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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the State Judicial Information System (SJIS) 
Project Phase IV was to foster development of state judicial 
information systems in the participating states. In Ja~uary 
1978, the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) received a 
grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration CLEAA) 
to provide management and coordination of this project on both 
the national and state levels. 

An SJIS Advisory Committee, consisting of a representative 
from each of the 23 states participating in Phase IV, helped 
guide NCSC staff. A subset of this advisory committe~, the 
SJIS Grants Review-Performance Assessment Subcommittee, was 
charged with evaluating technical and administrative aspects of 
the individual states' SJIS projects. 

The evaluations conducted by this subcommittee were termed 
"performan~e assessments," and were oriented toward helping 
each participating SJIS state effectively accomplish it's 
project objectives. 

These assessments were carried out by twelve different four­
person teams; each team having two members from the National 
Center's SJIS project staff and two from the SJIS Advisory Com­
mi t tee. Appoi ntments to the ass es sment teams were made at the 
May 15, 1978 SJIS Advisory Committee meeting by the chairman, 
Mr. Larry Polansky. The focal po~nt of each assessment was the 
team's on-site visit to the project state. These visits were 
conducted from .June 1978 through February 1979. 

The purposes of the performance assessments were: 

--To evaluate the progress of the SJIS development in 
each state in relation to the defined objectives in the 
state's SJIS grant application. 
--To assist the states in evaluating their own progress 
and in identifying and resolving any problems. 
--To provide information to each SJIS state to assist 
its future SJIS development. 
--To identify and transmit information helpful to the 
development efforts of other participating SJIS states. 
--To ascertain the procedures that states can develop 
to ensure accuracy and cOmpleteness of SJIS data. 
--To determine whether each state is providing data 
required by the OBTS and CCH programs. 
--To asS'ist LEAA in monitoring effectively the progress 
of each ~JIS project. 
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Assessment Criteria 

Twenty-three states participated in Phase IV; twelve were 
assessed. A state was assessed if it satisfied at least one of 
the following conditions: 

--The state was a participant in Phase IV and had ac­
complished sufficient work under the current year's 
grant to make an assessment worthwhile. 
--The state has been assessed less than once for each 
year of its grant. 
--The state had an active grant and at least nine 
months had elapsed since the last assessment. 

Under these guidelines the following 12 states were 
assessed: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Flo~ida, Hawaii, Louis­
iana, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Rhode Is­
land, and Washington. 

Assessment Procedure 

Each performance assessment was divided into three stages: 
preparation, on-site visit, and report writing. In the prepar­
ation phase a questionnaire was mailed to the state being as­
sessed, and the results evaluated. All available documentation 
was reviewed including grant paperwork, progress reports, work­
pl~l11s, annual reports, previous SJIS assessment reports, and 
correspondance. .FinallYr extensive discussions were held among 
the four assessment team members summar~z~ng project documenta­
tion and high-lighting questions to be asked during the on-site 
visit. 

When the team arrived on-site, the assessment usually began 
with a review of the history of the project by the host State 
Court Administrator. Detailed discussions were later held with 
the state employees responsible for the technical aspects of 
the project. When the assessment team had a complete under­
standing of the project, they presented to the State Court 
Administrator their preliminary concerns, reccmmendations, and 
exemplary findings. 

In the weeks that followed, an assessment report was draft­
ed by National Center staff. The draft was reviewed and re­
vised as necessary by the assessment te~ members, then sent to 
the assessed state for verification. The final version was 
subsequently sent to LEAA. This book groups together the final 
versions of all 12 assessment reports; it has been sent to all 
SJIS Phase IV participants and LEAA. 
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Performance Assessment Report Format 

The perfonnance assessment report provides an evaluation of 
the technical and administrative aspects of the 12 SJIS projects 
active in Phase IV. Attempts were made to keep the spirit, con­
tent, and format of each assessment report as parallel as pos-. 
sible; thus offering the reader a comparison between the 12 
state systems. If circumstances required, some report sections 
were combined with others; or, if totally inapplicable, sections 
were eliminated. 

The report format was the following: 

SECTION I: PROJECT OVERVIEW 

A. Management Summary 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 
1. Judiciary 
2. Dat~ Processing 
3. SJIS Project 
4. SJIS Advisory Committee 
5. Other SJIS-re1ated Groups 
6. Judicial Workloads 
7. Related Systems 

C. Project Description 
1. Background 
2. Func tiona 1 
3. Goals and Objectives 
4. Expected Impact 

SECTION II: PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 
1. Grant Summary 
2. Plans 
3. Current S tat'H 
4. Control Methods 
5. User Participation 

B. System Description 
1. Processing Approach 
2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 
3. Data Entry 
4. Application Software 
5. OBTS/CCH 
6. Security and Privacy 
7. Compu ter and Communications Configuration 
8. Documentation 
9. Implementation 
10. Maintenance 

I-iii 
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C. Assessm~n't Results 
1. Concerns and Recommendations of the Assessment Team 
2. Exemplary Findings 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT. OVERVIEW 

On October 10 and 11, 1978, a performance assessment was made 

of the Alabama State Judicial Information System (SJIS) Project. The 
assessment was conducted by: 

Mr. Gunji Izumoto, Chief Legal Documents, Hawaii. 

