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Homicides Related to Drug Trafficking.­
Homicides as a result of business disputes in the 
distribution of illegal drugs appears as a new sub­
type of homicide in the United States, report 
authors Heffernan, Martin, and Romano. In this 
exploratory study of 50 homicides in one police 
precinct in New York City noted for its high level 
of drug dealing, 42 percent were found to be "drug­
related." When compared with non-drug-related 
homicides in the same precinct, the "drug-related" 
more often involved firearms and younger, male 
victims. 

Management Theory Z: Implications for Correc­
tional Survival Management.-Increased work­
load and decreased budgets are realities facing cor­
rectional management during the remainder of the 
1980's, asserts Dr. William G. Archambeault of 
Louisiana State University at Baton Rouge. This 
means that fewer employees must be motivated to 
produce more and higher quality services. Faced 
with a similar dilemma, American business and in-

J 

fender and cOllect'judgment to' repay ·the victim 
and the state. 

Information Processing in a Probation Office: 
The Southern District of Georgia Experience.­
Chief Probation Officer Jerry P. Morgan believes 
there is a place for word/ information processing in 
the probation office. In establishing a system in 
the Southern District of Georgia, local sentence 
comparison became the first project followed by 
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Informat~n Processing in a 
Probation Office 

The Southern District of Georgia~xperience 

By JERRY P. MORGAN 

Chief Probation Officer, U. S. District Court, Savannah, Georgia 

Background 

On October 18, 1979, a request was sent to the 
Administrative Office of the United States Courts 
for the leasing of an IBM System 6 Model 442 In­
formation Processor to be used in the probation of­
fice of the Southern District of Georgia. The 
justification for this request was d~vided into.f~ur 
applications: sentencing data, actIve superVIsIon 
case records, case activities, and closed case 
records. 

Sentencing Data-Sentence disparity is a fre­
quently raised complaint agai~st the judiciary. 
Staffing sentence recommendatlOns by the proba­
tion officers, especially in multidefendant cases, 
help keep sentencing recommendations consistent. 
To improve our consistency we wanted a system to 
keep track of the sentences for similar offenses 
and an easy method to compare these sentences. 
We proposed files with 22 fields (items of informa­
tion) identifying the defendant, offense, recommen­
dation, sentence, judge and probation officer. In 
our original proposal, the only information on the 
offender other than name was the salient factor 
score.· 

Active Supervision Case Records-There were 17 
fields in this proposed application including type 
of offense, age, race, sex, salient factor score, 
classification, and prior record. Prior to the in­
formation being on processing equipment it was 
difficult to get reports on the type of offenses for 
which persons are on supervision, and data by sex, 
race, age, etc. We also envisioned that t~e q.u~er­
ly worksheet, which was typed by the mdIvId?al 
secretaries, could be printed on the processmg 
equipment. 

Case Activities-This application, which would 
contain contact information has been dropped. 
Case activity recording is ha.ndled more effective­
ly by manual methods and there is little value in 

-Editor's Note: The reader is referred to the article by Hoff­
man and Adelberg (FEDERAL PROBATION, March 1980) for 
a nontechnical explanation of the salient factor score. 
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duplicating the already existing information in a 
machine. 

Closed Case Records-This application would 
have had 10 fields including success/failure in­
formation. 

We received the equipment in May 1980. There 
was considerable discussion as to the type of items 
to go into the machine and the outputs that could 
and/ or should be produced; and how much work it 
would create for the secretaries, etc. 

The individuals who set up the initial training 
and system had no information/word processing 
experience, including the IBM representative 
assigned to us. This made the initial trial and error 
confusing and time-consuming. We began to q.ues­
tion the value of the equipment. However, the 
fascination of processing capability, constricted 
only by the imagination of the operators, produced 
light at the end of the tunnel. Due to the insistence 
of the secretaries, we committed ourselves deeply 
and thoroughly in the beginning rather than trying 
a shallow individual report approach that was first 
envisioned. 

