proceduj"cs 

and revised the assessment fee scale to extend the concepts to other areas. 

The Management Unit did develop a citation and surrmons form to be used in the 

recommended procedures. 

Courts Sta.ndard 4.3 reccmnends that preliminary head ngs not be avai 1-

able in misdemeanor prosecutions. Unit staff, after an extensive study of 

the "arraignment" procedure in Philadelphia, concluded that the stage should 

not be eliminated, since this procedure is used for setting bail and assur-

ing adequate representation. The study concluded that its abolition would 

disrupt caseflow and result in additional requests for continuances. 

The standard, 4.10, on pretrial motions and conferences was also the 

subject of a unit report. 58 This study d'iscussed ,the experience in other 

~ jurisdictions and the likely consequences of adoption of omnibus hearings in 

Philadelphia. It was recommended that discovery be expanded and that a check-

list for prosecution and defense be adopted to facilitate the use of the 

hearing. At the time of the recommendation, Pennsylvania rules provided for 

limited discovery and because the standard would permit extensive discovery, 

the report was not acted upon. Subsequently the Pennsylvania Supreme Court 

relaxed discovery by rule and the unit staff asked that the form checklist 

which had been developed be adopted. Only then did the unit learn that the 

Philadelphia Bar, proceeding independently, had undertaken a similar study 

and .p!.o?uced, similar forms which w~re acceptab.le to the Court., 

S7 Eep Phase II Grant Application, pp. A-18, A-19. 

58Management, Evaluation and Planning Unit, "Omnibus Hearing Repor,t" 
(August 13, 1975). 
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General Court Regulation 73.9 "Application for Continuances" meets the 

requirement of Courts Standard 4.12 on continuances. The unit, however, as an 

ongoing task monitors continuance rates. This has been a significant effort, 

,including development of continuance. codes, coding procedures, training and 
, 

des; gn of three court forms. A monthly report on conti nuance and the enforC:;cr:-

ment of the continuance rule has been used to reduce the continuance rate. 

The unit was responsible to study the attainment of Courts Standard 4.13 s 

Jury Selection. An analysis of data collected ana reconmendations to support 

judicial voir dire of jurors was approved and implemented by the court. In 

addition, the unit completed a study on preemptory challenges recommending 

that in capital offenses ten challenges be allotted to each litigating party. 

Judicial leaders proposed and submitted proposed legislation for this pur-

pose which has not been acted upon. Subsequently,the Pennsylvania Supreme Court· 

ruled the death penalty unconstitutional and, as capital o.ffenses had been 

abolished, local court rules could limit challenges to the levels recommended 

in the unit report. 

Jury size and composition, the subject of Courts Standard 4.14, was 

the subject of another unit study. An inquiry, completed in early 1976, 

analyzed the use qf six and twelve person juries. It was asserted that 

six-person criminal jury panels would be,desireable,lIfrom a cost/benefit 

perspective." . The unit also began production of bi-annual reports on jury usage. 

The steps taken to reduce non-productive'time by the jurors were apparently 

regarded as beyond the 'scope of the unit's duties and use of the data generated 

,by the unit remains unclear. This may be related to the relatively independent 

status af the jury corrrnissioner who is elected by the Bo.~rd of Judges. Recent in­

creased cooperation with the jury commissioner in relying on the unit statisti­

cal information may have the effect sought in the standard. 
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Although several steps had been taken toward attaining Standard 4.15, 

the trial of criminal cases, the goal of the exemplary court project and the. 

management unit in particular is not explicit. The unit, which was not 

assigned general responsibility to improve court procedures directly~ did, 

reView the comprehensive appraisal and analysis of Philadelphia criminal and 

civil court rules completed by the law clerk to the president judge. The 

publication of the final product, a compilation of the local court rules, . 

was a responsibility of the unit. Unit staff also wrote a standard operating 

procedures manual detailing steps in court operations. The manual is now 

being revised and published in monthly installments. As part of this stan­

dard, the unit also developed a series of questions to be used by judges at 

voir dire and recommended extension of the court day, to begin at 9 a.m. rat~er 

than 10 a.m. Efforts by the unit to foster a conflict-free scheduling project 

as part of PJIS were frustrated by curtailment of funding and by difficulties 

faced by PJIS. 