Mr. Stephen L. Ayers, III, Information Systems Director, 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Carter C. Cowles, III, National Center for State Courts, 
SJIS Project. 

Mr. Charles E. Ferrell, National Center for State Courts, 
SJIS Project. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the 

administrative and technical status of the Alaba~a SJIS Project 

relative to the requirements of the Alabama SJIS grant from LEAA and 

relative to good systems development practices and procedure.s. 

Emphasis was placed on the project's progress during Phese II of its 

development since an assesmnent of Alabama's Phase I activities was 
conducted on January 13, 1978. 

'1:he primary participants frpm the supreme court of Alabama and 
the administrative office of the courts (AOC) were: 

Honorable C. c. Torbert, Jr., Chief Justice, Supreme Court 
of Alabama. 

Mr. William A. Campbell, Senior Assistant Director, 
Administrative Office of the Courts. 

Mr. Jan Shultz, Information Systems Officer, Administrative 
Office of the Courts. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Al Breuel. 
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Mr. Dick Knighton and Mr. John O'Sullivan of the AOC staff were 

also interviewed by the assessment staff. Mr. Ruffin W. Blaycock, 

Director of the Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center (ACJIC), 
was also contacted. 

A. 11anagement SU1llllary and Project History 

The Alabama SJIS PFoject is currently in Phase II of its 

development efforts. Phase II began December 27, 1977, and is 

scheduled to end on April 17, 1979. 

Phase I of Alabama's SJIS Project pegan on July 1, 1976, and 

concluded on December 26, 1977. Of tremendous impact and importance to 

Alabama's SJIS activities was the passage of Legislative Act No. 1205, 

Acts of Alabama, Regular Session 1975. This Act provided the 

descriptive detail to the structural framework established by prior 

constitutional amendment for a unified court system. 

The Act created the administrative office of courts, and gave 

to it such responsibilities as preparing and submitting budget 

recommendations necessary for the maintenance and operation of the 

unified judicial system; the proper accounting for and depositing of 

all revenues generated by the uniform court cost and fee structure; 

conducting a statewide physical inventory for assumption of title of 

ownership and maintaining thi~ equipment and furniture inventory in a 

productive, management-oriented fashion; p40viding for the development 

and maintenance of a comprehensive personnel system; and the 

development of a uniform traffic ticket system (and form) for use by 

each law enforcement agency in the state of Alabama. The Act also: 

- Provided for state assumption of all compensation to all 
court personnel (including circuit clerks of court) and, in 
addition, made all full-time county employees serving the 
district and circuit courts (excluding circuit clerks who 
remain constitutional officers) state employees. 

Amended the jurisdictional limits of circuit courts, and 
established jurisdict~onal limits for the new district courts 
and those municipal courts that may be created by law. The 
primary jurisdictional provisions of the new district court 
include the establishment of a small claims division with 
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exclusive jurisdiction to hear claims that range between 0 
and $500; and in addition to its exclusive misdemeanor 
jurisdiction, the district court was given jurisdictional 
authority to accept pleas of guilty (concurrent with the 
circuit court) on all noncapital felony cases. 

- Established statutory time frames for implementation of its 
prOV~S10ns. January 16, 1977, was the date of implementation 
on which the staff of the administrative office of the courts 
could begin work toward the minimal and basic systems needed 
to cope with th~ new court structure and operational 
environment. Management information systems (MIS) in the 
areas of personnel, inventory, finanCial/accounting were of 
primary concern and effort, as was the statutory proviso of a 
uniform traffic ticket and complaint implementation. 

An assessment of Alabama's SJIS Project (Phase I) was conducted 

in August, 1977, at the Kansas City SJIS Project Meeting. The overall 

goal of Phase I was to provide the administrative office of the courts 

with a detailed set of plans, procedures, forms, and other information 

necessary to define and model a fully integrated statewide judicial 

information system. The objectives of the project were as follows: 

- Standardization of record-keeping functions. 

- Identification of CCH/OBTS data elements. 

- Improvement in the quantity and quality of statistical 
reports. 

Determination of whether or not it would be cost effective to 
provide MIS reports to small, rural courts. 

- Integration of the automated court system located in 
Birmingham into SJIS. 

