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INTRODUCTION

In September 1977 the Governor's Justice Commission for the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania engaged the services of the Nationaivcénter for State
Courts for a final evaluation of the Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary
Court Project. This projectf(hereinaffer referred to simply as ECP)
begun in 1974, was ihtended as é comprehenéiye three—year_effort to achieve
for Philadelphia the status of a "Model Standards and Goals City" for the
Uhited States. The "standards and goals" under consideration were to be thdse
promuigated in 1973 by the Natioha] Aavisory Comm}ssion on Criminal Justice
‘Standards and ‘Goals (N‘AC).1 |

The NAC standards have served as the starting point for this evaluation.
The evaluation team sought to detegﬁine the extent to which relevant NAC stan-
dards were achieved in Philadelphia through ECP. Another source of evaluative
criteria were the grant application documents2 by which Philadelphia sought
federal funding assistance from the U.S. Department qf Justice, Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA). These doéhments set forth not only

the NAC standards considered significant to the varijous subprojects within

ECP, but aTso the objectives and anticipated results or benefits to be échieved‘

<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). .

: 2Phi1ade1phia»Court of Common Pleas, Philadelphia Standards and Goals Ex-
‘emplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Bpplication (June 3, 1974) (cited here-
after as ECP Phase I Grant-Application); Philadeliphia Standards and Goals Ex-

~emplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application (July 1, 1976) (rejected by
~ LEAA, cited hereafter as ECP Phase II Grant Application.(Draft)); and Philadel-
- phia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Discretionary Grant Application
- {September 27, 1976) (approved by LEAA, cited hereafter as ECP Phase Il Gran.
. Application). R . o ‘ o '
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by the subprojects. A final source of eva]uat1ve measures was the body of

scholarly and professional 1iterature address1ng topic areas in which ECP

subprojects operated., The eva]uation,feported here thus sought to meaSUre

ECP wite reference to national standards, by tHe criteria set out for ECP,

by its own leadership, and by criteria set forth by knowledgeable eommentate?k.
The evaluation process itse]fﬁwasfcarried out between October 1977 and.

February 1978'.3 After preparatory review of 1iterature‘app1icab1e to ECP, the

evaluators conducted interviews in PhiTadeiphia with thosa involved in ECP and

collected reports and other documents about actiyities in the overall project

and its coﬁstituent elements. In November and December, preliminary evalu-

ation drafts were written for consideration in follow-up inferviews in early
1978. Final evaluation drafts were then completed and submitted for review
before the final report was comS]eted

In genera] the chapters of thws report are all organ1zed in the same

fashion: after a brief introduction to the subaect matter of the ECP subprOJect

being discussed, there follows a summary of its history and preser+ state Then o

evaluative comments are offered. Varying somewhat from this format are the
chapters on the Philadelphia Justice Informat1on System (PJIS) and the District .
Attorney's Management Information System (DAMIS), about'which the evaluators
were requested, in add1t1on to making eva]uat1ve comments, to suggest options

for the future

=

3A]*hough the ECP grant was extended into 1978 to accomodate this. evalu-
ation, all other ECP activities were comp]eted in September 1977 Lo :
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GENERAL SOURCE DOCUMENTS

During the course of this evaluation, a number of published and un-
published documents have been réviewed. Many of these relate to specific sub-
projects, and they are consequently listed in the body of tﬁis 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., "Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary

Court Project (E.C.P.)(75-DF-03-0003): Refunding Evaluation Report"
(March 22, 1976). ;

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, Correct1ons
(1973) (cited in text as NAC, Corrections, or as Corrections).

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

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

, Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Dis-
3¥\ ~cretionary Grant Application (September 27, 1976) (cited in text as ECP
. Phase II Grant Application).

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

. Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Dis-
cretionary Grant Application (Jdune 3, 1974) (cited in text as ECP Phase
I Grant App]1catvon)

o ,KPh11ade1ph1a Standards and Goals Exemp1ary Court Proaect Dis-
~ cretionalty Grant Application (July 1, 1976) (rejected by LEAA; cited in
 text as ECP Phase II Grant App]ication (Draft)).
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

Development and implementation of the Philadelphia Exemplary Court
Project (ECP)} was unguestionably a bold effort by a court system that has
gone much further than most toward facing and trying to solve the criminal
justice problems of Tate twentjeth—century America. Philadelphia's willing-
ness to become a "laboratory" for operational experimentation with new approaches
is sureiy a testament to the couﬁgge of the political and judicial ieadership
of Phi]ade]phia'and of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. That willingness has
resulted in what may be some very important "]essons learned," not on]y for |
Philadelphia and Pennsylvania, but for court ‘systems throughout the countrv
For ECP did not ach1eve the ends set out for 1t. |
Cons1derat1ons external to the actual operation of ECP had a severe im-

pact on the outcome of the proaect Perhaps the most cruc1a1 of these was a
| drast1c cutback in the federal funding aSsistance upon wnich ECP implementation
was predicated. Whgh thé first ECP grant application was submitted in 1974,
the project's thréé-year budget was projected at a total of over $8 million
(see below Exhibit 1);4 But with delays in‘completion of Phase 1 of ECP and

a changeover in LEAA 1eadership, continuation funding for ECP Phase II was
‘sharply reduced® and funding for Phase ITI eliminated altogether The result
was a total ECP budget less than half that or1gxna]]y contemp1ated as Exh1b1t
2 shows.  No ECP subproject esc;ped the effect of the budget reduction, and

some subprojects were“discontinued.

“See ECP Phase 1 Grant Application. |

5Compare the total budgets for ECP Phase II set out In ECP Phase IT Grant
App11catzon (Drnft) {rejected by LEAA) and ECP Phase II Grant Application (approved
by LEAA for much less money) : BT e '




Exhibit 1 Projected Allocation of ECP Three-Year Budget Among Subprojects,
~ According to Phase I Grant Application®
(Progected Total Budget: $8,878,161)**

Calendar1na Conflict~Free |
Scheduling (one year only):
$50,000

,DAMIS::
$319,586

PJIS:" $2,743,324

Pretrial Investiga-
tion and Warrant

Service Unit:
$953,687

Project Intercept:
$1,496,296

Management and Evaluation:
$1,126,620

Sentencing
Consistency,
Presentence
Study: :
$1,010,933

- Court A
Microfilming:
$289,28]1 ***

~Witness Utilization:

; $357,331 o

CVS: $209,661 ~ )
: Court Report1ng,

Voice Writing: $321 442

* Source ECP Phase I Grant Application, pP VI-XI. \~
** This total includes fringe benefits, indirect costs, and non- federa] match
© %% This subproject was dropped from the grant application before ECP began.

¢
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aCVS:q$113,369

upon Approval of Phase II Grant Application
(Total Budget: $3,526,828)**

Exhibit 2 Projected Allocation of ECP Three-Year Budget Among Subprojects

Ca]endaring; Conflict-Free
Scheduling (Phase I only):
) $50,000

. DAMIS:
$169,580

PJIS: $1,062,468

Pretrial Investigation
and Warran® Service
CUnit: $319,094

Project Intercept:

 Management and Evaluation:
, $616,127

$682,149

He

Witness
©Utilization:
$164,762

G Court Reporting,
Sentencing Consistency, Voice Writing:

Presentence Study: $93,973 ; o $117,633

———.

* SOurces:‘ECP,Phase I Grant Application and ECP Phase II Grant Application.
* This total includes fringe benefits, indirect costs, and non-federal match;
1t‘does%not'include a’budgetfa1TOCationifor expansion of court microfilming.

R
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© Further problems came about because ECP began to build staff by hiring
new people just as Philadelphia and ifs Jjustice elements were coming to terms
with the Tetter and spirit of equal employment opportunity (EEQ) 1egis1ation.'
A number of new staff members had been preliminarily approved for employment
under ECP, but they had to re-apply or delay assumption of ECP positions,
" when pressure for EEQ comp11ance led to a time- consum1ng reformulation of
emp1oyment 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. Many ECP positions were sti11 un-
filled by 1976; and when LEAA Phase II funding was reduced a number of the
unfilled positions were s1mp1y dropped.

ECP included several subprojects, some of which were not addressed in the
evaluation reported here. The subprojects not eveluafed for this report were
(a) ca1endaring: conflict-free scheduling; (b) court,ﬁicrofilming; (c) sen-
tencing consistency; and (d) computer—aided tfanscription..

The centerpiece, of course, of the ECP was the Philadelphia Justice In-
formation System (PJIS). Envisioned as a means to provide a comprehensive data‘
base for processing criminal cases, incorporating input’from 1aw enforcement
agenc1es, prosecutors and the courts, PJIS was to be the heart of an 1ntegraued
criminal justice system. PJIS is now inoperative. Mits present state is in
part the consequence of considerab?e public disageeement and debate about the
confidentiality of public records\1n large data systems, a major social problem ‘
yet to be resolved in our count y Moreover, PJIS was to be the prwmaryyveh1c1e -
for including such separate apd semi—autonomoﬁe public entities as law enforce-
- ment agencies, the district attorney's office, and the'Epurts‘inra~thorough1y

~integrated operating system; but PJIS and the systems appkoach_fell vf%tjm,

3 o
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to the realities of different (dnd sometimes conflicting) organizational
processes wifhin 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 operatioha1.
These matters raise’serious issues about the utility of 13?98; centralized
data systems even for high-volume metropolitan areas. 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
absence of any central authority to guide day-to-day operations and ]imited
personnel resources exacerbated problems for DAMIS arising from the failqre |
of PJIS. As a consequence, DAMIS is only marginally operationa] at |
present. U

Project Intercept represented an effort to improve diversion services,

- and it succeeded in bringing Philadeiphia into substantial accord with NAC

diversion standards. Research conducted under‘Project Intereept concluded
that diversion, with or without-social services, is more economica] than the full
traditional criminal justice process. '

) Tﬁe witness uti]ization'program had three components: a telephone a]ertv
system, a Qitness assembly room, and a bilingual coert information system.
These components helped make the justice process more responsive to the needs
of citizens, although no rigorous effort was'made to provide reliable data on

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




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 (compare funding for this project as
shown 1n Exhibits 1 &nd 2 above) and by hiring delays, the study had pely
Timited results, of little replicability.

To expand involvement of citizen volunteers in the justice process, the
Court VoTunteer Services program was funded under ECP as a continuation of
the Philadelphia adult probation department's 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 tb explore
the feasibility of voice writing as a technological alternative to stenotype
court reporting, was discontinued after Phase I of ECP. Yet twovoice Writers
trained in four months under the program have qualified as court reporters in
Philadelphia and joined the court system's reporting staff, indicating that
. voice writers can be trained in far less time than is required for étehotypists
(24 months) to become competent fer'courf‘reporting. | ‘

| Management and evaluation of ECP and the opera?ibn of a.management, eValu-r

atijon 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 EEQ
, requirements, and the prob]emsffaced by PJIS, the ECP Coordihator was faced with
~ such problems external to the day-to-day operation of the project that he,waé‘ |
Qnab]e to give comp]ete attention to managing the‘re}aticns among subprojects
and to idehtifyfhg all the areas that might be improved through research by the
management, evaluation and planning unit. The unit never,achieved‘suffic{ent'in-
fTuence among the ECP subproject leaders to play an effective’ménagementgahd '

~ planning rqle, ' ; g » - L S




In conclusion, ECP achieved no better than mixéd results. The failure of
PJIS, its key subproject, to become operational should offer significant Tessons
about the utility of large, cenfra]izéd‘data systems for metropolitan criminal
justice. If for no othef reason, the resu]ts of ECP are a substantial contri-
bution in our country's efforts to improve its criminal justice administra-

tion, despite the project's disappointing outcore.
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PHILADELPHIA JUSTICE INFORMATION SYSTEM (PJIS)

The Tife of a large project seldom follows a course suggested by
textbooks, as. unforeseen events almost always require changes in plans.
The Philadelphia Justice Information System (PJIS) project, an effort to
centralize and computerizé the‘récords of Philadelphia criminal justice
community, however, encountered more than the normal share of unforeseen
events. Federal funding was cut back substantially at midpoint, a thorny
privacy problem required resolution, and IBM's participation in the prdject
became controversial. As these events had a substantial impact on the pro-
ject, theykdictated a change ih our evaluation. Expectiné to find an on-
going computer 1mpiementation, the National Center planned to assess such
- areas as the efficiency of various subsystems, the success in meeting
schedules, the quality of the documentation, etc. Faced with the'fact
that the implementation effoft 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
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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
ﬁany computer techniques, which are now being emulated by other courts,
Building on this base, tﬁe court and other members of Philadelphia's criminal
.jﬁstice community préceeded on an even more ambitious course of action: the
design and implementation of the most modern criminal justice computer system
in‘fhe nation--PJIS. This type of effort is seldom easy, fqr the pionéef al-
most always confronts the difficult and sometimes intractable problems first.
A fipal consideration should be borne in mind. During the planning
stages of the project in the early 1970's, Law Enforcement AdminiStration
Assistance (LEAA) funds seemed inexhaustib]e. Crime was on the mind of a
great many-Americans and LEAA, given enoggh resources, was going to reduce
its incidence. Of course, the financial pict&re at LEAA has changéd 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 enough to foresee these developments in the early 1970's.

1. History and Present-State of PJIS

‘that is PJIS?

As conceived by its architects, PJIS was to be a large computer—ﬁased in~

Tormat1on system, outfitted with upwards of 100 CRT and typewr1ter terminals,

1ocated strategically throughout the off1ces of the po11ce, courts, correctvnhs

and other members of the criminal Just1ce commun1ty The. 1ntent was to nouse

't1t1es ofrgovernment, The ratwona]e 1s str1P1ngsy s1mp1e S1nce these govern-'

i - PPN RSO
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'funder'one centralized computer roof‘much of the 1nformat1on used. by these en-u"i
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ment units maintain many records which contain similar information (eg., name-
and other information about criminal defendants), recordkeeping is rendersd more

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

" real prize though, is more timely informatidn 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 printouts of number and frequency of court

cases, police arrests and other administrative and statistical informaticn.

History
Among the first courts to automate, the Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas

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 Ph11ade1ph1a to view its operation.

Building on th1s success, court officials and off1c1a]s from other cr1n1na1

Justlce units formulated a more amb1t1ous plan and ‘entered 1nto an agreement

i

in 1971 with 1BM to help consummate it. IBM was asked to 1uent1fy major

sgoi]s*of the criminal justice community, to study and evaluate the current

~ system with an eye to integrating it into a more comprehensive justice in=

fOrmation system, and to design detailed specifications for the compre-

hensive system 6 This work was ‘completed ‘“g0974 Parai]é]ing this work

N

fwas a related but more pract1ca1 effort by COJINT (Combined Justice Infdrmation

5 .
The value of the work has been piit at 500,00 I
fee for this service. P $ 05 IgM CharQEd no-.

.10,
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_Nétwork Over Terminals), which concentrated oe.the development and implementa-
tion of an automated prison inventory system and a termfna]—oriented police
booking system {On- L1ne Booking).

With the comp]et1on of the I1BM study and the tmpetus of COJINT work the
Fourt of Common Pleas soughtLEAA funding for an all-embracing automated
rr1m1na1 justice information system, PJIS, as well as for other projects.

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

LEAA approved the request, allocating $608,000 of the fifst—yeer funds to PJIS.
Hiring staff turned out to be the PJIS's first problem. The court's per-

sonnel department had to recruit and test abp]icants in compliance with &€qual
employment opportunity (EEQ) guidelines. While the department had done this
previoUs]y 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 Tengthy. A change
in court leadership also delayed the appointment of a number of individuals.

The last appointments were not made until 1976.