One of the efforts of the unit in attaining ~tandard 4.15 related to 

the organization of Philadelphia's first judicial training seminar which 

focused on sentencing disparities. 59 At one point the unit intended to 

cooperate with the presentence study unit on the sentencing guideHnes study. 

Original plans envisioned the parallel development of guidelines by three re­

searchers. This triplication of effort viaS founded upon a similar approach 

taken by the sentencing team 'in the project being conducted at the State Uni­

versity of New York, Albany, School of Criminal Justice but was abandoned in 

Philadelphia when a researcher left and when the unit lost its programmer for 
.,. 

the project. The sentencing guidelir.es study is continuing in the presentence unit. 
il 

59The Judicial Training Seminar involved over 200 participants and about 
20 guest speakers. The Unit was responsible"for preparing a grant application 
and\for actual conference planning. 
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Standards )5.1 and 15.2 relate to the court component and responsibility 

in the developme::Jt of a plan in the ~'lent of a mass disorder. The unit was 

active in this, preparing first an abbreviated "emsrgency court" plan and 

then a more detailed work requiring extensive coordination. The latter plan 

included the police department's emergency mobilization manual, the municipal 

courts' emergency guidelines, family courts' emergency plan, district attorney's 

office emergency provisions, Philadelphia prisons emergency plan and details 

for transportation and meals for detentioners and court personnel- as well as 

procurement of supplies. 

Along with the work on specific standards the unit was designed to 

serve as the management arm of the Exempl ary Court Project executive 

director. Apart from the substantive work of the project there have arisen 

three major, and continuing, procedural problems which have dampened overall 

project performance. 

Attempts to conform, for a large number of employees, with EEO hiring 

requirements, resulted in long delays in several component projects. While 

the courts had complied previously in individual cases, compliance in the 

many projects within this grant, while serving a laudable and 'necessary purpose, 

significantly delayed performance. Schedules of subprojects which might other­

wise have been amenable to coordination were disrupted as effective starting 

dates were shifted. Although the project coordinator was heavily involved in 

assuring compliance, his own management unit was among the most severly handi­

capped by the hiring delay's. 

The PJIS component, regarded by many as the centerpiece of the ECP, became 

the object of spirited debate over confidentiality of information as discussed 

elsewhere in this report. ThePJIS controversy consumed much of the ECP 
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gration of the management unit into ECP operations. The 'management unit 

itself had little direction, power or liaison responsibility with the PJIS 

staff by which it could effectively aid the coordinator. 

A substantial LEAA funding cutback in the second year grant adversely' 

affe~ted the management unit as it had several other subprojects. Research 

avenues were abandoned, new staffing was curtailed and liaison with some 

disappointed staff members became more difficult. 

Present State of Unit 

The management unit is now regarded as a planning and research group 

and much of its work can be classified within these areas. In review1ng.work 

products of the unit a mix of planning/research and administrative/managerial 

functions is often discernable. In several instances staff have been asked 
" 
1\ 

to 'uncover a probl em, then to recommend and carry out means of improvement 

without the necessary authority. The rift between the research and the 

operational duties is traceable in part to the grant applications, which require 

, both standards and goal s attainment and monitoring of others. 

I I. Commentary 

Although under a single project leader, the ECP subprojects do not 

(except in that they relate to NAC standards and goa'ls) function in a coor­

dinated way. The executive director In the discharge of his duties was to 

look toward the management unit to aid in monitoring the work of the subprojects, 

although unit staff'members did not consider this responsitility as clearly dele­

gated to the unit. While liaison with the subprojects directors was the responsi­

bility of the executive director, it was to be exercised·l·through the management 

unit. Sensing the value of greater coordination for the ECP director, the 

management unit undertook a more comprehensive liaison role. However actively 
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involved it became in liaison, the unit was also to maintain the detachment 

necessary for evaluation and recommendation on refunding decisions. Tension 

between these often conflicting roles was often resolved by favoring simple 

liaison over evaluation and monitoring. 

Whether the two executive directors, in their respective terms, could 

reasonably have been expected to coordinate and control activities of de­

partments and agencies over which they had little or no control is a central 

problem in evaluating the overall project!s success. Projects within the 

office of the district attorney or the probation department posed various 

coordination problems where subprojects required cooperation from city agencies 

outside ECP, coordination was even more difficult. 