A decision was made to have one worksheet with 
all fields necessary to work in all applications. The 
first task we hoped to accomplish was to have the 
equipment print out Probation Form 3, ~he form 
sent to the Administrative Office to prOVIde them 
with case information. At that time, the individual 
clerks were doing their own Form 3's, so we gave 
them good news and bad news. The good news, 
they would not have to type Form 3'Si the bad 
news, they would have to complete a handwritten 
worksheet that has over 90 fields. 

By August 1980, even with the main operator 
hospitalized, we were producing our Form 3's, 
sentence comparison charts, and sentencing data 
for our 1980 Annual Report. We were still working 
on getting our active caseload into the machine for 
our own use as well as future statistical reporting. 
We continued inputting into the machine and 
revamping our process with ideas from the staff, 
especially the main operator after she returned to 

\.=: 
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work. We have accomplished so much to this point 
it would be difficult to imagine operating without 
processing capabilities. 

Present Operation 

Input-Nearly all the input into the system is 
done by an operator working from worksheets sub­
mitted by the probation clerks. The clerks are re­
quired to complete this worksheet with 90 fields 
from information obtained basically from the case 
file. There is an additional worksheet with five 
fields to be completed by officers when a defen­
dant is sentenced as there are some subjective 
decisions that have to be translated to specific 
codes. 

Main Worksheet Fields 

l.ID 19. Birth Place 37. Salient Factor 
2. Court Name, Last 20. FBI No. 38. Remarks 
3. Court Name, Firat 21. Sex 39. RPS 
4. Court Name, Mid 22. Rece 40. Classification 

6. District No. 23. Age 41. Counte 

6. Office No. 24. Birthdate 42. Prop/Money Loss 

7. Docket No. 26. Marital Stetus 43. Circumstances 
8. Defendant No. 26. Education 44. Mental/Physical 

9. Type of Case 27. Street Address 46. Employment 

10. Code No. 28. Clty,Stete,Zip 46. Empty 

11. AKA 29. Date of Sentence 47. Empty 

12. Judee 30. Officer 48. Empty 

13. Place of Court 31. Marshal's No. 49. Impr-Months 

14. Date Received 32. Guilty/Conv. Date 60. Prob-Months 

16. Expiration Date 33. AOCode 51. SPT Months 

16. Date of Offense 34. Title and Section 62. Special Stetutes 

17. Social Security No. 36. Offense Description 63. Flne(') 
18. Prior Record 36. Offense Severity 64. Study/Observ Date 

66. Split/Mixed 68. Days Credo to Sent. 81. Revocation Fine 
66. Special Condition 69. Date Committed 82. Rev. Spec. Condo 
67. Sentenced Resti.(') 70. Date ReCommitted 83. Removed Code 
68. Sent. Weekend J all 71. Reason Remov./Term 84. Date Removod 
69. Sent. Commun. Ser. 72. Success/Unsuccess 86. Months w/Super. 

60. Sent. DrugAfterc. 73. Spec. Condo Met 86. Yoar Case Closed 

61. Sent. Mental Health 74. Revoked·NewConv. 87. Study/Ob. Stete. 
62. Sentenced, Other 76. Revoc. Pend. Felony 83. PTD Months 

63. Sentence to Recomm. 76. Revoked·Absconded 89. Par. Spec. Condo 
64. Transferring Dlst. 77. Revoked·Technlcal 90. Second Sent. Data 

66. Trans. Dlst. No. 78. Revoc. Impr. Month. 91. Second Sent. Cont. 

66. Trans. Office No. 79. ReVOc. Prob. Months 92. Total Sentence 

67. Received Cod.s 80. Revoc. Spec. State. 93. Extra Ramarks 

Supplemental Worksheet 

The following is the information on the 
worksheet to be completed by the officer when the 
defendant is sentenced: 

41. Counts: The number charged; the number convicted; in­
dicate plea agreement, plea, or verdict 

42. Property/Monetary Loss: Total value of loss reasonably 
attributed to present offense 

48. Circumstances: No unusual, mitigating, aggravating, 
weapon used or personal injury caused 

44. Mental/Physical Problems: Established mental and/or 
physical problems including drug or alcohol abuse 

45. Employment: Good, poor, spotty, retired, disabled, 
housewife/husband, other 

Worksheets are to be submitted when defendant 
has been sentenced or when an individual has been 
received for supervision, either active or inactive. 