During the first phase of PJIS, confidenttality 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'Cemmission took an active interest in this issue:as we]L
aPDointtng in 1974 a committee of Phi]adé]phians to.developiéhother'set,oftcoh;
fidentiality guide]ines specifica1]y for the PJIS preject. At the same~time;;'
the Commonwealth of Pennsy!van1a was deve]op1ng its own set of conf1dent1a11tv

qu1de1|nes PJIS was at the center of this uct1v1ty

In deve10p1n§ its auidelines, the Reg1ona1 PTann1ng Council's Comm1ttee
faced the difficult task'of>br1ng1ng together d1verse‘and.1n many ways cpnfl1ctf
ing sets of interests;w'SOme‘pressed for an efficient criminal jﬂstice |

11
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'process; others argued against the trend toward centralized government

pbwer'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 cases. Public hearings were the

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

hearings, with most Voicing their beliefs vigorously and some leveling
serious accusations at particieants in the project.

‘Another issue surfaced at the hearings: IBM participatioh in the project.
Some argued that because IBM drew up the specifications for the system, the
company shou1d not be allowed to bid for the computer system. Some members
of the black community maintained that IBM's operation of plants in South
Africa shoh]d disqualify the firm from participation in the project.

In April, 1976, almost two years after PJIS startup,>the Regional
Planning Counci]'s Committee issued jts guidelines; called the Philadelphia

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

public inspection.

) though the guide1ines were to have no effect on the design of PJIS, their

cons1derat1on delayed the progress of the project because the design

could not be considered final until the gu14e]1nes were jssued. Hence, suner-

imposed on the delay caused by the’ lengthy hiring process was another delayv

' "esu1t1ng 1arge1y from the deve1oument of confidentiality guwde11nes The net -
effect of this was tha+ the work of the first nhase of the project, schedu1ed

to be comp]eted in one year was stretched over a two-year period.

Notwithstanding these d1ff1cu1t1es,fprogress was made dur1ng this phase

ponent of PJIS was: mod1f1ed tested and became operat1ona1 1n 1975. PJIS

staff preparedya’Request for Informat1on (RFI) on’ computer hardware which 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, buf other events intervened.

As the first phase of the Exemplary Court Project drew to a close in the
summer of 1976, staff submitted an app]ieation for continuation funding to
LEAA. Then, 1ightning struck in the forn of word from LEAA that the project
would not be funded at all or, if the project were funded, it would be at a sharply
reduced level. The exemplary pnoject’s eroposed budget of eome $3,000,000 was cut
to roughly $1,000,000, with the PJIS budget moving from $800,000 to $410,000. The
reductions demanded drastic changes in plans. Five of the twenty members of |
PJIS staff were laid off; the acquisition of the envisioned Targe computer
system Was no Tonger possibfe.

Many members of’staff interpreted the cut as a precursor‘of the terminatfon of
the project and began to seek new empToyment. During the past year, all hut six
of the PJIS staff have reswgned the ba]ance haVe been transferred to the court's
data process1ng department.

Sights were set lower. Because of the unavailability of new computer

hardware, it was decided to purchase additional memory for the existing court

computer toaccommodate PJIS programming work. Even this minOr_step~was'a problém,
The addition had to come from the original computerfsupp1ier, which happened
to be IBM. But since IBM was at the center of the conflici of 1nteres; debates,
the sole source -contract was ques;1oned. Eventually, however, the‘extra mEmoTy

was acquired. In May 1977, a PJIS application called Automated Municipel cnﬁrt .
(MC) Transcr1pts, whwrh among other things makes information eéptured by ihe oﬁ-
Line Book1ng system ava11ab]e to the next step 1n the criminal JUStTue process. tﬁf
assignment proceed1ngs was compTeted In the autumn of 1977 howevex. thc pnllCQ
decided to d1scont1nue the operat1ons of the On= Line Book1ng system, an. actlo“

: id
-wh1ch places the workab1]1ty of Automated‘MC Transcrwpgs in questxon

1
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State of PJIS 3

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 computer. A scaled-down design wi th the District
Attorney's Management Information System (DAMIS) at its core is avail-
able, but DAMIS itself is in trouble (See evaluation of DAMIS below).

A soiid accompl’ hment of the pkoject, 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 ag%ee.

I1. Commentary

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

instance, the delays resuTtihg from the confidentialiﬁy hearings may have

affected LEAA's decision to cut back funding. For purposes of this section,

factors judged significant are considered individually. With this approach

there is afrisk that inadequate attention will be given to the interplay of

" various factors. thhwithstanding this Timitation, the evaluators believe

it is more profitable to isolate and discuss individual issues.

Financial Aspecﬁ of PJIS

IBM made tne econcnxc case For PJIS-in 1ts ]974 report on the system 7
The benefit or revenue side of the analysis keyed on.two important points.
The system would (1"effect a 15% redUction in continuances, yie]ding a

$1 100, OOO per year savings to the Ph11ade1ph1a criminal Just1ce communrty

“and (2) make poss1b]e product1thy increases, y1e1d1ng another $1, 500 OOO

in year]y savings. A1l together, the system would prodUre saV1ngs of

u$2,6003000 year1y;

IBM Gorporation, “Philadelphia Informat1on System. IBM/CJAC Phase Ir

"uOTﬁt Study Yol. I - Execut1ve 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 cons:stent IBM estlmates
were for a 1arger overall system than was called for in the aborted RFP for
PJIS. In any case, they both reflect the magnitude of the expected costs, 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 sighificant amount of fund-
ing other than from LEAA, probably from}the City of Phi]adelphié, before it
reached a breakeven point. That amount is estimated to be about $3,000,000.
This is probably a conservative estimate, as the Tlikelihood of full reaTizatfoh of
the benefits can be questioned as well. Most of the saVings would have come
from thé transfer of clerical functidns to the computer. This almost never
happens in the courts, especially in large metropolitan courts, because of thé
intense pressure to maintain and increase staff. |

PJIS was crippled by. the LEAA cutback in funds. In light of the cufback
and the confidentiality and conf]fét of interests debates, judicial leaders

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

‘Philadeliphia. While the LEAA cutback influenced this decision, a similar

decisioh would have had to be made tWo years hence, even héd LEAA fully funded

the Exemplary 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 Appendix.

: 15
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Exhibit 3a  Expected Costs of PJIS (in 000s of dollars)

14 |
IBM Natijonal
Center
Estimate _ -
i 7
i 7 /
7 %
7Y
7 |7
7 /]
-
i Z
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
1974
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
1BM High 309 941 1,775 1,943 2,530
Low 270 679 1,358 1,859 2,236
National
Center : :
Estimate * 516 810 946 1,571 - 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 IBM 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 fol-
towing further refinement of system needs.

16




Exhibit 3b Natfonal Center Detailed Estimate of PJIS Expected Costs

1977 - 1978 1979

CPU (1) ‘ 300,000 + 300,000 300,000
CPU (2) » ‘ 300,000 300,000
Disc
Storage-
1,600,000,000

characters - 30,000 80,000 80,000
Teleprocessing

equipment

Interim Step
: CRT 100 120,000
Terminal Printers 29 30,000
Remote Printers 7 15,000

Full Capacity

CRT 184 220,000 220,600

Terminal Printers 102 120,000 - 120,000
Remote Printers . 7 15,000 15,000
Controller | 15,000 25,000 25,000
Tape Drives 50,000 100,000 100,000
Line Printers 1,000 1,000 1,000
Software - 30,000 50,000 50,000
Personnel , 350,000 ' 350,000 - 350,000
Miscellaneous 5,000 10,000 10,000

946,000 1,571,000 1,671,000




2

e

- . v o 5 teregi® A ae———— ok eyt A1
e e L.

!

Exhibit 4 A Comparison of PJIS Costs and Expected EConomic Benefits

Cost
$4,000,000 F_-

Expected - ”
System ,
= Benefits* -
$2,000,006 }.q \ SRS 1
Alternate source Breakeven" pointix ~
of funding required Rad
. i . i A ) L4
. . / L AT
. "‘
| 5 6 7 8
- PJIS: Ygars of Existence }7  R: B
* Benefits as shown are calculated as such: 5% the first year of operation; 15% the secand year;
'35% the third year; 65% the fourth year; and 100% the fifth year. S ” '
\ *k

‘A later significant point is that at which savin
‘installation and operation costs., ,
point because it would be calculated largely on

g effected by the system wo
It is probably unwise to attempt a portr

uld exceed the development,
ayal of this "

' ’ 'cost recovery"
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.? Ideally, 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 guidg]ines was hard on some of the
pa;ticipants. Some thought that giving testimopy was akin to facing a police
interrogation. Opinions were voiced with fervot, whjch were interpretéd as
insults by some. Because of this dabate, PJIS was delayed.

The Regional Planning Council Committee's guidelines state that any

-~ nformation captured by the computer is available to the pub]ic.lo The

guidelines are intended to mitigate the possibility of extensive dossiers

being compiled on the accused, for the capture of such information (even thét
which is accurate and relevant) is likely to stir public indignation in some
quarters. This may in turn stimulate further pub]ic débate. Also, because

the guidelines do not stipulate any computer hardware or software modifications,
they virtualiy eliminate the possibility of a continuing battle over the ade-

quacy of the protection and access to information captured by computers.' The

- issues of confidentiality in public information systems -is now the sdbject of

nationwide discussion and efforts to deal with it are in their early stages.
By the formd]ation of its policy in public debate, the committee has chosen

one path, whichiS\Northy of trial and further‘examinati§nl

For those interested in a recent source on this subject, see Anthony{R..
and Herzlinger R. Management Control of NonProfit Organizations (Richard irwin,
Homewood, I1linois, 1975). ‘

10ni1e the Council has issued guidelines, other government efforts are
expected to continue work in this avea; at present, the;Pennsy]van1a Leg1s1ature
is considering the.establishment of $imilar guidelines :in thg same area. ~
- >, . : - c 19 " ) : T
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AS the public is increasfng1y aware and concerned with the effect of
scientific research and technology on the environment and the quality of
1ife, confrontations 1iké the one over confidentia]ity guidelines may
occur more frequently in the future. Citing massive problems as to
proper use of our work force:; our waterways; our air; our energy; our tech-

nology, Willis Harman in the Incomplete Guide to the Future states that the

ultimate challenge facing man tbday can be summed up as follows:1l

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 diiemma. 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‘reviewedfformally.

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

| technology assessment).l2 These reviews will be long, trying and costly, but

 the stakes are sufficiently high to warrant the effort.

IBM's Role in PJIS

By accepting IBM's offer to conduct the gtudy preceding PJIS, the

crimina] Justice community by and large guaranteed itself two things. ’
. A {

First, the job would be first rate. IBM's staff is among‘the most tom-' “

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

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

~Willis Harman,  An Incomplete Guide to the Future (The Portable Stanford,
Stanford, California, 1976). N R o ) .
12 , . ,
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of any nefarious design, but simply because "IBMers". are trained in the use and

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

puters, its corporate focus is on the large computer area. One expert be-
Tieves IBM'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
computers.13 ' 4

" During the confidentia}ity hearings, members of the black community ques-
tioned IBM's participation in PJIS because of its ownership of production
facilities in South Africa. That an international matter became a local isSue
is not new to American poTitics.14 The charge against IBM delayed the progress
of PJIS, but is one of the iésues which may have to be faced in the implementa-
tion of any large controversfa] 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 1ine by the PJIS staff. As such it represents one of the
project's solid accomplishments. In autumn 1977 the po]ice'discontipued“
support of the system, and its operation was terminated. While the police de-
cision was no doubt based in part bn the tehfativeness of PJIS, their defection
is a reminder that the criminal justice community is comprised of a
number of different government units -- police, courtg, prosecutor's office,
probation, etc. -- and that the withdrawal of any one of these units from a

comprehensive system severely 1imits its effectiveness.

13P1anning 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.

i 145t the time of Irish dominance of Tammany Hall in the late 1800's poli-
ticians often ran against the King or Queen of England. In the 1977 campaign

~for the mayoralty of New York City, a city which faces serious internal prob]ems;

a good deal of the campaign rhetoric concerned itself in Middle East issues.

21
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The Use of the Phrase "Criminal Justice System"

Journalists, court and pclice officials.as well as federal planners,

all use the term criminal justice system to denote the activities of the govern—'

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 goaTs, go{ng‘about their work in pretty much the manner
they see fit. , |

One problem with the "system” approach is posed by the separation-of-
powers concépt central to our philosophy of government. Furthermore, the interac-
tion of police, prosecutors and courts through an LEAA-funded information system
invoTves.relations across federal, stateand local levels of QOQernment. The
differences jn roles and responsibilities thus arising do not promote treatmentw
of the criminal justice system as a unity.

These obsérvations bring to mind a number of questions,” In the face of
conflicting goals within the criminal justi;e communi ty, how 1ohg 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, Whaf on]d be the effect of
the defection of one of these units? Is there rea11y a criminai Just1ce system7
I'f not, is it des1rab1e that the assemb1age be called a system?

Conclusions

PJIS implementation was delayed by a number of factors -~ a lengthy ner-
sonneﬁ recfuiting period, caused by difficulty in app]yﬂpg EEO guide-
lines; the drafting of’confidentiaiity guide]fnes; a debafe‘over the appro—

priateness of the‘barticipation of a‘computer,manufaCturgr. Thesekprob1ems
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could have been overcome. A more serious problem was the withdrawal of police

,suppobtvfor 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 expecfed grants was a ‘
serious problem and in fact contributed significantly toward the death of
PJIS. Even if PJIS had been fu11y 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

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

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

II11. Options for the Future

PJIS is dead. What now? A number of officials in the Philéde]phia crim-

inal justice community asked us for ideas for the future. While a lively

“and unresolved débate 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 computers.
~» 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

s to SUpport the work, a guaranteé of multi-year funding should be sought.

4

1Bfor'a review of,the'cdrrent state of court computer systems, see
B. Krewnqa1; 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 W. Popp, "Computers and the Courts",

State Court Journal, Summer 1977,

23 .
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If such an arrangement is not possible, detailed fall-back procedures to cover
the possibility of reduced (or the complete termination of) funding should be
drafted. At minimum, this document should be dissemfnated to all concerned
policymakers; if at all possible, assurances in WFiting should be secured

for discrete émounts of alternate funding. In genera]l provisions for adequate
funding should be the cornerstone on which the prOJect is built.

S1nce such an effort shou1d take from four to seven years to consummate,
continuity of leadership is an important factor. The defection of a single
organizational component could ki1l the project. As shown above many
unforeseen events may occur and must be dea]t withs 1dea11y then, the leaders
who propose the idea shou]d be prepared to see it through to its conclusion.

Sometimes, however, this is not possible; but to the extent 1eadersh1p changes
occur, they may weaken the project's chances for success. At the very least
then, recognition of this factor must be taken into nccount ;t the outset of
the project. ‘

The potential technical problems should not be given shont 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 dealt with.

What is critical to their resolution over a long peripd 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
being wide1y offered for:saTe. In five to ten years,'smdll Computeré may becdme
a household necessity. Tnis~has come about due,to the sharp reductiOn‘in'the
cost of electronic-components. Hand~¢a1Culators which cosi $150 ten years ago
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cost $15 today, and since the components for computers and hand calcu-
lators are aimosﬁ identita], 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 advaniage 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 computihg capabi]ity as well,
z1though not in as great a number as have‘businesses.