The following tasks were accomplished during Phase I of 
Alabama's SJIS Project: 

- Equipment was standarized on a statewide basis, and 
procedures for handling case filings and indexing records 
were implemented. Trial court process was standardized under 
the unified court system. 

- A joint analysis by the SJIS project staff and the Alabama 
Criminal Justice Information Center (ACJIC) staff identified 
which CCH/OBTS data elements could reasonably be collected. 
A source form was designed and implemented in two counties 
for test purposes. 
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- A small claims reporti~g system was designed, programmed, and 
ioplemented statewide to provide caseload information. 

- A district court reporting system was designed, programmed, 
and implemented statewide to obtain basic caseload data. The 
district court system was enlarged in a modular fashion to 
include the circuit court caseload data, thus replacing the 
manual system and combining all case load from both limited 
and general jurisdiction courts. 

- Data from each of the 75 courts were aggregated by court 
identification with monthly records stored in the database 
for each court. 

- A revenue accounting system was programmed and implemented 
statewide. 

- A feasibility study was conducted relating to the use of 
statistical reports from the presiding judge and clerks of 
court. 

- A study and analysis was performed in the trial court 
administrator's office, the department of court management, 
and the ACJIC to analyze the CCH/OBTS data on felony cases 
and determine the compatibility of this data with the Alabama 
Criminal Justice Information Center system. 

Phase II of the Alabama SJIS Proj~t was approved on February 

11, 1978. The overall objective of the SJIS Project in Phase II is to 

continue refining the caseload reporting systems and extend development 
efforts in the management information area. 

At the time of this assessment Phase II of the project was on 

schedule according to the project workplan (which appears in Section 

II) except in the area of developing the appellate court's CCH 

reporting system. There have been mitigating circumstances·that have 

caused the SJIS staff to reevaluate this area. The AOC has a highly 

capable staff who can, and will, resolve any problems that could be 
expected to arise in Phase II of the project. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. Judici:!fZ 

a. Al~bama State Court System. A new Judicial Article 

(Amendment No. 328) to the Alabama Constitution was ratified by the 

people of Alabama on December 18, 1973. This amendment established the 
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framework for a unified judicial system. Administrative authority was 

constitutionally fixed at the supreme court, with the chief justice of 

the supreme court as the administrative head of the judiciary. This 

unified framework consisted of a supreme court, a court of criminal 

appeals, a court of civil appeals, a trial court of general 

jurisdiction known as the circuit court, a trial court of limited 

jurisdiction known as the district court, a 

municipal courts as may be provided by law. 

1205, 1975, provided the descriptive detail 

probate court, and such 

The passage of Act No. 

to establish the unified 
Court system as described in the Judicial Article. The Alabama court 
system is summarized in Figure 1. 
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Court 

Supreme 
Court 

Court of 
Criminal 
Appeals 

Court of 
Civil 
Appeals 

Circuit 
Courts 

Figure 1 

ALABAMA COURT SYSTEM 

Basic Jurisdiction 
(exclusive of writs) 

Exclusive appellate juris­
diction in actions in­
volving title to or pos­
session of land and in civil 
cases Where the amount 
exceeds $10,000; may review 
intermediate appellate court 
decision on a writ of 
cer·ti orari. 

Exclusive appellate juris­
diction over misdemeanors 
and felonies. 

Exclusive appellate juris­
diction in domestic re­
lations and suits at law 
Where the amo~nt in con­
troversy does not exceed 
$10,000; reviews admini­
strative agency dec isions 
(except those by the Public 
Service Commission). 

Original criminal juris­
diction over felonies; ex­
clusive original jurisdiction 
over misdemeanors and 
ordinance violations When 
lesser included offenses in 
felony charge or which arise 
from felony charge;' original 
civil jurisdiction in matters 
over $5,000; concurrent 
jurisdiction with district 
court in civil matters over 

,$500; appeals from distric~ 
courts in civil, criminal, 
and juvenile matters and for 
ordinance violations except 
Where appeal lies to other 
appellate courts. Commmit­
ment proceedings may be 
transferred from probate 
court. 
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Geographic Scope 

Statewide; sits in 
Montgomery. 

Statewide, sits in 
Montgomery. 

Statewide; sits in 
Montgomery. 

38 circuits varying 
in size from 1 to 5 
counties. Court in 
every county and at 
several locations 
in some counties. 
There are 74 sitting 
locations. 

Judges 

Chief justice, 
8 associate 
justices. 

Presiding 
judge, 4 
associate 
judges. 

Presiding 
Judge, 2 
associate 
judges. 

98 judges in 
1975; 9 new 
judgeships 
created by 
1975 Regular 
Session of 
Legislature. 
Total of 107 
by November, 
1976. At the 
present time 
there is a 
total of 109 
judges. 