Difficulty in isolating the effective area of control by the executive 

director was heightened when that control was delegated to a subproject. 

The management un; t was to moni tor the progress of each of the other 

subprojects for reports to the executive director. Although the management 

staff beli"eved there was an. insufficient mandate for'this duty, .'the second 

year grant app1ication expressly states that the "executive director through 
.<--' 

the managemen,t unit is responsible for monitoring the progress and documentation 

on each of the standards and goals project." As earlier described, the circum­

scription of the executive director's monitoring rol~ resulted in confusion 

in the unit through which 'this function was to be carried out. Criticisms 

could then have been directed not at the components or personalities involved, 

but at the organizational model (wherein the responsibility appears to have 

exceeded the authority). 

The organizational and functional relations of the ECP executive director 

with the management unit needed adjustment; defects in the relati6nship 

doubtless contributed to some of the overall project shortfalls. Ideally 

the executive director should have, in concert with an advisory group, set 
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policy for in-house operations and subproject relations and s~ould ha~e 

guided the work of the management unit. With clearly delegated authority froP'! 

the executive director, management unit staff could actively have served as 

liaison with other components. This duty, properly executed, would have increased 

the credibility of the unit as it went forward with research and development 

and planning activities in support of operational units. Assured that internal . . . . 

relations among subprojects were carried out smoothly, the executive direct,or 
I 

coul~ have turned to external relations to stimulate support for the projects. 

Many problems faced by the unit were the effect of its d,elayed entry into 

the operational setting. The unit experienced longer delays than other ele­

ments in the EEO compliance period and as a consequence has been regarded as 

a "late addition" by other units. Established relations among other projects 

were no_t mOdi.!ied. t~. assure acceptance "of the ~a.n~g.ement uni~~.s .,?y~rv~e~ role~ 

Perhaps if the unit had been given the opportunity to join in establishing 

measures of perf'.~1T1ance, other projects would have been more receptive to its 

role and would have benefited from the guidance afforded by such measures. As 

a result of these organizational factors the unit has not been fully integrated, 

and the individual talents of its staff members have not been best used. 

T'i1e unit was somewhat more successful in work on the several standards 

described above. However, even in these areas limit~d distribution of its many 

publications of findings diminished the value as an exemplar for other projects. 

Al though one of the tasks of the unit was the preparation of a quarterly ECP 

newsletter, "ExCePtions," to report on the progress of the project, that publi­

cation~ppeared only irregularly, due in significant part to delays in the start­

up and progress of subprojects. The unit published some articles, aided in the 

preparation of brochures and a slide presentation for 'other subprojects, and 

supplied inforrration on an individual basis. 
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Conclusions 

Continued nationwide emphasis in judicial planning may yet vitalize tbe 

management unit, which should be strengthened and given the active support of 

project leaders' and the court as a whole. If the assignment of planning rGS­

ronsibilities is to be meaningful the views and plans of'the unit should Iy~ 

f!iven full hearing~ and, if ear'ned, credence. Court policymakers should view 

the work of the unit as a resource in making management decisions~ and they 

should clarify its responsibility and authority; ... Jithout this the continuation 

of the unit would not be justified. To date, assessing what has been achielf~:d 

in the light of the money expended and the people involved, the unit can only 

be regarded as marginally successful. 
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MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING UNIT 

.'f 

the sources relied upon in ~he preparation of this'section are the 

qeneral source documents listed above at the beginning of the report. 
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APPENDIX 

COMMENTS ON JUSTICE COMMISSION QUESTIONS 

On February 28, 1978, a draft copy of this evaluation report was 
submitted to the Governor's Justice Commission of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl­
vania. Certain salient issues, while treated in the main body of the report, 
are highlighted here in response to six questions posed by Thomas J. Brennan, 
Executive Director of the Justice Commission, in a letter dated Marc~ 27, 1978. 

Question: 

Comment: 

~stion: 

What are the factors that contributed to discontinuation of the 
line booking system? What happened to police/court cooperation? 

The police were concerned with three factors: 

1) The full cost of enteri n9 the information was borne by 
the police. 

2) Confidentiality of some of the police information may 
have been compromised in passing it on to other agencies. 