While some aspects of these computers {mainly the software——pfogramming
languages, etc.) used to be suspect, the re]iability now by and large approaches
‘that of the ]argé, established manufacturers; this statement is unquestionably
true of the more eétab]ished “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 usé, and would
~cull out information needed by other members of the community. While the
job of transferring ihformation‘from,Qovernment unit to government unit‘can be done -
in,awxechnicaliyie}egantymannerqthrpugh the .use owaha; areutgpmedgdisﬁributed net-~,v;
works, it would probably be best done at‘the outset by a rudimentary pro- | |
"cedﬁre,.such as placing the information 1h a magnetic tape orvdisc for subse-
quent use by another unit. | |

In most cases, economics speaké for the use of small..computers. There
is another issue‘to‘consider as wei]: -control of the computer reécurce. By

havihg their own'computer, for example, the courts would be éb]e,comp1ete1y~to
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control the deve]ophent and use of this resource, subject of course to
compijance with the confidentiality guidelines. As a practical matter,
control of a project makes its implementation easier (i.e., if it fails,
fault can be Tocalized). More importantly, contro? 6f information eventu-
ally relates to the independence of the unit. The more control, the greater

1ikelihood of continued independence.

The Employment of Small-Scale Information Processing Technology

In Tooking toward the future, the criminal justice community must face
a number of hard but inescapable facts. There will a1Ways be intense pressure

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

lines (Portable Stanford, 1977), Gebrge Schultz, the former Secretary of Labor;
refers to the‘"eéuity 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.

Also, many criminal -justice j@bs generally do not pay well. Often, the

police, courts and others must make do with Tess trained staff than is desirable.

‘One way to deal with these factors is to take a 1owjtechnology approach,which,

as espoused by Schumacher in Small is Beautiful (Harper & Row, 1973), might

be applied to case-scheduling work in thé following way. Defer the attempt
to develop on the computer a routiﬁéfto prdVide conflict-free scheduling. |
Assign a number of case schedulers to track cases and reso1ve conf1i¢ts.
Each’might have access to a computer terminal which would inform him or
her of the status of the case. EqUippéd;with a phone, éccess to reTevant

26
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casé 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 fs given with the intent of
describing this approach: use the coﬁputer, 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" IBM/CJAC Phase III Joint
Study, Vol 1 - Executive Overview (1974).

AnthonysR. and Herzlinger, R., Management Control in NonProfit Organi-
zations (Richard Irwin, Homewood I1Tinois, 1975).

Harman, Willis, An Incomp1ete'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,
Confidentiality and Security of Information in the Ph1]ade]ph1a Justice
Information System (April 15, 1976).

_ Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Request for Information: Phi]a-
delphia Justice Information System (January 1, 1976).

Schu]tz, C. and Dam L., Economic Po]icy Behind the Headlines, (Portable
Stanford, Stanford, California, 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 1isted above, at the beginning of
this report.
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DfSTRIC},ATTORNEY'S MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM (DAMIS)

The fortunes of the District Attorney s Management Information System
(DAMIS) and Philadelphia's Justice Informat1on System (PJIS) are by necess1ty
clcsely Tinked for the idea for each was conceived at much the same time in
the early 1970's and took form in the following years. The two became in-
extrfcablybéundfn 1974 when the decision was made that DAMIS would become
a component of PJIS. Even after PJIS was largely abandoned, the linkage
remained, for speculation centered on DAMIS becoming the core of a scaled
down PJIS-1ike 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).

1. History and Present State of DAMIS

What is DAMIS?

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.

History of DAMIS =~ '

Cognizant of the need for improved process1ng of "case paperwork the
District Attorney' s Office in autumn 1972 secured the serv1ces of a MITRE

Corporat1on analyst to des1gn an>automated 1nformat1on system. Funded by

 LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimina]edUstiee,'the
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analyst studied the existing gystem 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 dééign 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
Officé and the PJIS policy board planned that eventually DAMIS would become
an integral part of PJIS. Both systems were to share the use of the same
data base and to be run on the same computer.

A three-phase implementation wés scheduled. Delayed by a number of factors
inc]udjng the startup problems which plagued PJIS, DAMIS first phasé programming
workEBegan in early 1975 and was completed in mid-1976. Brought into Working
status during thié time were a data entry segment; allowing clerks to start
entering case information via terminals, a case status inquiring segment and
"a case disposition report. Requiring additional programming work to eliminate
technical problems; this report is not now operationa1.

Overlapping somewhat with:the Phase I implementation, Phase II began in
Tate 1975 and is continuing to the present. Scheduled 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 repbrts need programming work, ranging from minor changes to major design
efforts. The'LEAA funding cutback of the exemplary project has slowed the work
considerably as DAMIS prOQramming staff was raduced 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 manuaT 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 avai]gb]e in automated form
from On-Line Booking. Efforts are beiqg made fo correct tﬁis probiem by
gathering ihis information in automated fashion from the new Municipal Court

Automated Transcript System.

ha PhaSe:III was to be a planned refinement period for DAMIS, but as

the system is not yet fully operational, this phase has not yet commenced.

-~

Status of DAMIS:

Because\éné data entry staff is too overburdened to enter all of the
required infd;mation, only part of the case files are being.maintained.
One programmer is available fOr‘devglqpment and redesign work, and for mainten-
ance. - Few reports are currently available from the‘system. But for |
a rare terminaT inquiry, the assistant diétfict attorneys do not use the

system. The system is marginally operational.

II. Commentary | ’ ‘
As shown in Exhibit 5, responsibility for the DAMIS project is divided
- among a number of individua]sf The project coordinator reporfs to an adminis-
trator for administrative matters and to a legal advisor for suBstantive‘ B
matters. The codrdinator receﬁves system design’guidénce from a commﬁtteé of
31
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Exhibit 5

DAMIS Organizational Structure

y District Attorney
Administrator

,///”////‘\\\
v

Operations
Supervisor

|

Data

Entry -
Clerks

Legal
1 Advisor

Project
Coordinator

tor

y Operations,

Committee Members
System .LeqaT Advisor -
" Design ———-=¢ Project Coordina
Commi ttee PJIS Programming Manager
District Attorne
Supervisor
]
Court Data | PJIS
Processing Mgr.| Programming Mgr.
1977 - present i 1975-1977 :
]

Programming
Staff
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which he is a member. The programming stéff also reports to two heads,
receiving policy guidance from the project coordipnator and technical
guidance at present from the court data processing manager and up until
last yeér 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 opérations.' As organizational theory
is more art than science, it is certainTy not necessary that a single in-
dividual be responsible for all aspects of DAMIS. Nor should the project
be necessarily structuked along rigid hierarchical lines. However, the
present structure is 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
throuéh the exemp]afy‘court project, through the local reQiona] planning council
by way of action grants, and through the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminé].dustice; by the State of Pennsylvania by way of
matching funds for LEAA grants; and by the City of Phi]ade]phia. Receiving
funds from a multitude of sources shou]dAnot have a deleterious effect on
a project, except that time must be taken from other matters fo fulfill the
adminiétrative requirements of the funding bodies. However, overlaying a
someWhat diffuse organizational structure with this additional level of
comp]exity may have furthek 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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249,800

Exhibit 6 Sources of DAMIS Funds*
- , ‘ — Fiscal Years'(duly thru June)
Sources of Funds 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 Total
'Exemplary Court Project - - -- 84,800 ; 80,100 164,900
Regional Planning Councils '
Action Grant -- 19,300 56, 00 88,100 67,700 231,160
LEAA's National Institute
of Law Enforcement and , '
Criminal Justice 17,000 24,000 -- -- 41,000
State of Pennsylvania — - - 5,900 3,700 9,600
City of Phiiadelphia | 2,800 4,000 14,700 . 71,000 131,900 224,400
| 19,800 47,300 . 70,700 283,400 $671,000

e

’

;* As of the beginning of 1978, the City of Philadelphia has assumed all of the costs of DAMIS.




in the form of the’absorption of some of DAMIS' overhead expenses by thé
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 & marginally operational system. Qpeﬁ%
ations staff, because of the high workload, can enter and update only a
portion of the information called for inyeéch éase in the system’s fi1es;’ -
As the one fu11—time project'programmer is assigned to both development and
maintenance work, 1ittle, if any, work can Be accomplished in either area.

If the system were becoming more effective, ft might be worthwhile to adopt
a wait and see attitude. DAMIS, however, is not becoming more effective; it
is simp1yVS1iding sideways. Hence, it makes 1ittle sense to maintain current
operations,' It is therefore recommended that the District Attorney's Office
either commit the additional necesséry resources to make the system work or

discontinue DAMIS's operations.

III. Options for the Future

Should policymakers in the D1str1ct Attorney s Office dec1de to- cont1nue
the present technical effort, they should, aSInent1oned ear11er, centralize
the project management with an eye to obta1njng more top management guid-
ance and commit adequate resources to make the system work.

Should a decision be made to d1scont1nue DAMIS, these opt1ons are worth
cons1der1ng for the future:
- implement the system on a small se]f—confained computer (see PJIS
section for a discussion of this’subject;)
- reduce'the’number of data items stored on each case. (One
s Strategy would be to cohcentrate a number of key milestone points
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in the 1ife of a case. The reduction would ease the data entry

problem. )

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

PROMIS computer system}6

161nst1‘tute for Law and Social Research, 1125 15th St., N.W., Suite 625,
Washington, DC. The system is well-known and is operating in many different
forms in district attorney 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, DAMIS Project
Coordinator, to Thomas Butler, Deputy District 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 f;om 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 fufther involvement in the
criminal justice system, and to help make available to those diverted a
broader range of rehabilitation services. The program's prinéip]e focus
was to be on diversion decisions by the district nttorney in cases not
primarily involving drugs or alcohol. (For inforination relating to the
number of cases affected by district attorney screening and diversion decisions,
see Exhibit 7 be]ow.). Program staff were to assist the prosecutor.in selecting
and[screeping peop]é 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 managément feedback and to assess fhe impact

of diversion services.

I. History 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 thr0ugﬁ'three programs--"Philcourt," fAcce]erated Rehabilitative
Disposition (ARD)," and a program for those driving while intoxicated. Project
Intercept was conceived essentially to supplement the‘former Philcourt and
ARD programs on an expanded, more coordinated level, Among the deficiencies
seen in the pre-existing programs were (a) undesirable delay from arreét to the
diversidn decision; (b) 1nadequate information about potential divertees' social

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

DA Screening and Diversion of Criminal Arrests*

{Monthly Averages, January - October 1977)

Municipal
Court Cases

Number of Cases
(Monthly Average)

Comment

70.2% of all arrests re-

AY‘Y‘eStS rev'iewed 2117 V:i ewed were MC cases.
Prosecution discharged at 299 Prosecution was dischafged
preliminary arraignment or withdrawn for over one-
Prosecution withdrawn 430 third (34.5%) of MC arrests
by screening DA reviewed.
Diverted by DA at NTCH** 157 More than one-third (35.8%)
Diverted by court and 236 of all MC arrests reviewed
referred back to NTCH**- - were disposed by diversion
Drurik driving diversions 308 of some form.
by court ‘
DA diversion to NEXUS 54
Scheduted for trial 633 More than seven MC arrests

in ten were disposed before
being scheduled for trial.

Number of Cases

(cases proceeded to
preliminary hearing)

Felonies (Monthly Average) Comment

Arrests reviewed 898

Approved for diversion 29 These consisted of such

by screening DA : situations as first-offense

juveniles "joy 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 rejécted 869 Almost all (96.8%) of the

felonies screened were not
diverted before the prelim-
inary hearing. '

* Source: Statistics prOV1ded in evaluator's January 1978 interview with |
‘Thomas Gilson, Esq., Assistant D1str1ct Attorney, Ph1]ade1ph1a D1str1ct

Attorney's Office.

*% NTCH =
attorney

ey TR EE SRR B et
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Non-Trial Conference Hearlng conducted by an a551stanu d1str1ct |
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criteria or to identify the most appropriate services for each divertee; and |
(d) an 1nadequate 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 federa] funding with a projected three;
year budget of almost $1;5 mi?]ion. 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 contemp]ated, ECP funding was to provide for 26 new
staff positions under the Intercept program. In the draft version pf the

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

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

complaints were received that the Philadelphia court system was not

in compliance with federal EEQ requirements. Efforts to assure EE0 com-
pliance in hiring delayed completion of Intercept's first phase from Ju]& 1975
to July 1976. (Problems associated with Intercept hiring delay were com-
pounded in the summer of 1975, when Intercept's meﬁger ofkthe old Phi]courtr
and ARD programs caused 8-10 people to leave the probation department because
of uncertainty whether their salaries would be paid.) When federal funding was

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

- for the subproject's second phase was reduced from 29 to 14. The sal-

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

Teft unfilled or lost by attrition.
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Project Intercept had two components wjthin the Adult Probation-department.
Its operational component consisted of social workers and paraprofessionals en-

gaged in screening, referral and counseling under the Intercept director, whoalso

served as director of the Diversion Services Division--the organiéation resylting
from merger of Philcourt and ARDT Intercept's research component, functioning in
the Probation Department's Research and Planning Unit, developed and implemented
a research design to test the impact of diversion services. A beneficial
consequence of the co&rdination between these components was tﬁe refinement
of diversion‘é 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 (sTightly more than half of those
diverted) were randomly assigned to either “reporting“ or "“non-reporting"
diversion. Under a quasi-experimental research desién carried out by
Intercept's research component, divertees in the sample were dividedointo
two classes: thpse receivfng 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 desigﬁ
sought to measure results for 1,600 people diverted at NTCH over a one«yeaf
period. For purposes of comparison with these results a base-]ine 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-1978.

17See "Base-Line Study" (1976).
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Another primary feature of the reSearch‘éffoft was 3 cost-benefit analysis
of Intercept.'.A cost analysis report, comparing costs of sending a.defendant
through reporting or non;reporting diversion with the cost of sending a person
through the more traditional criminal justice process (trial in Philadelphia
Municipal Court W§th possible incarceration and parole), was completed in_

May 1977.18Ana]ysf§ of diversion benefits is to be completed in 1978.

" Intercept was\jntended to'ﬁave an impact on the diversion process in
several specific waﬁs. Before ECP pegan, cases took from four to six weeks
to be pfocessed from&pfe1iminary 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 proQided by the ECP

court volunteer Services) has resulted in more immediate‘provision‘of
services to "repbrting" divertees. As én additional benefit of the coordin-
ation bétween 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 particu1ar‘kinds of divertees
and whether screening methods are effactive in evaluation and c]aﬁsification

of defendants at the beginning of the diversion process.

]SSee “Cost Analysis Report" (1977).
’ 19An 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 wore than 180 days from arrest to final disposition,

~and that misdemeanor prosecutions take no more than 120 days. Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania, Supreme Court, Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 1100,

; In keeping with the spirit of Rule 1100, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court
held in Commonwealth v. Davenport, _ Pa. _ , 370 A.2d 301 (1977), that an
accused must be given a preliminary arraignment within six hours after arrest.
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Present State

With the conclusion of ECP the Intercept Program has been absorbed
by Philadelphia's criminal justice system. As noted above, the director
of the subpraject is cverall director of diversion services for the Adu1£
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 ofthebepartment's research and p]annfna
unit. The salaries for an assistant district attorney 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 these 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 1in
which a conviction is 1ikely to be obtéﬁned, 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 nuhber of cases éffected by distriCt attorney screening and
diversion decisions, see Exhibit 7 above.) The filés of potential divertees
are screened by Intercept staff for social or psychological problems for
thch social services are available. The botentiaT divertees themselves may
then be interviewed by Intercept workers, who make writfen recommendations .
about diversion.possibilities to the assistant district attorney. At a,Non- :
Trial Conference Hearing (NTCH), the assistant district attorney discusses
tﬁe:possibi1ity of informal diversion with defendants, who may}be’rebreSented ‘

by vretained counsel or an assistant public defender. =
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I1I. Commentary

The organization of staff for Project Intercept can only be understood
in Tight Qf‘the overall relations between the Court of Common Pleas and the
District Attorney's Office. If one were 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 organizatiéna1 theory might see serious problems in this
pattern of reiationships 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 Offiée of the
Clerk of Quarter Sessions, insuperable prbb]ems of communication and coopera-
tfon did not arise. |

Before his departure in Jénuary 1978, the chief of screening and diversion
in the District Attorney's Office worked closely with the Adult Probation
Departmént 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 was distinguishable from the
old ARD program, and he did not know that researchers reviewing case files
were collecting data for Project Intercept.