In a new supervision case, once the information 
has been inputted, the operator outputs a Form 3 
for SARD (Statistical Analysis and Reports Divi­
sion) and a LEDS (Law Enforcement Data System) 
sheet. The LEDS sheet is sent to the local FBI of­
fice where the information is inputted into their 
GCIC (Georgia Crime Information Center) ter­
minal then sent to the state computer. We'll 
discuss LEDS more thoroughly later. 

When there are case changes requiring a Form 3a 
to be sent to SARD the secretary updates the 
worksheet and submits it to the machine operator. 
The worksheets are returned to the secretary for 
the file when the machine input has been com­
pleted. With compatible equipment in all offices 
the paper worksheet could be abolished. 
If the case is an update for previously entered in­

formation, only the changes are entered and the 
operator prints the appropriate card for SARD. 

Through diligent effort and ingenuity, the 
operator has established concise wording and 
necessary abbreviations for the information that is 
put into the machine. After consultation with the 
staff at SARD, we are now able to output a perfect 
Form 3 or 3a in every situation. It takes about 2 
minutes to output one Form 3 or one LEDS sheet 
when done individually. When done in batches, 
however, it takes about 15 seconds for each subse­
quent printout. 

Regular Report Outputs 

Sentence Data-Whenever a presentence is to be 
staffed by the probation office for a sentence 
recommendation, an officer requests a report of 
the sentencing data for that offense. (Appendix 1) 
The AO code for the offense is used to qualify the 
files. Proper coding, which took considerable train­
ing for the secretaries, makes easy retrieval for 
this information. Records can also be qualified and 
printed by title and section. Sentence data for the 
qualified offense is then printed on preprinted 
forms sequenced on thE: severity of the sentence, 
the lightest sentence first. Easy comparison can be 
made of the severity of the sentence and other fac­
tors in the offense and defendant's background. 
The various descriptions of the U.S. Parole Com­
mission offense severity ratings found on the 

, 
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cover sheet of the report are stored in a file that 
can be retrieved to print out the severity descrip­
tions that are appropriate for the offense under 
consideration. Other comparisons can be made as 
a side benefit, such as sentencing differences be­
tween the judges, the deviation from recommenda­
tion to sentence, the defendant's educational level, 
prior record, race, age, sex, etc. The format for this 
comparison chart was borrowed from the Eastern 
District of Pennsylvania where this type of in­
formation is provided the judges on a 6-month 
basis through the clerk's office. 

The system provides the sentencing information 
for the annual report. District-wide information is 
published for distribution; data for individual 
judges is a local addendum in the annual report. 
By proper qualification and sequencing, we are 
able to produce a case listing similar to the D5 
printout provided by SARD making 100 percent 
cross checking easy. As a result of using the 
system and placing emphasis on proper district in­
formation, problems have been pointed out and 
corrected. The information now provided to and 
received from the Administrative Office has a low 
error rate, especially when compared to the in­
formation prior to the system. 

Supervision Reports-At the beginning of each 
month, the systems operator provides the chief 
and supervisors with an alphabetical listing of all 
those on supervision in the district. The report in­
cludes the officer responsible for the case, the type 
of case and expiration date. This information is 
needed as the chief or a supervisor may be called 
at home at night or on weekends if a supervisee is 
arrested in Georgia and the arresting agency runs 
a GCIC check. The district caseload is in the GCIC 
computer through the use of LEDS, discussed 
earlier. A law enforcement officer inquiring about 
an individual under our supervision is informed 
the person is not wanted, but is on probation or 
parole. The inquiring officer is instructed to call 
the probation office during working hours or the 
chief or supervisor at home at other times. With 
the alpha listing at home, it is easy to determine 
the supervising officer and contact him. Even if 
the inquiring office does not notify the probation 
officer, the terminal of entry is electronically 
notified of the inquiry giving the location and 
number of the terminal used for the inquiry. The 
probation officer can then contact the inquiring 
agency to determine what prompted the inquiry. 