3) While the police were providing the input for the system, 
they were not receiving the projected outputs from the 
PJIS. 

Cooperation broke down because of the reasons cited above and be­
cause of the widespread feeling, prevalent after the funding cut­
back, that PJIS would never reach operational status. 

With hindsight, it appears that the City was oversold on the value 
of the project. What lessons have been learned regarding such things 
as (l) having hardware developers involved in the design stages, and 
(2) the type of political/administrative setup that would be appro­
priate for a large single criminal justice computer system? 

Comment: In answer to the first part of the question, the design of a PJIS­
like system shoud be undertaken at the direction of the court sys­
tem's own policy makers and with the assistance of a technically­
qualified internal staff or consultants. Unless there are over­
riding special considerations, it would be unwise to involve hard­
ware developers in the design stages of such a project because of 
the possibility that the design will be tailored in their own in­
terest. 

Before addressing the second part of the question it is worth con­
sidering a more basic one: is it desirable to undertaKe such a 
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of the diversity of the participants? The participants come 
from different branches of government, which have been guided in 
their actions by the separation of powers concept, central to our 
form of government. FQrther, the relations of the participants 
cuts across federal state and local levels of-government. These 
differences in roles and responsibilities often do not promote a 
spirit of cooper~tion. 

While the quality of leadership and the composition of the policy 
board are important factors in creating a political and adminis­
trative setting conducive to an effective criminal justice computer 
system, the most important ones may even be more basi c: 

• The provision for an adequate and continuing source 
of financing. _ 

• Substantial agreement by all parties concerned, in­
c;luding citizens;,of-.:tbe..:des.irability of the project. 

• The resolution of related issues such as confidenti­
ality of information. 

Question: Given the federal funding problems and less than anticipated re­
sources, would it have been better to cut out more subprojects, 
thereby concentrating on implementing a few separate projects? 

Comment: Not necessarily. One option would have been to apply all of the 
remaining resources toPJIS: it is not clear that that course 
would have produced any better results. The alternative chosen 
permitted many of the other subprojects to proceed to completion 
with some beneficial results. 

Question: 

Comment: 

To what extent was there overall coordination? Who was making 
decisions and what did they do or not do which affected the project? 

In the last analysis, project leadership must bear the responsibility 
for the results. However, two factors, the project environment and 
problems in the use of the project's management and planning unit, 
hindered coordination of the pro~ect. 

Project environment: 8ecausethe projects were of such a 
diverse nature, ranging from computer system to sentencing, 
coordination of SUbstantive undertakings Was rendered in­
herently difficult, i.e., there may have been nothing to 
coordinate. Many of the subprojects, such as witness utili­
zation, district attorney's management information system 
(DAMIS), were outside the direct control of the courts. Ex­
acerbating the difficulty of coordination even further was 
the varying start-up times of the subprojects. 

,II 

Problems in .the use of the project's planning and management 
unit: The project coordinator di d not make effective use of 
the planning and management unit. Two factors are important! 
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- The coordinator did not establish a clear mandate 
for the unit. 

- The coordinator and the unit did not have a close 
working relationship. 

The management and planning unit's effort was compromised further 
because it did not have continuing access to court policymakers,. 

The placement of the management and planning unit within the or­
ganizational structure, under the project coordinator,. made it 
difficult for the unit to conduce evaluations effectively. The 
cornerstone of evaluation, according to the U.S. General Account­
ing Office, is that the evaluators must have an independent status. 
One way to accomplish this would have been to have the management 
and planning unit report directly to ECP policymakers. 

Question: How and to what extent did local problems affect the project? 

Comment: The following local problems affected the project significantly. 

• Community resistance to automated criminal records. 
The delay associated with the court's attempt to apply 
EEO guidelines on a wide-scale basis .. 

• The turnover in court leadership. 
• The police withdrawal of support for the on-line booking 

component of PJIS. 
Potential conflict of interest involved in IBM's role. 

question: Were the state guidelines for privacy and security followed? 

Comment: The state guidelines did riot bear directly upon the results of PJIS. 
However, the formulation of local guidelines and the knowledge of 
the preparation of state guidelines stimulated a public debate, 
which contributed to the PJIS delay_ (ECP policy apparent1y was 
to follow the most restrictive'elements of either state or local 
guidelines.) . 
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