In the Offjce of the Clerk of Quarter Sessions, assistant clerks handling
files for diveried,cases are referred to as "ARD" clerks. As Exhibit8 indi-
catés, the person responsible for Project Intefcept is director of all diversion

services, without direct authority for those implementing the program's research
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Exhibit 8 Project Intercept Organization Chart

‘ Court of Common Pleas T~ .~

(includes ECP leadership) T —-al District
¥ \\\\ » TAttorney's 0ffice
i1 ,l' , |
2 ’ ’
Clerk, Quarter |____| Chief Probation | - _~~="] Diversion
{ Sessions Officer -7 4 Chief
' /;__;__;__\__,___r’/ U7
: . . P
Director, Researchl..-|Director, Diversion |-~ N
and Planning  |Services (Intercept A Asst DA
Mp PR Director) /1 _for NTCH
i :—— —————— '—/-:—.«..__:-! \ ,/
! : Field Diversion NTCH Diversion /’ .
! —t Officers -4+l Officers .
; Intercept il S
i Researchers |~~7] those funded by those funded by
¢ Intercept : Intercept
ARD ‘ Support Staff -Support Staff Support Staff |
Clerks| [~-==-==-=="fp [ ~"7-—7===<~ T
N ' those funded those funded ) those funded
! by Intercept by Intercept | - by Intercept
: —7 : ST
o e A e e i e e e e e e i
. Legend _
Operational Authority
~mwmw=-=-= Communications

e g o8
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design. As the exhibit further suggests, there appear‘to have been few 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 parf, as nothing more than a means tg
provide federal funding -- either to continue salaries of staff funded under
prior grants or to provide salaries for incremental additions to staff -- |
in the Adult Probation Department, the District Attornéy's Qffice, and Quarter
Sessions. On the othef hand, Intercept enab1ed the Probation Department to
bring greater consistency and uniformity to diversion activitiés 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 Phi]ade]phia District Attorney; those cases for which conviction |

is unlikely are assigned to a nolle prosequi status, with diversion considered _
only for those cases in~which}conv1ction would be more certaih}

An indicator that has been suggested as a‘meagure 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, suggésting that there may initially have been a weak prosecution case.zo‘

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

the charges Teading to the diversion decision after unfavorable termination of

%

20‘Loh,"'Pretm‘a"l Diversion from the Criminal Process," 83 Yale L.d. 827, at

- 851-52 (1974).
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- to persons charged with more serious offenses.
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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. With a fresh case to prosecﬁte, the district |
attorney's decision not to prosecute’the earlier charge is more often based X
on pragmatic considerations than on the merits of the earlier prosecution
case.

Those diverted thfough Intercept are almost always first offenders charged
with crimes to be prosecuted in Philadelphia Municipal Court, which has juris-
diction of offenses puniéhab]e 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
chafged with lesser offenses is generally consistent with the factors
identified in the NAC Standard as unfavorable to diQersion (e.g., history of
physical violence, ingraihed crime habits, or special need to pursue prpsedution).
But it a]so‘estab]ishes a pattern whereby the diversion process only treats “Tow-risk
offenders, without having the process tested by efforts to help "high-risk" offen-
ders. Project Intercept’'s research investigation-of the impact of p%e-trié] services
on diverted offenders may give evidence whether ﬁhe benefits of such services
merit the social and political risk of experiments ie'broader service-delivery
21 ' ) _ .
~ The NAC standard recommends that psychological or social prob]ems possibly -
aseociated with offenses charged be considered as factors affecting the diversion S
decision. Imprdved screening techniques have‘been introducéd through Intercept:
21See National Center for State Courts, An Evaluation of PoTicy—Re]ated
Research on the Effectivenass of Pretrial Release, with Appendix C (under -
separate cover), Policy Makers' Views Regarding Issues in the Operation and

Evaluation of Pretrial Release and Diversion Programs: Findings From a.
Quest1onna1re Survey (April 1975). , L




the program's staff review files, interview accused persons, and have the assfs-
,'tance of a consulting psychiatrist available before thevtrial diversion de-
cision is made by the proéecutor. Theée improved screening methbds bring to

the prosecutor's attention a broader range of relevant considerations, including
social and psychological factoré, than was possible before Intercept.

Another National Standard relating to diversion is NAC Courts Standard
2.2, which presents fecommendations regarding diversion procedures.  0ne of
these is that prosecutorial guidelines for diversion decisions be estéb]ished
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 exércise of prosécutoria] discretion. In keeping with the.
‘spirit of NAC recommendations, however, prosecutorial diversion decisions are
made in writing after Bon-trial conference hearings, at which an assistant
district attorney presents diversion as an option to defendanté 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, ﬁhe 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; avdirect_consequence of this time

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

,assignéd.

LY
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Other Evaluative Criteria

Intercebf staff have sought to improve the range and efficiency of the
referral network used by tﬁe diversion services division in making community
resources available to aid clients.;.ln at least one area, howéVer,
optimal use has not been made of community resources. the ECP grant
application stated that volunteers from Court Volunteer Service$,w0u1d be used
to provide additional personnel yesources for diversion. But it appears that
volunteers have made only a limited contribution tovdiversionuactivities, and
volunteer assistance to diversion services may be de-emphasized for want of reauests
for volunteers. whatever the reasons for this development, it may be desirable for
Court Administration and the Adult Probation Department té explore broader use of ‘
volunteers in diversion, thereby enhancing both divefsion services ahd court
volunteer services.

From the beginning of the exemplary project, Intercept's reséarch com-
ponent has been an integral part of the program. Research staff did é study
of record-keeping, data analysis procedures and reporting actiVitieé‘of the
diversion services division that resulted in recommendations for development of a
management information system to monitor workloads and aid p]annjng. In addjtion, this
study served the Intercept research design by enabling researchers to measure program
accomp11shments Two significant side benefits of the information systém and the
1mp1ementat1on of the research design are (1) 1mproved ability to measure the

effectiveness of practices for matching clients w1th'serv1ces,‘and‘(2) improved

'f011ow4up with clients, to determine the effect of diversionigenera1?y and of

specific types of service. :
The research‘effort was designed to measure the broader impact of the In-

tercept progrmn?sz assess the effect of'diversidh services'from the perspective

22"or comparison, see Abt Assocwates,"Pre Tr1a] Intervention. A Program -
Evaluation of Nine Manpower-based Pre-Trial Intervention Projects Developed under -
the Manpower Adm1nlstrat1on, u.s. Department of Laboﬁ'(Prec1s of F1na1 Report,
Ju]y 31, 1974) ' , ,

C el
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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 diverted with services. To see what impact diversion services had

on the Tives of individual defendants, data has also been gathered to compara
the same two groups'to see whether there has been any significant difference

in "positive 1ife changes" (e.g., improved education or employment) experienced.

JFinally, to measure the programfs jmpact on the criminal justice system, a cost

analysis was done, and an overalT cost-benefit analysis is expected to be com-

nleted in 1978.

The research design merits consideration as an exemplary model for subse-
quent diversion projects, reflecting a careful review of re]evant Titerature
and a detailed approach to methodology. 23In its quasi- exper1menta1 approach
diverted persons were randomly assigned to two groups those for whom diversion

services were provided, and those receiving no such services. The research 1is

. 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 1ife changes &nd recidivism.

Thiéi however, is a more limited purpose than determining whether diversion
itself makes.a difference,

Eariy‘in the development of the research desigp; considerab]e’attention was
given to an approach that would randomly assign sample members to dgVersion or
the ‘traditional criminal Jjustice process. Those responsible for the design spent
a great de§1:of time and effort seeking 12 identify alleged offenders not pther—
wi;e diverted who mféht randomly be sorted into divertees and non-divertees. This
approach was abandoned however, because it was impossible to identify a 1arqe

‘enough group of offenders not ord1nar1!y diverted who might be so treated for

2%ee "Rasearch Design”(1976)§
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research purposes. Also, there were 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 research 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 moral

and ethical (if not legal) problems of considerable magnitude in-denying ser-
vices to divertees who might otherwise be aided greatly by such servic95.24 Not-
withstanding thi§ prablem, the vilue of diversion services is clearly worth
measur.ng, and the results of the Project Intercept research should be an impor-

tant contr1butnon ,
As the first step in a full-scale cost-benefit analysis of Project’Inter—

cept, the research staff completed a cost,analysiéyof the program not long
before the termination of the Exemplary Project.25 Comparing the costs of
diverting a person w%th the costs of proceeding through the traditional criminal-
justice system, this study concTuded that the traditional processﬂcosts over
$900 more per defendant than diversion without 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 fof the
research staff to maké 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-

mately the same proportions as are the volume of cases. Also, it may be ins
accurate to assume that the percent of district attorney total cousts allocated

td:Municipal Court crimiha1 cases is the same as the percent of‘Municipa1 Court

——
il

24

presented in "Measuring the Impact of Pretrial Diversion “from the Cr1m1na1
Just1ce System," 41 U. Chi. L. Rev. 224, at 236 (1974). :

255ee “Cost Analysus Report.

-

This observakion is based on a critique of diversion evaluations by Z1mr1nd,‘
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total costs allocated to criminal cases. Yet; the preparers of the analysis
specifically recognized thqtﬁ%ﬁeir 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
I~ essential results might not be changed.
Conclusions

The director and staff of diversion sérvices, research staff gffi]iated
with Intercept, and those assigned to diversion‘by the Distrﬁct AttorneyAahd
the Clerk of Quarter Sessions have worked well in a cooperative effort that has
improved the operation of Phi]ade]phié‘s diversion process. Intercept has helped to
bring that process te substantial agreement with NAC diversion standards. A reason-
able demonstration has been made that diversion, with or without social services,
is much more economical than prqcessjng'én accused person through the’tradition§1;._f
criminal Jjustice process. Iﬁp]ementation of bo?h the operaéiona] and réseérch
components of Intercept were hampered by the hiring delays and funding diffi-
culties experienced by the exemp]afy project as a whole. Conclusions about
whether the provision of services to Intercept diversion clients has had any
signif?cant impact on crime reduction or on the Tives of diversion chents must

‘await completion in 1978 of the program's research design.
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PRETRIAL DIVERSION:

A

PROJECT INTERCEPT

Evaluation Source Documents

Memorandum, to Marilyn Slivka, Director of Research and Planning Unit,
Philadelphia Adult Probation Department, from Nancy Berk and Edward
Darden, Project Intercept Research Staff, "Intercept Sample Size"
(unpublished, July 6, 1976).

Memorandum, to Michael Green, Director of Diversion Services, Philadelphia
Adult Probation Department, from Nancy Berk, Project Intercept Research

Coordinator, "Management Information System Proposal” (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). _ T

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Adult Probation Department Research and
Planning Unit, "Cost Ana]ys1s Report," {unpublished report, May 1977}
(cited in text as "Cost Analysis Report")

s "PrOJect Intercept Research Design" (unpublished report, December
1976) (cited in text as "Research Design").

, "Recidivism Base-Line Study: ARD and Philcourt 1973-1975" {unpub-
Tished report, March 1976) (cited in text as “"Base-Line Study“). ’

, "Status Report of Diversion Services Folder Information" (unpub11shed

report, December 1976).

, "Status Report on Diversion Services Management Informat1on System"

(unp ub11shedreport 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 brogram 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 prosecut#on witnesses of the
necessity for appearing in court on a particu1ar day. A court information
unit provides information on request about the court system 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, Ph11adelph1a
had enterta1ned few concrete solutions before the start of ECP. One improve-
ment was the 1mp1ementat1on of the Court Recall Plan, mak1ng possible the more
efficient use of time for police officers appearing as w1tnesses in Mun1c1pa1
Court cases. But without special provisions for civilian witnesses, there fre-
quently were unnecessary court appearances resulting in confusion, congestion
and discomfort in the‘ha1]ways outside courtrooms located 1n.C1ty Hall. W1th-
out information about continuances ar courtroomy]ocations,‘many witnesses (par-
ticularly Spanish-speaking people) did not know where or when to appear in court

In Philadelphia's June 1974 dfscretionary grant applicatioh to LEAA for
ECP, this subproject had a projected three-year budget of slightly less than
$360,000. 1n the wake of delay in cqmpletfon of the first phase of ECP and a
sharp reduction in cdntinuatfon fuhding, federal fundfng assistance was'uTtimateTy
budgeted for a total of about §165,000. Due to budget re4a110catiohs,:funding‘
for this subprojett from the ECP budget totalled a]most $177,000 (about49%’of

54 :
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of the amount initially projected), with other costs of the project paid from
the Court or District Attorney budgets. ‘ |
As initially constituted in the 1974 ECP grant application, the Witness

Utilization Program was to be staffed by eight people iﬁ its first phase., In
the draft grant application for the second phase, its staff was to increase to
11 people. But with the reductﬁon of federal funding for the second phase, the
number of staff paid by ECP funds was reduced to six people, with the pregram
coordinator's salary assumed in 1976 by the District Attorney’s Office.

Present State

During ECP thé subproject consisted of three separate endeavors capable
of functioning almost independently of one another. With ECP concluded, all

three'units contirue 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 Tistings unit. It deals with witnesses in cases assigned for
hearing in six of the Philadelphia Municipal Court's nine courtroGms (in other

Municipal Courtrooms, witnesses are predominantly police officers); and the con-

cept has been extended by the District Attorney's offxce to fe?ony jury and

felony waiver cases

Telephone alert operators review files for all new cases, obtaining names.
addresses and telephone numbers of witnesses. A1l civilian witnesses are
called four or five days before their scheduled court appearance, to verify

4' (\

the1r receipt of subpoenas and to inquire whether they wish to be placed on

e aﬁert It is estimated that about 50 percent decide to be notified by the pro-

Ject operators. They are asked to nge a telephone number at wh1ch they ¢
R

be reached on the scheduled appearance day, and they must be ava1]ab]e at that

number from 10:00 A.M. to 1:30 P.M." To befe11g1b1e 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 1o~
cation if a case is continued. | |

. A second aspect of the Witness Utilization Program is the witness dssembly
room, located in-Cify Hall near some of the courtrooms. Prosecution witnesses
may await their appearances there, where there‘is furniture donated by 1océl
merchants, with play facilities for children. Transportation to City Hall
is provided for witnesses who are elderily, infirm or intimidated, as a service
of the assemb1y‘room.staff. These witnesses may have requested transporta-
tion when called by Alert operators, or they may éimp1y 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 presentation about the court process for witnesses.