At the beginning of the month the systems 
operator provides a list of all 6-month summaries 
due and cases expiring during the month. This list 

is sequenced on officers first, then the case names. 
As copies of the 6-month summaries are provided 
to the chief after review by the supervisor, a check 
can be made to make sure all summaries have been 
completed. This same information can be provided 
for the F3 (parole commission) reviews and will 
probably be made part of this report in the near 
future. 

Monthly, individual officers and their 
secretaries are provided a list of their active cases 
showing the type of case and the expiration date. A 
printout of inactive cases is made and used as a 
check to make sure these cases are getting the pro­
per attention. 

On a quarterly basis, the systems operator prints 
out a quarterly caseload activity worksheet (Ap­
pendix 2) that is sent to the secretaries for use in 
obtaining case activity data during the next 
quarter. Case activities are logged manually by the 
secretaries. With sufficient equipment, case activi­
ty recording could be handled electronically, 
however, the pencil and paper method keeps the 
daily activity at easy access for the secretary, the 
probation officer and the supervisor. Contact in­
formation is observed in a glance in manual 
methods without having to tie up machine or 
clerical time to get an output or reading as would 
be needed if done electronically. The completed 
case activity sheets are submitted on a quarterly 
basis. It only takes a few minutes to review contact 
quantity and no formal report is necessary. At this 
point we feel that manual case activity recording is 
probably the best method in most circumstances. 

The unemployed are identified quarterly 
although it could be done monthly. The unemploy­
ment report lists variables that can be compared or 
considered in identifying problems. The report 
contains the following items: type of case; prior 
record; sex; race; age; marital status; education; 
salient factor score; probation officer; special con­
ditions; offense; and offense severity rating. While 
our reports are sequenced on case name, they 
could be sequenced on any of the listed items. 

We have had other unexpected results from the 
system. We have been able to provide reports on 
those involved in drug aftercare, and various 
sentencing alternatives. We have a quick guide for 
completing the Form 9 by printing lists of those 
received on and removed from supervision, both 
active and inactive. There have been numerous 
other individual reports produced and the types of 
reports are limited only by the imagination, 
although the Systems 6 does not have math 
capability. With more sophisticated equipment 
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that is now available, a program could be written 
to have the Form 9 information printed from the 
data already in the machine, as well as a wide 
variety of summary reports. 

Word Processing 

One additional benefit is the information pro­
cessor is also a word processor. This equipment 
can take the pressure off the secretary when 
presentence reports must be completed to make 
sentencing deadlines. Input is viewed on a CRT 
and can be edited before being printed. Even after 
being printed, last minute editing and changes are 
made simple to provide a clean, error free report 
for the judge. 

The main problem we have is our one machine is 
utilized nearly the full working day. Any reports 
that the chief wants to do (including this one) must 
be done after working hours. 

Equipment Consideration 

Storage capacity-The IBM System 6 diskette can 
hold about 260,000 characters. We are beginning to 
run out of room before the end of the year for ac­
tive caseload and combined sentence data with all 
the special formats that are on the diskette. Our 
self-contained system utilizes only one diskette. 
The diskette is the size of a 45 record. Some 
systems use smaller diskettes. Many systems use 
two diskettes doubling the storage capacity. Most 
systems now come in components and can provide 
unlimited storage capacity through hard disk 
packs. 

Printer-There are printers with various speeds, 
qualities, and price tags and, as expected, 
tradeoffs would have to be considered. The printer 
we use prints 60 characters per second. We find 

that this is adequate as the operator can be input­
ting the next page as the printer prints out the com­
pleted page. When waiting only, however, a page 
even at this speed seems to take an eternity. 