The third facet of this subproject is the bilingual court information
system, which operates under the auspices of the court administrationts criminal
1istings 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 aﬁout a case--its status, the time and Tocation of
a hearing, charges, attorheys, or the presiding judge, for examp]e;-can inquire
by'heans of such a phone. ResPOhAing to the phones is a bilingual clerk, who
can retrieve the desired information by means of a computer terminal connected
with thé Court of Common Pleas data processing files. Sbme of the télephone
inquiries do not relate to court cases, but involve quesgioné abdut'city‘dé*

partmehts other than the courts, and such inquiries are not disccuraged.f
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11, Commentary

For purposeé of understanding'the nature and operation offthe Witness
Utilization program, the organization chart presented here as Exhibit 9 is
helpful. In the operétion of the program, the project coordinator's primary
responsibility wés for the telephone alert system. Once space was found and
furnishings were provided for the witness asSemb1y room, his oversight of its
operation was Timited. Furthermore, he hds had Tittle communication with the
court information clerk, who works completely under the superVision of the
criminal listings division in the Court of Common PTeas.26

The three 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 be”éa]?ed oﬁ]y when valuable to the court. It recommends measures by
which to improve utilization of police and civilian witnesses. The Witness
Utilization program doés not deal with defense witnesses. And because of a pré—
existing Court Recall program meeting the NAC standard's suggestions regardina
police witnesées; the subproject eva]uated‘here addresses only civilian
witnesses. Its telephone alert unit operates almost precisely in agreement

’ with"the procedures suggested in the standard. One exception is that the

_2§A recent report of the Witness UtiTization program, "Progress Report
December 1976-April 1977," mentions the bilingual court information system
only once and gives no information about its activities.
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Exhibit 9
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Witness Utilization Orgaﬁization Chart

[Court of ﬁommon Pleas - -

Criminal
Listings

Bilingual Court
Information Clerk

District Attorney's Office

Project
Coordinator
: ~
1 Alert ~ ~
Sunervisor ~ \\
Alert Witness Assembly
Operators{ = "| Room Staff

Legend
Operational Authority

- - - -~ Communications
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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,

P since more than'80% of non-police witnesses in Municipa] Court criminal cases

may Tive or work within an hour's travel time from City Ha11.27

Reduction or unnecessary appearances by witnesses was the primary goal
of the Alert unit. It worked well to this end, since program statistics
~made available to evaluators show that 75:9% of Civi]ian withesses put on
telephone alert (32.9% of all such witnesses subpoenaed) were nof 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
i ' of trial conti:uances made nece¢ssary by failures to appear by civilian wit-
; _ nesses. ‘In the first haif of calendar-year 1975, iﬁmediately 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 nonfpoiice witness failures-to-appear. Although the
reduction from 8.8% to 6;8% haé been claimed as a result of the Alert unit's

operation,zgavailab]e statistics are insufficient to support such a claim.

27 From a brief analysis of te1ephdhe alertstatistics for the first half of
calendar-year 1977, the'evaluator concluded that only about.18.5% of.tHe civilian
Witnesses subpoenaed for criminal cases to be heard in the Muricipal courtrooms

zgzveg ?{ the Alert unit might Tive or work more than an hour's travel from
ity Hall. ‘ .

28 Alert statistics for January-dJune 1976 were not=avdilab1e;

29 See Philadelphi eas, "Nati Goal
iphia Court of Common Pleas, "National Standards and Goals
- Exemplary Court Project,” p. 94 ("Condition 8" Document, undated).
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Alert statistics for the Tast half of 1975 show that 7% of civilian
witnesses put on telephone alert and called to appear failed to appear. The
upit'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 fai]ures to
appear. The 1ast,ha1f of 1975 is thé 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. 1t may be that 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 ECP grant applications for the telephone
alert unit included reduction of time required for prosecution witnesses,
reduction of court back1og,yincrease in police patrol time, increase
in general witness satisfaction, increase in witness produétion rates, and
increase in case dispositions. No evidence was found of any effort to measure
changes in these areas. '

A sécond nationai standard relevant in part to the Witness Utilization
subproject is NAC EEEEEE Standard 10.2, which recommends faci]it{es and pro-
cedures for providing the pub]ic‘and participants'in casesywifh information
about the court process. Ahong the standard's recommendations is that the

court and the prosecutor establish ways for witnesées to request information

* about cases by telephone, and this is the purpose of the bilingual court

30see "Progress Report December 1976-Apri1 ]977”,(undated).
; ; e : ,
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{;formation unit'of the subproject. With 28 telephones for citizens to call

a clerk in the Court of Common Pieas criminal listings officé, 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 tdrned out to be less than was originally anticipated. o

| ' It has been reported'that the court information unit received b

1 'Costs,

an average of 110~120'éa115 per daonver the 1ife of ECP.3
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 figures mean that each telephone call cost the courts
53-55¢ on days when 120 callswere received (120 being a high average day).
On days when‘only about 75 calls were received (the average per-day of the
Novemmer 1977 sample), each call cést the courts 24-88¢. 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 tiﬁe 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 gndertaken 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 justifie& by the

results it achieves.

31"Conditi0n 8" Document, p. 90.
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. A final national standard partially addressed by the Witness Uiilization
program 1s'NAC Courts Standard 10.1, which recommends generally that there he
adéquate facilities for court processes and specifically that there be separate
waiting rooms for prosecution and defense witnesses. No provision %s made in
tﬁ{s subproject for defense witnesses. The witness assembly room administered
in City Ha]l,under thevsubﬁroject 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. 1Its location {on the fifth floor of City Hall) is
not necessarily convénient for the many courtrooms in the building, but the
Tocation may yet be as good as could reasonably be found in the large old

structure.

Conclusions

~ Simply by being undertaken, this program has made Phi]ade]phid‘s
ériminal justice system more respongive to the needs of prosecution wit-
nesses. Within the scope of its operation, it has responded to the recom-
mendations‘of the National Advisory Commission. Yet no rigorous effort was
made to provide reliable data on which to base a firm judgment. of its im-

pact, so that it cannot be sajd to have achieved many of the'goa1s set outfﬂ

P

for it in ECP grant applications.

. ﬂg
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WITNESS UTILIZATION

Evaluation Source Documents

Phi]adé1phia District Attorney's office, Victim Witness Unit,
"VYictims are Peopie" (October 1975).

Philadeiphia District Attorney’s office, Witness Utilization Pro-
srar, “?rogress Report December 1976-Apr11 1977" (unpublished re-
ﬁOVt, undated) (cited in text as "“Progress Report December 1976-

Apr11 1977%).

Further information relating to this program was obtained from
irnierviews and from the general source documents listed above at
the beg1nn1ng of this report.
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PRESENTENCE STUDY

In an efforf to attain several standards in senténcing, the Philadelphia
Court of Commgn Pleas inaugurated the Presentence Study component of the
Exemplary Court Project. As fnitia]]y conceived, the presentence preparation
to determine the best adminiétrative structure for pre-sentence preparation,
to improve information flow for continuing presentences, to revise the pre-
sentence format, to develop a]ternatjve, shorter presentences for use in
appropriate cases, and to prepare otherwise for aﬁ increase in the number of
presentences to be conducted in future years. |

I. Hjstory and Present State of Study

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 5.14, which urges

report preparation "in every case where there is a potentfal sentencing dis-
position involving incarceration and in all cases invo]viné felonies or
minors,' 3%las advanced in the first application. The number of presentences
prepared would have to be expanded sixfold. Recogniizing the extent of this
growth "the goal was to be reached by the;Adu1t Probation Department in
stages over three years. | Y

Not only have the numgers,of reports been relatively low,33but diverse

report standards and formats existed for women, drug cases and psychiatric

32NAC, Corrections 5.14, 5.15; Courts 5.1.
33In 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 presentence reports had grown to 2361 or 20% of 11,943 convictions in.
the Mun1c1pa1 and Common Pleas Courts.
& d 64.
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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 redarded as
desirable. |

Related to vo]umé and format were the perceived special neéds in reporting
on and supervising certain types.of offenders. This gave rise to a study of

service delivery by the generd.tist or specialist 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 p1ahﬁﬁng 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 we]TFregarded research unit the planner and researcher would

benefit from existing relationships and organization integration.

Some of the problems expérienced by the projecf stam from the massive
cut in budgeted funding from $1,010,933 to $93,973. Obvfously akreduction of
this dimension,,amounting fo 90% of the originéT amount, wokked fnsurmountab]e
préb]ems in the condﬁct of the planned project. The two persons‘whé worked
primarily on the project were often diverted to other duties by viftue of

reduced funding and other perceived pressing needs.
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’ - Ii. Commentary
| The original grant app1icatioh,which changed little in the continuatioh,
r ‘should serve as the starting point against which the performance of the unit
| may be evaluated. The issues Taised in an earlier concept'paper were inte- |

g | grated within the grant application. The result is a series of "objectives,"A
"organizational questions," "goals" (for project years 1, 2 and 3), and
"quarterly projections.” Comment upon the attainment of many of these sub-

stantive activities in Exhibit 10 precedes a digcussion of the procedures

employed.
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Exhibit 10 Commentary on Presentence Study Activities

19

[}

Source . '
Nol Category|(Reference) |’ Description Activity Comment
1. [OF _iye | 1st Year To determine the best Report orepared but not distributed! Tacit approval of the spec1a11st ;
. o Grant administrative structure | Information on recommended changes | approach. The unit hired ten (10)":
Applicationi{for a presentence contained in month]y prOJect 1nvest1gators and one (1) addition
(Source funct1on : | reports. al supervisor. Blacks, Hispanics
Document 2) ’ and women are reported]y under-
represented on the investigation |
staff. ,

2. | Objective | 1st Year To improve the informa~ jReviewed existing procedures and There has been on]y marginal ;
Grant ~Ition flow necessary for !recommended a series of changes - success in the uniform adoption of,

Application Jconducting presentations.|including expedited ordering and short certificate transmission
(s.0.2) . o ~ receipt of "49" - police arrest practice although one person in the
(See also report; automatic delivery of short | unit has been assigned to receive:
{ Monthly certificate (court order for { a1l copies. As of March 1977 the
‘Report investigation) and court history; unit of 23 investigators had only |
' 12/5/75, ~ addition of investigative unit one secretary,«A11 reports were |
S.D.4 and secretarial personnel. As part of typed in a pool. Investigators who'
+1Goal 1, monitoring the structure informal had formerly typed their own =
Year 1, - ‘finterviews and time and motion study] Tetters now have three secretaries
$.D.2.) Other than reference in a monthly |

of investigation unitwere conducted.

report, no summary of the results

. mot;on studies of the work of
v1nvgst1qat1ons
| Document, S.D.11.) The formal time

" I'not been undertaken. A member of

of monitoring was made. However,
there were early informal time and

(See Condition 8

1og and motion study described in
The Research Design (S.D.3) has

the staff has aftended a PERT

(Program Evaluation Review of
TochniniaY tradiriina caecinn nwA.
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Source

Comment - - B

Nol Category|(Reference) Description ‘ Activity

3.{0bjective |1st Year To revise the preseritencel A short-form presentence investiga- The survey instruments were well
Grant : format. tion form was developed. The Tong- | designed and the results credible.:
Application, form report was left unchanged. A | The statistical reports of f1nd1nq
S.D.2 (See survey was conducted to determine are helpful.

.|0bjective

.10bjective

(classi-
fied as a
primary
objective
in 2nd '

year appli
fcation, '
S.D.10)

Analysis of
Survey, Nov.
1977, S.D.
13)

1st Year
Grant
Application
(S.D.2)

{1st Year.

Grant
Application

4(5.D.2)

|70 develop alternative

shorter presentences for
use in appropriate cases.

To otherwise prepare for
an increase in the number
of presentences to be
conducted in future

years.

‘Respond1nq to a back]og of 500 cases

“the unit produced a short form for

1 information. flow procedures were

user (Judges, presentence investi-
gators defenders, prosecutors and
prison personnel) reaction to the
investigations.

between December 1976 and March 1977

experirental purposes. The form was
to be used in less serious cases.
An instruction sheet was prepared
for use of short form. A revised
short form is now being considered
for adoption.

A new organizational structure of
the investigative unit was proposed;
a short form report was developed;

improved; survey of judges and other
presentence users was conducted;
model sentencing grant app11cat1on,
was prepared; sentencing guidelines
study was:planned and begun.

fas will the cooperation of the

| of - whom would not use it.

{rather than a decision based on’

U

S]1ght1y more than 25% of the * %
judges have rejected use of the
short form. Although an instructios

"sheet accompanied the short form, -
confusion in its use arose during -

3

the backloa period. Training in th¢
use of the form will be essential

more seasoned investigators, many |

The serious back?og in the prepara

‘tion of reports sped the develop- §
‘ment of the short form which is noy

being changed. The increase in the:
unit staff to 33 investigators,'3-!
supervisors, and 3 secretaries was
in response’ to backlog pressures

study and recommended organization
change. Model sentencing and sen- |
tencing qu1deT1ne<Jpr03ects are noy
underway ,

]
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Source

R

No| Category}(Reference) Description Activity Comment
6. | Organiza- { 1st Year Which is the correctmodeliThe research design contained There is no evidence .that the
tional Grant for presentence investi- [hypotheses to be tested in gauging |hypotheses were tested. .The deve]o
Question | Applicationlgations in Philadelphia -|the efficiency in the preparation of{ment of the backlog resulted in .
(S.D.2)(See |generalist or specialist?|reports by specialists or general- |expansion of the existing unit,.. f
Research . : ists. * {thereby continuing the spec1a]1st:
Design, o approach.
Introduction] - .
Sentencing
Literature | - 1
and the Pre-
sentence ;
Process,
updated, ¢
$.D.3) i
7.1 Organiza- { 1st Year What is the eventual Research design contained plan for |Figures have been gathered on the ‘!
tional Grant scope for presentence determining scope (volume) of reports|number: of reports to be prodUced !
Question | Application | reports? Is the ultimate|which might be done. Statistical re-|With the adoption of Rule 1403°
| (S.D.2)}(See | goal to complete presen-|view of production rates done. judges of the Court of Common Pleas
Research tence reports on 100% of [Visits were madé and experience of |may order a presentence ‘investiga-;
| Design, all.convicted offenders |other probation departments was tion report in any case. If the
S.D.3; Sur- | from.both Municipal examined. Interviews were conducted [court dispenses with the report inj
vey Analysis,| Court and the Court of | with most Common Pleas Jjudges. certain cases the reasons must be ;
S.D.13; and Common Pleas? , stated for the record. ?
"t Condition 8§ ~ Production of an-average of 7.7 i
Document, reports per month per investigator:
S.D.11) should be increased-at least to the

ST g

-

U i 0 .
1 FET -

| vrequested

Tevel of Federal Probation 0ff1cer<
(10 per month) in order- to contaln;
the 1ikely growth. ,

Municipal Court reports have re-
mained relatively stable with many !
V1olat1on-oprrnbat1on reports
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(S.D.2)

record.

of a report is not readily known
from reference to the automated

{records within the department for

Source ~ ,
Nol Category{({Reference) Descrlption Activity Comment
8. {Organiza- |1st Year What cr1ter1a should be | Research design in this area 53?2231§n1Exigﬁs?Siei:ggtﬂgi}ggfrﬁse
: tional 1 Grant used to determine the directed primarily to measurement oflof long- and sho%tJterm'fepor%sI
Question {Application | extent of jnformation what judges want on a presentence ‘The criterion Sugqesfed'for selec-
(S.D.2)(See | gathered and verified on report, Survey by questionnaires andting report format.to be used was
Research each individual convicted interviews of judges and other Userﬂseriousness of offense. Long-form
Design, offender? Are gradations | was conducted, reports to be USedfinfmurdeF,'rape,
$.D.3) of presentence reports robbery, arson, kidnapping and pro-
feasible in the bably aggravated assault. Criteria
Philadelphia jurisdictiord for using the short form (alterna- |
‘ Ttive form B) for offenses outside
the major exclusions-are also being!
developed. The on-g6ing sentencing |
guidelines project:is developing em:
prical information which can be usel
in establishing these criteria. ¢
; 0n1y now is the staff examining |
revision of the Tong form and pro- i
. |cedures for'updating reports for |
“tuse in violation of probation pro- |
|ceédings.. Several judges have ,
9. Organiza— 1st Year Is it feasible to developAbandoned. ‘However, information redected uge.of short-form report. %
tional Grant a computerized data base jthat a presentence report has -been |Because of privacy and confident- |
Question [Application |for, presentence reports? jdone is now included in the computer-iality issues raised in the first !
' o ized case history but the pendancy |year this element of the project

was abandoned. However, the ques-"
tion remains in the second year :
grant application. (See S.D. 10.)