Summary 

The initial thrust of obtaining the system was to 
provide previously unavailable information in a 
timely manner to the court and probation officers. 
We have more than met our original desires by pro­
viding greater depth in our information than our 
originally designed applications. The system has 
also given us much more management capability 
than we even thought about. There are many more 
applications that can be utilized, including person­
nel, training, etc. This would require an expanded 
operation. 

An unexpected benefit is the knowledge gained 
by the secretarial staff as a result of adapting their 
work to the system. They have a thorough 
knowledge of the information the clerk's office 
sends to SARD on criminal cases and how it is 
developed. They know what SARD needs on the 
Form 3's, including complex multi-indictment 
cases; how to determine the offense severity to 
pick the proper alfense to be reported; AO Code 
formations, especially on drug cases; and, in short, 
they have a better appreciation of the inner work­
ings of the court and related agencies. 

At the time of aquisition we had sufficient par­
sonnel to implement the program properly. Subse­
quently, we lost two clerical positions. We are able 
to continue storing and processing the information 
and because of the word processing capability, 
enough time is saved so we are able to keep up with 
the workload. While it is too early to tell, we feel we 
can continue to operate at our present clerk-to­
officer ratio with existing equipment. 

(Appendixes 1 and 2 follow on pages 20 and 21.) , 
l' ., 



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

, 

r', 

, 
: 

Ll 

I 
; 

o 

20 

APPENDlXl 

LEGEND: 

OFFENSE SEVERITY: 

LOW MODERATE Forgery Lell Than a2000 
MODERATE '2000-'19,999 
mGH '20,ooo-tl00,ooo 
VERymGH '100,000-*500,000 
GREATEST·I Over*500,ooo 

FEDERAL PROBATION 

SENTENCE COMPARISON CHART 
04·22·82 

FORGING AND UTTERING·57 / / 

cmCUMSTANCEB: 

N-No Unusual. 
M-Mltlgatlng / indicating defe"dant not •• lnvolved In 

erlme.s ordinarily perceived. 
A-Aggravating / indicating defendant more Involved than 

ordinarily perceived. 
W-Weapon used by defendant In commission of crime. 
I-Poraonal Injury caused by defendant In comml .. lon 

oferlme. 

PRIOR RECORD: 

0-No known prior conviction. 
I-PrIor convictlon!s) resulting In probation only or 

suspended sentence. !also flntiS ovor .50) 
2-PrIor convictlon!s) of oentenCfl to 1 year 

or leos. !alao opllVlDixed) 
3-Juvenlle Dellnquency commItmont(o). 
4-Prlor convictlon!s) with confinement of more 

than 1 year. 

MARITAL STATUS: MENTAL/PHYSICAL: EDUCATION: EMPLOYMENT: 

M-Marrled. 
S-Blngle. 
D-Dlvorced. 
P-Boparated. 
W-Wldowed. 
C-CommonLaw. 
Z-Corporation. 
X-Unknown. 

DOCKET I 

fJ 
~ 
~ 

f., 

fJ 
8 
~ 

79-0012002 18:495 
79-0012001 18:495 
80-0011301 18:495 
8H)011802 13:495 
8H)0118 03 18:495 
81'()o118 01 18:495 
62'()o117 03 18:495 
62-00108 02 18:495 
82.()O11801 18:495 
79-00185 01 18:495 
80-0014101 18:495 
81'()o116 01 18:495 
1l1'()o14O 01 18:495 
80-0015701 18:495 
81'()o140 OS 18:495 
79-0028701 18:18 
80-0013901 18:495 
81'()o118 01 18:495 
81'()o135 01 18:495 
81'()o118 04 18:495 
79-00140 01 18:495 
80-0015401 18:495 
81'()o18401 18:495 
81'()o14O 01 18:495 
81'()o140 02 18:495 
79-00120 OS 18:495 
82'()o113 02 18:495 

M-Eotabllohed Mental Problema/including retardation. 
P-Eotabllohed Phyolcal Problema. 
B-Both. 
D-DrugAbuae. 
A-AlcohoJlam. 

LM 
W 
M M 21 M 

02'()I·V L 372 M M 28 C 
02'()I·A L 372 M M 35 S 
02'()I·A L 372 N F 21 S 
02'()I·A LM 285 N M SO P 

LM F 23 M 
LM M 28 M 
LM 
LM M 34 S HS 
LM II 20 S OTHER 

02'()I·A LM N F 25 D N DIPLHS 
LM M 89 II OTHER 

02'()I·A LM 896 M M 24 M N ELEM 
LM 
M 
LM M 20 S ELEM 

02'()I·A LM 315 N M 25 M P HS 
02'()I·A L 872 A M 38M N HS 

LM 
LM M 26 S DIPLHB 

02'()I·A LM 566 N M 19 C N ELEM 
02'()I·A LM 896 N M 20 S N ELEM 
02'()I·A LM 896 A M 32 M P HS 

LM 
05.()3·A LM 422 N F 21 S N HS 

1 
G 0 
G 1 
P 1 
G 0 

0 
1 

2 
0 

S 0 
4 

G 1 

2 
G 2 
G 1 

1 
S 3 
S 1 
G 1 

P 1 

ELEM-8th Grmde Completed. 
H8-9-11 Complete. 
DIPL HB-Graduate orOED. 
COLLEGE-I3-16. 
GRA~LL-Bachelor Degree or Higber. 
Z-Corporation. 
X-Unknown. 
OTHER-Under 8th Grade. 
VOCAT-Vocational Training. 

10 J034 36 
10 J034 36 
9 JOG7 36 
11 12 J034 36 
6 34 J034 36 
4 9 J034 36 
10 33 J034 60 
9 23 J036 60 
7 84 J036 60 
10 J035 3 36 
7 J035 6 36 
7 19 J035 6 48 
9 34 J035 6 48 
5 J035 6 60 
8 12 J035 6 60 
6 JOS4 86 
3 J036 36 
8 19 JOS5 36 
7 17 JOS5 36 
7 19 JOS4 36 
3 J035 48 
8 1035 48 
6 16 J035 48 
7 9 JOS5 48 
6 16 JOS5 48 
4 J034 48 36 
7 IS J034 60 

500 

G-Good. 
P-Poor. 
a-spotty. 
R-Retlred. 
D-Dl8abled. 
H-Hou8ewlfe/bueband. 
o-Other. 

X 
X 

30 
30 
30 

285 200 

238 
312 
263 
420 

232 
896 
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OFFICER NEWMAN 

Nt A = housewife; retired; disabled; student; 
or in PO's view need not be employed 

NAME CLASS 
& & 

CASE 
TYPE ADDRESS SF 

BRADLEY, LARRY L PAR 
4 CLOVER DR 4 
SAVANNAH GA 31401 34 

4 

DOWNING, LYNN W L PROB 
POBOX7311 11 
SAVANNAHGA31404 34 

2 

JABAR, TINA MARIE L PAR 

407BRYANST 7 
FT STEWART GA 31314 34 

1 

SEARS, KATHELYN EVA L PROB 
514 YAMACRAWVILL 10 
SA VANN AH GA 31401 30 

3 

------- ------------------------------------------------------

QUARTERLY CASELOAD WORKSHEET 

QUARTER ENDING JUN 82 

SF = salient factor U = unemployed but should be employed 

CONTACTS MONEY EARNED PUB 
I .... , 

EXPIRES SPECIAL FACE-TO-FACE LTR TC (UorNA) WRK 
CONDITION MR COLL TOTAL 

SUBJ SUBJ HRS 
OV HV OTH PROB PAR ...... 

Z 
~ 

02-19-90 

DRUG 

11-20-82 SPECCOND 
2,000 

0 
~ 

~ ~ ...... 
0 ) Z 
"d 
~ 
0 
0 

XCS l:z:j 
en en ...... 

11-12-84 
Z 
Cj) 
...... z 

MNTLHLTH 
:> 
"d 
~ 
0 

03-30-85 SPECCOND 
100 

td 

~ 
0 

100CS Z 
\ 0 

~ 
~ ..... 
0 
l:z:j 

, 
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