To improve access to probation

8

subsequent offenses or in viola-
tions of probation, the automated
court history should contain in-
formation that presentence reports
have been done or are pending..
Further study of this and the con-;
fidentiality issues which may arlse

should be undertaken, M;
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Nol Category{(Reference) Description Activity Comment
10.{ Organiza- | 1st Year Is it possib1e'U)deVe10p{ Deferred. Use of ROR information is | Although this prohibition arose in
tional Grant one information flow excluded by Supreme Court Rule which| the first year, ‘the question was r.
Question | Application| for each individual limits use for bail purposes only. |peated in the second year grant °
($.D.2) entering the Philadelphia] Survey of presentence report users - application. It was felt that a fu
| (See also Criminal -Justice System 'Judges, defenders, prosecutors and | ture change in the rule might perm
second year | starting with thé R.0.R.]prison officials was conducted. This|use of ROR information, hence’ the :
application,| information as the base?|survey vreached, in part, the second | retention of the concept in the .
S.D.10 and { How much information can quest1on succeeding application. Although tt
Survey, be accessible to and ] survey was designed to disclose us:,
S.D.13) exchanged with the var- of the report by discrete elements
jous components of “the : “1of the criminal justice.system. A -
CJS - the police, review of survey results indicates
prisons, courts; proba- that improved, distribution.methods
tion - without violating be developed and that a means of |
confidentiality and responding to user criticism be ;
, | other individual rights?} considered. ;
‘ o‘ » . N ‘ !} * N
11.| Organiza- | 1st Year | How are, the present pre- Survey of Judges conducted (51 of |The survey instrument was well con-
tional Grant’ sentence reports being |55 trial Judges) ceived and the-information gatherec
Question | Application{ utilized in sentencing very useful:. the survey or some E
(5.D.2) by those judges who are - less burdensome mechanism for gain-
(See Survey,| requiring them? ing feedback should be used regu- |
S.D.13.) i larly ‘to gain-a critique_of unit |

' 'vsurvey was the judicial attitudes
: |toward receiving full prior crim-

. {tors.
. subJect to further study

§
i

t

performance. In addition ]udges

should be asked to' communicate with
individual officers or supervisors:
to review qua11ty of work and to i

ioffer both pra1se and d1rect1on fof

ipprovement.,
" Of particular 51gn1flcance in the

ina%- records’ and sentenc1ng
recommendations by the investiga-
Both these areas shou]d be

ot e, et b S £
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Source

: Z2nd year

number 12 in

application)
See Survey,
$.D. 13,

g e e i

Nol Category|(Reference) Description Activity Comment

121 Organiza- | 1st Year ~ |Should presentence recom-|Survey conducted of Jud1cwa] atti- |Most, approximately 59%.of the -
tional Grant mendations be general or ftudes toward sentencing recommenda- |judges, favor recommendation of

“ | Question | Application|specific in nature? tions. specific treatment plans in the-

1 (5.D.2) (ex : . reports. The views of the judges o
cluded in - this point should be sought period
2nd year ically. In making the recommenda- ;

“grant appli- tions the officers should be aware’
cation, S.D§ of dispositional dnd treatment . -

1 10) See resources available. An up-to-date
Survey, S.D; directory of services.should be :
13. available. If a recommendation has:

) been made and accepted the.success
., |of that approach should be communi.
cated to the officer in considerinm
future recommendations. Analysis 01
recommendations and outcomes de=
. . |serves ongoing .review.:{See number.
|13 below. )
13 Organiza- | 2nd Year How. does the presentence [Analysis under way in follow-on - ;Lonq-term review of pecidivism
‘ tional Grant ‘Jreport affect the even- ‘»prOJecus Survey had disclosed that rates and rehabilitation efforts
Question | Application {tual rehabilitation plan {most Judges prefer specific treat- [must be undertaken. Until more so--
‘ : (5.p.10) of the probat1oner/ ment plan recommendations. phisticated data capture and proces
(replacing |parolee?” : sing techn1ques are available to th

unit progress. in achieving th1s
obJect1ve is remote , o

et i b e
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No{ Category!(Reference) Description Activity Comment
14.} Organiza- | 1st Year What is the most viable | An initial short form was developed| Format of report has been 1arge1y
tional | Grant format for presentence and has now been revised. Review of| controlled by need to reduce back-
Question | Application| reports? revised Tong form and violation of | 109, desires of judges, and ;
(5.D.2) probation reports has not been made| Seriousness of offense criteria. |
by the court. - Other factors may be considered in
- using long forms, in violation '
{ reports and in updated reports.
. Further analysis of format in thes!
. areas should be made. See Nos. 4-8
above. B
15.] Organiza- { 1st Year Upon determination. of Reviewed production rates in X Current monthly average of 7.7 :
tional Grant presentence format and | federal probation and other states, | reports per investigator should be
Question | Application | feasibility of gradation . increased ‘at least to the federal -
- (5.0.2) of reports, what volume probation level of 10 per month.

O

“is possible per individ-

ual presentence
investigation?

See No. 7 above. !

Additional training, mot1vat1on
and improved methods of gaining .
information in the field and from .
other agencies will be required to
increase production.



Further Discussion

Although each of the goals, objectives, questions and projections can
bé analyzed 1hdividua11y, there is no ¢1ear1y expressed overall goal in
the first grant application. The research design,expfessed 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 gatis-
fying the National Standards and Goals and meeting the needs of the users."34
The presentence project, while intended and commenced-as a research and
planning effort, does not havevthe attributes of such a study in that there
has been no bibliographic update, no published report (although a final feport
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 evatuation appear tb 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 second yéar grant application, may be due to several
factors, among them delay in 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

34It 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 Tittle analysis of available datau
specifically in thé'production of statistics.  Again as.project reportsy

have not been published, the deficiencies”emerge largely from a review of '
statistical worksheets. Parallel projects being conducted by the same

staff seem to be methodologically sound, thereby 1ndicating that the staff

is capable but'was probably diverted in the instant project by the nness of O
time, operational exigenéies and,staff reassignment.

As described in Exhibit 10, several research 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 accomplisnnent
was the pneparation of a research design in which the resnlts of other studies
and the viéws of a fine group of experts in the field were incorporated. The
polling of judges and other presentence user§ 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 inkthe development of sentencing guideTines and in a further effort
in a model sentencing project. The former is well along, having been treated
as an addendum to the second-year grant app]7cat1on for the 1nstant“pr03ect
' The study was to address three standards of the National Advisory Committee
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. In operaticn, it was only neceésany

for the study to focus on Corrections, Standard 5.14 relating to Requiréments,

for Presentence’Repont 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, Preparation of Presentence Report Prior to

 Adjudication, Wwill be dealt with in the Sentencing‘Guide]ines Study. Attain-

ment of Courts Standard 5.1, The Court's Role in Sentencing, which was included
in the original grant app11cat1on, was not addressed and is absent from the
discuss1on in the Cond1t1on 8 Document.
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With thé abandonment of some research tasks in favor of immediate

operational improvement, the presenténce project should have been conducted

over a shorter time with a sharper focus . Admittedly the assumption of sub-

stantial responsibilities in the sentencing guidelines effort haé the effect

of broadéning and extending the staff's view of the scope of the original study.
An examination of the secpnd—year grant application discToses no -

evident rethinking of goals and objectives. Significantly, the continua-~

tion application included an organizational question concerning a computer=

ized data base for presentence reports which had been remaved from the

project purview within “the preceding year. A1thodgh the use of ROR.information

had been eliminated by adoption of a Supreﬁe Court rule the cohcept was retained

in the grant épp]ication. ‘Project 1eéders, without so expressing in the

application, apparently had hopes that the use of the data could be deferred

until a future reconsfaergtion of the rule 1imitation.
. RN

LY

Conclusions

. Unfortunately, the products of the presentence project offer Tittle repli-

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 preparation had not been completed at the c]oée of thévpro-
jeéf.iﬁéﬁéﬁer,‘the eXaminétion, seekfng to compare presentence practices in

' Phi1éde]phia’and other cities, has pro?ﬁded a healthy stimulus. The

v investigation unit long kegarded as ihsu1ar;has been openéd to study and
the.inVestigator§ have responded with a new interest in professionalism o
andytrafning.k In some respects the project appears to have been super- -
impdsed oh the Research Unit?to stimulate change within the Probation
Departmént, but,tb~the extent that many ﬁmpkoVements in the prepa?ation'k
of preSentence reports'have;been achieved, the project should be regarded ’ .k%

- a8 a ‘SUCCESS‘.
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PRESENTENCE STUDY

Eva]uation Source Documents

In order to evaluate performance in the presentence study, a chart
(presented as Exhibit 10 above) has been employed. For‘brevity's sake,
source documents cited in the chart are referred to by number. The for-
mat for the>1ist of source documents presanted here has, accordingly, been
modified from the format used elsewhere to include reference to the document

numbers cited in Exhibit 10.

Philadelphia Court of Comron Pleas, Presentence Study Concept Paper fon ECP
Phase I Grant Application, undated {Document No. 1 in Exhibit 10).

Phi]adelphia Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project Discretionary Grant
Application (June 3, 1974) (ECP Phase I Grant Application (Document No. 2).

» Presentence Study Unit, Research Design, undated (Document

No. 3).

» Presentence Study Unit, Progect Monthly Reports, dabed monthly,

October 1975 - September 1977 (Document No. 4)

» Presentence Study Unit, 1976 Annual Report - Presentence Study,
Jndated (Document No. B).

; , Philadelphia Standards and Goals Exemp]ary Court Project e
”'D1scret1onary Grant Application (September 27, 1976)(ECP Phase II Grant
prp11cat1on) (Document Nc. 10). ‘

, "National Standards and Goals Exemplary Court Project"- (undated
subm1tted October, 1977, in satisfaction of "Condition 8" imposed by LEAA;
it is cited in the text as the "Condition 8" Document (Document No. 11).

-
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» Presentence Study Unit, Preliminary Report, September, 1976
(Document No. 13). '

Further information relating to this program was obtained from 1nterviews§i
and from the general source documents listed above at the beginning of this
report. ‘
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" COURT VOLUNTEER SERVICES (CVS)

To enhance public understanding of the criminaf Justice system and to
increase community involvement in its operations, the office of Court Vo]unteér
Services (CVS) was created as part of ECP to coordinate and develop

all volunteer services to court agencies. Subproject staff would be responsible

to recruit, train, assign and monitor the activities of volunteers in pretrial

release, probation and other programs.

1. History and Present State of CVS

Beforz the introduction of ECP, the court system's Adult Probation
Department operated a Communify Resource and Volunteer Unit. Its purpose was
develop volunteer manpower_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 particiQ
pation in criminal justice, a more extensive pfogram Waskcéﬁsidered 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 1 of ECP, aiong with a subsequent cutback in LEAA continuation grant
assistance, ultimately meant that federal funding for CVS under ECP totalled
only about $88,000‘(approximateJy 42% of the initial three-year projection).
Other CVS expenses were met fro? the budget of the Adult Probation Department.

The 1974 application propbsed‘three new people--a program director, a
trainer and a‘recruifé}r;to augmenp three’professioﬁal staff members’and a

secfetahy carried over from the old Community Resource and Volunteer Unit.

(Seé Exhibit 11.)  Because of problems associated with assuring the exemplahy
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Exhibit 11

|

CVS Organization Chart

Court of Common Pleas

Chief Probation
Officer

Director, Special
Services

Director, CVS

N

Recruiter
(position
dropped)

o . oob

[---_-"_-1
1
!
?
'
]
1

i
1
1
§
{
i

Staff from Trainer
pre-existing (hired
unit 1976)
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project's compliance with federal EEQ requirements, the CVS director's position
was not filled until Jdune 1975. At first, the director encoupfered resistance .
from incumbent staff, one of whom had been leader of the previous volunteer

unit. It was September 1976 before the trainer's positionvwas filled. And
because of the reduction in federal funding for the program's second phase,

the recruiter position was dropped.

Even with these constraints, the CVS 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 AduTt Porbation Department, serving as counselors to
offenders on probation or parole. Many other volunteers have been tutors,
4he1pfng 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
wilT be deiemphasized because there have been few requests for volunteers.
Volunteers worked for a brief time as Te]éphone. Alert Operators in the Wit-
ness UtiTizatioﬁ Program, but this was not a successful venture.

An effort considered very successful, however, has been the H%spanic Vo]unQ
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 sizeéble Spanish-Speakfng popu- s
lation. Its volunteers work primarily with Spanish-speaking probationers.

Cooperative relations with other offices, agencies ind orgahizations

withinnor'concerned‘with the criminal justice system were sought during the

it EEP‘period,f,Afrangements were made for work in conjunction with the courts

81
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of“nearby Bucks County, with volunteers assigned to Phiiadelphians servino pro-
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 Ebrrections Education Program. And arrangements were
made with other Tlocal criminal justice vo]uhteer progréms to present cooperative
training sessions from time to time. A CVS staff manual was prepared in 1976,
not only for those assigned to the program, but also for probation dfficers to
help them understand their relation to volunteers.

Present State

In addition to training, the internal operation of CVS involves sevéra] other
facets. A major concern of the program director has been recruitments of volun-
teers. To this end, the director and staff have addressed community groups,.
made television and radiq 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 anc
recruiting purposes.

Those applying to be‘volunteers are asked to i1l out an application form
and to give letters of recommendation. They are interviewed by CVS staff, who
also check their employment or education status and police record ahd verify
the recommendation 1etters Final selection of vo1unteers is not made unu11

after training sessions are completed. Tra1n1ng for vo1unteers 15 accomp11>hed
over twelve hours during a weekend, with the H1span1c sessions varying somewhat
from general sessions. Advanced training for vo]unteers is also made available
to volunteers in tutoring techniqués,‘in making pre-parole inVéstigations, and

in the "Thresholds" decision-making technique.
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Volunteer aﬁp1icants.se1ected for the program are assigned in accbrdance
with their desires and skills, as well as the volunteer needs expressed by other
elements of the criminal justice system. While the program has engaged many:
volunteers, it is currently experienéing a shortage of "clients" with whom the&
can work. f

Monitoring volunteer activities is thé final area of concern in the in-
“ernal operation of the program. An important measure is recﬁdivism: 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
volunteers. For monitoring individual volunteers and clients, probation-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 effectﬁveness.

At the conclusion of ECP, CVS was incorporated as an on-going

unit in the Adult Probation Department. Two areas in which volunteer

activities have recently expanded are (1) pre-parole investigations to aid con-
sideration of parole applfcations, and (2) assignment to work with women in
drug and alcohol programs at the local house of corrections.

After the conclusian of ECP, the Adult Probation Department received
federal funding assistance for a new prdgram,kentitled "Intensive Services
Delivery and ASSeséhent." Under the research design fofAthis project, proba-

tioners will be randemly assigned either to (1) a probation officer with a

 regu1ar caseload (about 110 éases), (2) a probation officer with a reduced

caseload (30-35 c]ieﬁts) allowing more intensive contacts, or (3) a probation

officer aided by volunteers. Research will seek to determine whether there

are any significant differences in results.




I1. Commentarz'

NAC Corrections Standard 7.2 calls fot the correctional element of the
criminal justice system to make a comprehensive effort to create ongoing |
relations with other institutions,.agencies and groups in the community. The.
standard further recommends involvement of community representatives in policy
deve]opmeﬁt, interagency coordination and lobbying for corrections improvements.
Since the'CVS program operates as a unit of the court system's Adult Pro-
bation Department, the limitations 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. Nor was evidence
found that CVS was ever conceptualized as part of a broad, integrated correctidns
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.EQEEE§ Standard 10.3, which suggests that the courts pursue
an active ko]e in public education about the criminal justice syétem,,envisions
a much broader scheme than the CVS program was designéd to achieve. One ﬁight
conceive of CVS as one part of a more comprehensive approach to pubTic educa-
ft{on, and all CVS publicity efforts were apparently coordinated‘through the
Court's Office of Public Information. While the program director and staff
undertook a vigorous effort to prépare pamphleté, speak to community groups,
and make media presentations, this effort was directed pfimari]y toward

creating pub]ic exposure for the volunteer program,‘to aid fetruiting.
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NAC Corrections Standard 7.3 is specifically addressed by CVS, although
part of the standard is beyond the program's scope. NAC éecommends creation of
a multipurpose public information unit, to inform the general public and promote
improvements, and the volunteer program was not designed for this purpose.36 It
is, however, designed to implement the second element of the NAC standard'§
recommendatiensgf—wgn 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 Volunteef Unit, and it was to
receive direction and support from the probation department.37 See Exhibit 11;.
As the chart and text above indicate, CVS was préceded by a community resource
unit that was not substantially different in purpose. It appears that CVS was
conceived in part as little more thah a "vehicle" for continued federal fund-
ing of the old program.

Moreo@er, 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 comp1eie1y focussed on providing volunteers to aid that
deS&?tment's activities. Being only a probation sub-unit, CVS did hot attempt
one of the suggestions'of NAC Corrections Standard 7.3, that the volunteer unit

involve citizens in advisory and poiicy-making roles.

) . . : 4
36Public information functions were performed by other elements of the court

:system’as well (e.g., the Office of Public Information).

37§CP Phase I Grant Application, I-7 (1974).
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It was only at ECP's conclusion that CVS began to engage in "cooperative

endeavors with corrections c]ients,"’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.

For purposes of recruitment, CVS has prepared an attractive brochure,

descr1b1ng the nature of volunteer services, qua11f1cat1ons required of volunteers

'"and the application process, and program staff have also helped prepare an

audio-visual s]1de presentation. This meets: the provision in NAC Correctioné
Standard 7.3 that the citizen involvement unit make public in writing its pd]-,
icies about the volunteer selection process, term of service, tasks and
responsibilities.

Other recruiting actiyi}ies have included addresses to community groUps,
radio and television appearances and'public sérvice announcementg, and articles
published 1in hewSpapers. In each area, the staff have met or exceeded goals
established (e.g., 12 commuhity groups tojbe addressed‘each,year). Volun-
teer application form§ request thét applicants indicate how they learned
about tVS. But the goals stated in the projecf proposa] wei e never preceded
by assessment of the number of volunteers needed by the system or the ]eVél
of recruitment activity needed to meet those needs. |

Although the recruitment activity goals for the program's Second year
seem to have been exact1y the same as those for its first yeah,}éfforts wefé’ 

L

made to determine (through an analysis of applications) what recruitment =
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thic]es were most éffective, The study showed that radio and television were
most effective in encouragfng applications, while speeches to community grouns
nroduced the fewest app]iéants. 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. Bﬁt fewer
radio and television appearanceé were made in the second year.

The initial probosa]'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 Qo]unteers
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 1iving in the same part of the city. Volunteers were usually

older than clients to whom they were assigned.

- Screening of vo]unteer app1fcants involves review of éomp1eted 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 program or (2) who are found to be

unsuitable, after successfully passing through the screening pr: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 defaults, but they may want to consider doing

so0 as a means to improve the program's operation.

_~38AbtbAssociates, An Exemplary 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 f]exibiiity and varjety of training
mechanisms employed -- the basic 12-hour curriculum and the Hispanic alternative,
the cooperatﬁye sessions with other volunteer agencies, arrangements with local
educationai inst{tutions and with the "Thresholds" decision-making program --

and by the availability of helpful written materials for volunteers about the

criminal justice process and about the relationships between a volunteer and
a client. 1t appears, howéver, that indicators of training effectiveness
mighf be used more extensively as a means to manage training activities and
give direction to their further déve]opment. Volunteer opinions (both imme-
diately aftér training sessions and on a periodic basis.durihg volunteer
service), about areas in which more or less emphasis‘miéht be placed in train-
ing sessions were'sought for a period of time, but the regults were not con~
sidered helpful. Other indicators might include: |
(a) periodic assessments by professionals in égencies receiving volunteer
aid about volunteer knowledge and skills in areas that training might
affect; and
(b) “success" rates for clients of volunteers. (e.g., performance in educational
pursuits, recidivism, "no show" rates). '
While each of these indicators reflect considerations'unre1ated to the quality of
‘trgining, they’may be perceived as matters that can be influenced by trainihg.
Assignment of volunteers is affected by a'number,of considerations,.
among them‘the level of demand for volunteer assistance and the availability of
vo]unteers'with,suitable skills and interest. In the CVS annual reéort for
1976-77 (prepared June 1977), placement of trained volunteers was‘characterized
as [cont1nu1ng] to be the most severe prob1em plsgu1ng the CVS program " since
only 45% of trained, then-active vo]unteers were ass1qned This prob e may be :

the result of many factors.
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One such factor has been under-emphasis in the prggram‘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 finding
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 obstac]es 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 tb volunteers dropped from
43 in 1975-76 to only 17 in 1976-77. Ambiva]enf attitudés among judges and
’probation officers is viewed by some as the result in part of feelings that
court Teaders "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 volunteers a form of “cheagi}abor" who might‘
threaten probation officer jobs? How could volunteers bé Sged most effectively?
Does the value of vo]untgers 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 itselil. But improving the level of

89



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 opeyationé] facet of a volun-
teer program while being the most effective source of information about the
program's success: If appears that this phase of the CVS operation has room
for improVeﬁent. Volunteers are to complete monthly report forms, detailing
hours of service and the freguency and nature of contacts with‘c1ients. Since
many vo]untee}s disTike completing such4reports, CVS staff often telephone |
volunteers for oral activity reports. Since many volunteers work with probafion
officers, reports (when wrftten) are sent to probation officers. Some pro-
bation officers and volunteers find the paperwork involved in repbrtibg too |
burdensome (this is especially critical for probétion officers, who Othérwise '
have consfderab]e paperwork feducing time aljocable to clienf contacts).
Improvéments in the on-going activity of monitoring Vo]qnteer activities
might be'achieved'by'(l) greater emphasis in volunteer training on the need for
and value of keeping CVS staff (and the staff of agencies sef&ed) abreast of
fndividua] volunteer efforts; (2) greater allocation of CVS staff time to develop-
ing aﬁd 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 variable according to the ngture'of thé assignmenf., (This
Teaves opeh the issue of the kinds of cases——whether'"tough" or‘"routine"-_

~ appropriate for assignment to volunteers.) Attention should be paid to the
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level and specific nature of compiaints from recipient agencies, and to the

- Tevel and reasons for "lost" 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 Tevel
is the success of volunteer c]ients. In the exemplary project grant applica-
tions; reduciion‘of "no shows”}by 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 defendanté given con-
ditional pre-trial release by the codrt. Such defendants are those not
qualified for release on recognizance or for percentage cash bail. In' the first
year ofkthe 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 éffort was made to
create experimental conditions for measuring volunteer effectiveness. CVS now de-
emphasizés vo]unteer assignments for this purpose because of low client numbers
and qdestionable reSu]ts.Bg |

To test the effect of volunteers on recidivism, 1imited 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 19?6—77, that rate was 13%.
Various studies conducted by the Adult Probation Department have found recidivism
rates from 29% to 49%. Tentatively, CVS results Took very positive, but there
are'numerOUS‘consideraﬁions weakening the validity of any comparisons with

other probation acti?ities. "Recidivism" was equated with re-arrest in CVS

v

, 39Apparent1y,'many persons released each year under Philadelphia‘s ROR pro-
gram’are placed in residential or in-patient programs, so that they are subject
to considerable control. Volunteers are assigned to clients among those not so

~ 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»"
meésure of recidivism; The clients served by volunteers may be an unrepresenta-
tive sample of all those served by‘probatfon, and no effert'was made to introduce
an experimental design to comparison of "Vo]unteer" and "non-volunteer" groups.
Finally, while CVS figures are for each year of the program, the rates in other
studies may be for the entire pfobation period. It appears that a more rigorous
assessment of volunteer éffectiveness must await éonc]usion 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 manpower 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, howevér, about the cost and benefits of the
program in comparisoh with full-time probation officers, about its effect in two
areas of heaviest volunteer involvement: (1) crime reductioh,‘as reflected by
recidivism rates of persons served by volunteer probation aides; and (2) delays
in the criminal justice processvcaused by failures-to-appear by defendants |

given pre-trial release with volunteer aides assigned.
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‘ COURT VOLUNTEER SERVICES (CVS)

Evaluation Source Documents

Philadelphia Court of Comm¢n Pleas, Adult Probation Department, Court Volunteer
Services, "Annual Report 1976-1977" (unpublished report, July 1977).

> "CVS: People Helping People" (brochure, 1976).
» "Staff Manual" (1977).

| c————————

» "Repart for Month of June 1976; Progress Report for the Year [July 1975-
dJune 1976]1" (unpublished report, July 1976). ’

» Volunteer Packet (undated).

Further information relating to this program was obtained from interviews and
from the general source documents Tisted above at the beginning of this report.
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COURT REPORTING:
VOICE WRITING IMPLEMENTATION

Court reporting involves two major functions: recording trials and
other court proceedings; and when needed, transcribing the record of these}
proceedings. In recent years, Philadelphia courts (1ike other court syétems
thoughout the country) have had marked increases in case volume thatkhave
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 machine-shorthand ("stenotype") method of court reporting. In the
stenotype method, a reporter records proceedings by machine, then usually dic-
tates his notes by tape recordér for himself or a typist to use in preparing
a transcript of the record. In the voice-writing method} microphones are
used to record one or more courtroom speakers on multi-track audio tape, while
the reporter simultaneously dictates the proceedings on a separate channel of
the tape, using styTized diction to give transcriber instructions, speaker
identification and pgnctuation. The tapé can then be transcribed by the re-

porter or a typist‘40

I. History and Present State of Voice Writing Implementation

In 1974, Philadelphia courts were faced with a sizeable backlog in transcript

production. The {nitial ECP grant application singled out the court system's

40For discussions of voicewriting and other court reporting techniques, see
National Center for State Courts, Management of Court Reporting Services, [herein-
after, Management of Reporting] (pp. 27-34 {August 1976)3 Multi-Track Voice Writing:
An Evaluation of a New Court Reporting Technique, [hereinafter, Voice Writing Evalu-
ation] pp. 3-4 (October 1973); or Selection of a Court Reporting Method for the
Oregon District Courts, pp. 4-5 (May 1973). , ‘
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exclusive reliance on the stenotype court-reporting technique as one important
réason'for the back1og;411t 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 on
personnel and time resources that would be reduced by introduction of the two-
step voice writing technique. ‘

Another reason why stenotﬁpe was seen contribdting to backlog problems was
that the length of time necessary to‘train a person in the stenotype method--
usually two years—-createdka'shortage of qualified and reliable stenétype re-
porters, thereby increasing the cost of their services. The voice writing
technique, on the other hand, had been found in a federalTy-funded study to
require only six months training in order for trainges to become competent
court reporters.42

For botﬁ of these reasons, further experimentatioh 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
Gime111, originator of thé Gime11i method of voice writing, would serve as a
consultant to participate in selection of prospective voice writers and over-
see a training program that would 1a$t from eight to 24 weeks, dependiﬁg on the

progress of individual trainees. At the end of the training program, a voice

41

42See Voice Writing Eva]uat1on, 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 actual civil and crwmwnal proceedings
in several jurisdictions (including Philadelphia: "id., pp. 68- 69) were well-
received by judges and adm1n1strators

ECP Phase I Grant‘Appiication, page G-2.
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writer pool was to be created. The impact of the pool on transcript backloa

scould be measured, and the performance of voice writer under actual working

conditions could be eva]uated.43

As first contemplated in the initial ECP grant application, this sub-

projecf was to have a three-year budget of $321,442 (of this amount, $117,633

44 After the delays experienced in imple-'

was to be spent in the first yéar).
mentation of ECP Phase I and the sharp reduction of LEAA funding forVPhase IT,
however, it was decided not to provide continuation funding for voice wrifing
implementation. _

In fact, much less than the $117,633 originally allocated for Phase I of
the subproject waS actually spent for it. Over 60% of the first-year budget
was intended to providé salaries for voice writer trainees and.additiona1 typists.
But after ECP began it was decided that voice writer trainees must be selected
from_gandidates 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 hired 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 cfty. Ten 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

“3%Cp Phase 1-Grant Application, pp. G-5 to 6-7.

“14., pp. vII - X1
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deficiencies in language and typing skills that would have disqualified
‘them under standards he would otherwise have app]ied.45

In September 1975, fifteen months after the ECP grant application, the
voice writer training programn began with seVen students. Be;ause all of the
trainées wera %u]]-time empToyees, training sessions were scheduled for late
weekday afternoons and Saturda& mornings, over a 13-week period. Pressures
associated with such 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
some exceptions, stenotype’reporters were cooperat’ive.47

Upon completion of the training program in January 1976, the four re-
maining students were administered a test by Mr. Gimelli requiring a performance
Tevel equalling or exceeding‘standards for court reporter qualifying tests in
most jurisdictions'throughbut the countr_yz.,'8 A1l four performed very well }
(scoring 97% or higher, with 95% considered a passing grade). 'In February 1976,
“the same four people tock the qﬁa]ifying examination for court’reporters,’and
two passed. (when the same test was administered earlier in the same month,

only three of seventeen stenotypists taking it were successful.)

4Sdoseph Gimelli, letter to J. Denis Moran, with general report of ETP
voice writer training program, work summary, and invoice for services 2izzched
[here1nafter, Gimel11i Tetter] (February 20, 1976). . :

 ABECP Progress Report p. 5 (June 1975).
47G1me111 1etter, Student Summgry,,p, 7.

481d 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 net refunded under the ECP continuation grant. Not until August 1977 was
one of the two successful voice writer examinees appointed as a reporter, in
the court system's mental health unit. In December 1976, that reporter was

finally transferred to the general court reporter pool, and her'place in the

- mental health unit was taken by the other voice‘writer who passed the February

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, sinqe 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 comp]eted, 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.

. IT. Commentary

In the National Advisory Commission's volume of standards and goals for

. the courts, it is recommended that courts make a major effort to reduce transcript

délay, either through technological innovation or increased personnel, with the
goal of having transcripts on appeal available within thirty days after the

close of tria1.4QWhi1e the voice wfiting implementation effort as originally

ot

4QNAC, 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'internaT
operation of the subproject helped assure its inability to approach the national
standard. Producing two persons able to qualify és court reporters, who were |
not assigned as reporters until 18 months or more after the completion of its
training program, the subprojebt achieved no results measurable in terms of the
NAC recommendation. .

uAs mentioned above, the veice 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 prograﬁ
consisted of 78'hour§ (six hours per week for 13 weeks) of formal training 47
and 52 hours (four hours per week for 13 weeks) of informal practice sessions.
This amount of time for training is considerably 1éss than the émount‘considered
optimal for voice writer training, even for students with more formal educaticn
and greater language and typing skills than those participating in the Philadelphia
program.soThat tWo of the program;s trainees qua]ified‘by‘examination to be
court reporters after such a comparatively short program is.a testament ﬁot only
to the quality of the training methods employed, but also to the talent and de-

termination of the successful trainees,

50In 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., fourteen students received over
130 hours of classroom instruction and an average of 137 hours informal practice
time over an intensive five-week period. Almost all of these students had at
Teast some college education, and most possessed undergraduate degrees. Given

- standard court reporter examinations for three Jur1sd1ct1ons, nineteen of the

twenty trainees in the study achieved passing grades. TRe study concluded that

~additional classroom instruction and in-court internship, tota1]1ng 99-150 hours,

&t

would 1mprove the tra1n1ng program.
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Conclusions

Given the constraints under which it operated, the Voice erting imple-
mentation progfam must be considered a remarkable success. Severe limitations
were imposed on the subproject, including:

(1) é drastic cutback‘in<avéilab1e funding;

(2) restriction of the poo]vof possible candidates;

.(3) reduced and inconvenient training hours. '
Yet, under such less-than-optimal conditions, the Program was able in 13 weeks

to produce graduates able to Pass an examination for which stenotype reporters

must train for twenty-four months or more.

100 -




COURT REPORTING:
VOICE WRITING IMPLEMENTATION

Evaluation Swurce Documents

Gimel1i, J., letter to J. Denis Moran, with attachments: general
report of ECP voice writer training program, work summary, and in-
- voice for services (February 20, 1976).

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas, Exemp]ary Court Project, Progress
Reports dated June 30, 1975 [cited in text as ECP Progress Report (June
- 1975)1, September 30, 1975, and June 30, 1976.

Philadelphia ECP Refunding Evaluation Team, Report, "Voice Writing
Refunding Evaluation Report," pp. 108-117 (1976).

See the beginning of the report for genera1 source documents relied
upon in making this evaluation.
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MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING UNIT

Created as part of the adﬁinistrative apparatus of thé ECP, the manage-
ment and planning unit aiding the ECP Coordinator (initially called the Pro-
ject Management Unit) was "to create, tréin, and operate an aggressive ménage—
ment team which will approach identified problem areas in the criminal justice
system wherein the Standards and Goals have not been achieved and to develop
recommendations for the most efficient and effective means of bringing the present
opekations in line with the standards and goals as sét forth by the National

Advisory Commission."S]

Subsequent name changes point to changes in duties.
In the Phase II grant application, the unit js referred to as the Management,
Evaluation and Planning Um't.52 A further change is seen in the "Condition 8"

Document, which refers to the component as the Management and Planning Um‘t.53

I. History and Present State of Unit

Initially, the Management and Planning Unit of ECP»was 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 select~
’ 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, vestiges have remained.

5]ECP Phase I Grant Application, p. K-4.

S2ECP Phase II Grant Application, p. A-2.

53ucordition 8" Document, p. 20.

54The Cour? Impact_P]an sought to guage shortfalls n the attainment of NAC. -
standards by Philadelphia courts. A 1976-77 "Delphi" survey was conducted by the :

Management'qut at the request of the President Judge. The survey, seeking to
assess planning needs, indicated a change in the role of the unit.

102 - -

L e e s e i e at T e et T T SR



e S sy b S i pagh

The Phase Ikgrant 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. ‘(Actua] al]ocatidn of federal funds to the unit in Phasé I and II
was reported to be dn]y $271,905, of which $51,525 was for rent to house PJIS
and Management staff.) ‘ | |
The unit set about evé1uat§ng 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 (inc]uding responses
to a substantial number of information requests) which, although not initially
assigned, Were regérded 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_aftaining or‘exceedingiﬁAC
recommendat{ons in nfne areas. The first year grant appiiéation develdped in
1973 1isted 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 app]ic;tion and full activation
~of the unit, goé]s had been reached. In other instances, goals reached after
- the establishment of the unit were the result of prior work and cannot properly .
be'credited to the unit.
FirSt to be addressed was Qggf§§55tandard 4.2 concerning citation and
summons in lieu of arrest. Aftef repeating the requirements of the standard,
thé "Condition 8" Document asserts that "Phi]adelphia,1s’present1y in lfﬁe with

Standard 4.2,"90 - While the "Condition 8" Document is silent on the role of

“+

~ S55ee Exhibit 12 below for a partia1 list of accomp]ishmenté claimed -
. by the unit. .

55"Condition 8" Document, p. 23.
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12. Accomplishments Claimed by ECP Manaéement,
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 hearings.

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 extensiverecidivism studies.

Prepared report 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 Sheriff's Office.

Developed Attorney "20 Case Rule" report.

Helped to develop case weights for the Pennsy]van1a State Court
Administrator's Office.

Redid Municipal Court Transcript and Baijl 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 11st of all ECP employees for EEO comp11ance, served on
EEQO committee. _

. JInvolved in Sentencing Guideline Project.

Involved in implementation of "One-Day, One- Tr1a1" Jury System
Prepared report on peremptory challenges.

Prepared reports for Court's Committee on ECP.

Conducted analysis of court reporter transcripts.

Developed report on national mandatory sentenc1ng patterns
Prepared paper on planning process. v
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 app]ication57 refers td the
Unit's work in designing the citation form. The Unit also developed procedures

and revised the assessment fee scale to extend the concepts to other areas.

The Management Unit did develop a citation and summons form to be used in the

recommended procedures.
| Courts Standard 4.3 reccmmends that preliminary hear1ngs not be ava11-
able in misdemeanor prosecutions. Un1t staff, after an extensive study of
the "arraignment” pr0cedure 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 contindances.
The standard, 4.10, &n pretrial motions and conferences was also the

subject of a unit report. 58 Th1s study dzscussed the expePTence in ather

~\Jur1sd1ct1ons and the 1ikely consequences of adoption of omnibus hearings in

Philadelphia. It was recommended that discovery be expanded and that a check-
1ist for prosecution and defense be adopted to facilitate thevuse of the
hearing. At the time of the recommendation, Pennsylvania rules provided for
1imi ted diséovery and because the standard would permit extensive discovery,
the report was not acted uﬁon. 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 produced similar forms which were acceptable to the Court.

STECP Phase II Grant Application, pp. A-18, A-19.

58Management Evaluation and Planning Unit, "Omnibus Hearing Report"
(August 13, 1975)
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General Codrt Regulation 73.9 "Application for Cbntinuances" meets tée
requirement of Courts Standard 4.12 on continuances. The unit, hbwever, as an
ongoing task monitors continuance rates. This has been a significant effort,
including development of continuance.codes, coding procedures, training and
design of three court forms. A monthly report on contiﬁuance and the enf&r@e-
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,
Jury Selection. An analysis of data collected aﬁa.recommendations to support
judicial voir dire of jurors was approved and implemented by the court. 1In
addition, the unit cpmp]eted a study on preemptory.challenges recommending
that in capital offenses ten challenges be allotted to each 1itigating 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 unconstithtidna] and, as capital foenses had been
abolished, local court rules cou}d‘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, comp]eted in early 1976,
analyzed the use of six and twelve person juries. It was asserted that
six-person criminalvjury panels would be desireable "from a cost/benefitk
perspective." The unit also began production of bi-annual reports on jury usage.
Tﬁe steps taken to reduce hon—productive’time by the jufors were apparently

regarded as beyond the scope of the unit's duties ahd use of the data generated

. by the uhit remains unclear. This may be related to the relatively independent

status of the jury commissioner who is elected by the Board 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 imprové court procedures directly, did
review the comprehensive appraisal and analysis of Phi]ade]phia‘crimina1 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
'proéedures manual detailing steps in court operations. The manual is now
being revised and published in monthly instaliments. 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. rather
than 16 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 attdining Standard 4.15 related to
the organization of Philadelphia's'first judicial training seminar which

focused on sentencing disparities.sg

At one point the unit intended to
cooperate with the presentence study unit on the sentencing guidelines study.
Original plans envisioned the parallel development of guidelines by three re-
searchers. This triplication of effort was 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 guidelines study is continﬁ%ng in the presentence unit.
4

 %91he 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 15.1 and 15.2 relate to the court component and responsibility
in the deve1opﬁént of a plan in the,ggent of a mass disorder. Thevunit was -
active in this, preparing first an'abbreviated "emergency 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 atterneyv's
office emergency provisions, Philadelphia prisons emergency plan and details
fbr tranéportation and meals for detentioners and court personnelias well as

procurement of supplies.

Along with the work on specific standards the unit was designed to
serve as the management-arm of the Exemplary Court Project executive
director. Apart from the substantive work of the project there have arisen
three major, and cqntinuing, procedural problems which have dampened overall
project performance.

Attempts to conform; for a large number of employees, with EEQ hiring
requirements, resulted in long delays in several component ﬁrojects; While
the courts had complied previously in individual cases, compTiénce 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 delays. | |

The PJIS component, regarded by many as the centerpiece of the ECP, became
the object of spikited debate over confidentiality of information as discussed

elsewhere in this report. The PJIS controversy consumed much of the ECP
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executive director's time, leaving little time for ECP supervision or inte-
gration of the management unit ipto ECP operations. The'manadement 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’

affected the management unit as it had several other subprojects. Research

avenues were abandoned, new staffing was curtailed and 1iaison 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 c]assified within these areas. In reviewing.work
products of the unit a mix of planning/research and administrative/managerial
fqutions is often discernable. 1In several instances staff have been asked

to Uncover a problem, then to recommend and carry out means of improvement

without the necessary autﬁority. The rift between the research and the
operational duties is traceable in part to the grant applications, which require

. both standards and goals attainment and monitoring of others.

IT. Commentary

Although under a single project leader, the ECP subprojects do not

(except in that they relate to NAC standards and goals) function in a coor-

‘ dinated way. The executive director in the discharge of his duties was to

Jook toward the management unit to aid in monitoring the work of the subprojects,
although unit staff’ﬁembers did not consider this responsitility as clearly dele-
gated to the unit. While Tiaison with the subprojects directors was the responsi-
bility of the executive director, it was to be exercisedtthrough the management
~unit. Sensing the value of greater~coordihétion for the ECP director, the

management unit undertook a more comprehensive liaison role. However actively
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in&b]ved it became in 1iaison, the unit was also to maintain the detachment
necéssary for evaluation and recommendation on refunding decisions. Tension
between these often conflicting roles was often resolved by favoring simple
Tiaison ovef evaluation and monitoring.

Whether the two executive directors, in their respective terms, could
reasonably have béen expected to coordinate and control activities of de-
partments and agencies over which they had 1ittle or no control is a central
problem in eva]uating the overall project!s success. Projects within the

office of the d1str1ct attorney or the probat1on department posed various -

coord1nat1on prob1ems where subprojects requ1red cooperation from city agencies

outside ECP, coordination was even more difficult.

Difficulty in isolating the effective areaof control by the executive
director was heightened when that controlwas delegated to a subproject.

The management unit was to monitor the progress of each of the other
subprojects forkreports to the executive director. Although the management
staff believed there was an. insufficient mandaté for  this duty,.the second
year grant agp}iéatidn expressly states that the "executive director through
the managemeﬂi;ﬁ;it is responsible for monitoring the progress and documentation
on éach of the standards and goals project.” As earlier described, the circum-
scription of the executive director’s monitoring role resu]ted 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 relaticnship

dodbt]ess 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 should have

guided the work of the management unit. With clearly delegated authority from

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 6f operational units. Assured tha§ internal
relations among subpr?jects were carriea out smoothly, the executiVe director

could have turned to external relations to stimulate support for the projects.

Many problems faced by the unit werethe effect of its delayed entry into
the operational setting. The unit experienced longer delays than other ele-
ments in the EEQ compliance period and as a consequence has been regarded as
a "1ate'addition"~by other units. Established re]atfons among other projects
were not modified’tq_assure acceptancéfof the m;nqgément unit's overview role.
Perhaps if the unit had been given the opportunity to join in establishing
- measures of perff)nance, other projects would have been more receptive to its
role and would have benefited from the gﬁidance 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.

| The unit was somewhat more successful in work on the several standards

described above. However, even in these areas 1imited distribution,éf its many
publications of findings diﬁinished the value as an exemplar for othér projects.
Although one of the tasks of the unit was the preparation of a qdarter]y ECP
newsletter, "ExCePtions," to report on the progress of the project, that publi-
cation ‘appeared only firregularly, due in significant part to delays in the start-
up and progress of subprojects. The unit pub]ished some articles, aided in the
preparation of brochures and a slide presentation for -other subprojects, and

supplied information on an individual basis.

1M

v e o Sk b b i e e

T v e e BTN TIR G B 0T g Mttt ot 0 2T e s e e b S e s repta e, s s e < S e ¢



PRSIV N ——

Conc1usions

Continued nationwide emphasis in judicial planning may yet vitalize the
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 ras-

nonsibilities is to be meaningful the views and plans of the unit should hn

niven full hearing, and, if eafned credence. Court policymakers should view

the work of the unit as a resource in making management dec1s1ons, and they

should c]ar1fy its responsibility and author1ty, without th1s the cont1nuat10n
of the unit would not be justified. To date, assessing what has been achievad
in the 1ight 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

! .

Evaluation Seugce Documents
The sources relied upon in the preparation of this section are the

general source documents Tisted 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 March 27, 1978.

Question:

Comment:

‘Question:

Comment:

]

What are the factors that contributed to discontinuation of the
Tine booking system? What happened to police/court cooperation?

The police were concerned with three factors:

1) The full cost of entering 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 Tessons have been learned regarding such things

as (1) 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?

In answer to the first part of the question, the design of a PJIS-
1ike 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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Question:

Comment:

Question:

~ Comment:

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. Further, 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 cooperation. :

While the quality of 1eadersh1p 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 basic:

. The provision for an adequate and cont1nu1ng source
of financing.
Substantial agreement by all part1es concerned, in-
cluding citizens;.of- the_desirability of the project.
. The resolution of related issues such as confidenti-
ality of information.

Given the federal funding problems and less than anticipated re-
sources, would it have been better to cut cut more subprojects,
thereby concentrating on implementing a few separate projects?

Not necessarily. One option would have been to apply all of the
remaining resources to PJIS: 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.

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 p]ann1ng unit,
h1ndered coordination of the project.

Project environment: Becausethe 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 subprogects, such as witness utili-
zation, district attorney's management information system
(DAMIS), were outside the direct control of the courts. Ex-
acerbat1ng the difficulty of coordination even further was
the varying start-up times of the: subprogects

. Problems in .the use of the project's p]ann1ng and management

unit: The project coordinator did not make effective use of
- the planning and management unit. Two factors are important:
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- = The coordinator did not estab11sh 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.

LR a5 A TRELN comaitr et
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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.
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Question: How and to what extent did loca] problems affect the project?
Commeﬁt: The fo]]owxng 1oca1 problems affected the project significantly.
. Community resistance to automated criminal records.
. The delay associated with the court's attempt to apply
EEO gu1de11nes on a wide-scale basis.
~+ ~The turnover in court leadership.
. The police withdrawal of support for the on-1ine booking
component of PJIS.
. Potential confliict of interest involved in IBM's role.
Question: Were the state guidelines for privacy and security followed?
Comment: The state guidelines did not bear directly upon the results of PJIS.
Y However, the formulation of local guidelines and the knowledge of
4 " the preparation of state guidelines stimulated a pubiic debate,
which contributed to the PJIS delay. (ECP policy apparently was

i , to follow the most restrictive elements of either state or local
i ' . guidelines.)
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