···f 

, Q 

Court 

District 
Courts 
(1/16/77) 

Municipal 
Courts 
(12/27/77) 

Probate 
Courts 

J'" 7JJIW 

Basic Jurisdiction 
(exclusive of writs) 

Concurrent jurisdiction with 
circuit court in civil 
matters where amount in 
controversy does not exceed 
$5,000. Exclusive original 
jurisdiction of civil cases 
where amount in controversy 
does not exceed $500; con­
current juvenile jurisdiction 
with circuit court. Exclusive 
origina~, jurisidction over 
misdemeanors; original con­
current jurisdic tion to re­
ceive guilty pleas in non­
capital felonies. Adoption 
proceedings may be trans­
ferred from probate court. 
Exclusive jurisdiction over 
preliminary hearings in 
felony cases. 

Ordinance violations within 
police jurisdiction. Con­
current jurisdiction with 
district courts over 
violations of state law com­
mitted in police jurisdiction 
that may be ordinance 
violations. 

Geographic Scope 

Boundaries 
coterminous with 
county boundaries. 
66 districts. 

Probate of wills; 
administration of estates; 
commitment of incompetents; 
adoption proceedings. 

68 probate courts; 
one in each county 
and in Bessemer 
section of 
Jefferson County. 
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Judges 

89 judges. 

68 judges. 
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b. Administrative Office of the Courts. Act No. 1205, Acts of 

Alabama, created the administrative office of the courts (AOC). The 

AOC, as shown in Figure 1, and the administrative director, under the 

direc tion of the chief justice of the supreme court, is responsible for 

the following: 

( 1) The filing of reports, collection and compilation of 

statistical data and other information on the judicial and financial 

operation of the courts. 

( 2) Evaluating the practices and procedures of the courts, 

making recommendations concerning the number of judges and personnel 

needed for the administration of justice. 

( 3) Prescribing uniform administrative and business 

methods, systems, forms, and records to be ~sed in the offices of the 

clerks an2 registers of courts. 

( 4) Preparing and submitting budget recommendations for 

the unified courts system, with the exception of the appellate courts • 

. ( 5) Analyzing, recommending, and assisting in the securing 

of physical accommodations for the unified judicial system. 

( 6) Procuring, distributing, and assigning all forms, 

books, equipment, and supplies for the unified judicial system. 

( 7) Making recommendations for the improvement of the 

operations of the unified court system. 

( 8) Preparing and submitting an annual report to the Chief 

justice. 

( 9) Assisting the chief justice in, transfer and assignment 

of justices and judges for temporary and spacialized duty. 

(10) Assisting the judicial conference in its tasks. 

(11) Promoting, carrying on and assisting in programs to 

aid in the continuing educations of justices, judges and other court 

personnel. 

(12) Taking necessary steps in the collection of unpaid 

court costs, fines, and forfeitures. 

(13) Serving ae a liaison with the executive and 

legislative branches of government. 

(14) Performing such additional duties as may be assigned 

by the chief justice. 
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2. Data Processing 

Computer facilities for the Alabama SJIS are provided by the 

Data Systems Management Division (DSMS), Department of Finance, and are 

primarily dedicated to the support of the criminal justice community. 

Analytical and design work for SJIS are performed entirely by 

the SJIS Project staff. Programming and maintenance of systems are 

done by the staff via two terminals located in the information systems 

office of the AOC. The AOC has recently purchased, with state funds, a 

Univac Terr~nal System, which will be used pr~arily for data entry and 

systems development and the on-going operation and maintenance of 

certain applications. 

3. SJIS Project 

The SJIS Project organization (see Figure 3) is under the 

dir.ect control of the administrative director of courts, with project 

management and responsibility delegated to the information systems 

officer. The specific elements of the organization are as follows: 

- Project Manager (Information Systems Officer). This person 
devotes 100 percent of his t~e to ensure that resources are 
available in order to accomplish the specific objectives of 
the SJIS Project. 

- Senior Records Management Analyst. This person has 
day-to-day responsibility for the supervision and direction 
of activities in the forms design effort for trial courts. 
He also has responsibility for the development of 
documentation for the appellate court study. 

- Records Managem~nt Analyst. This person works directly under 
the supervision of the senior records management analyst. He 
is responsible for modeling paper and work flows for the 
various court functions analyzed and studied, a.nd for the 
prel~inary design of standardized forms for these model 
flows. He is also responsible for preLiminary drafts of user 
manuals and instructions. 

- §1stems Analyst II. This individual has the day-to-day 
responsibility for computer-r,echnology-related aspects of the 
project. He assists functional managers in determining their 
requirements for information, identifies system and subsystem 
interfaces, and conceptualizes the most practical, feasible, 
and cost-effective solution to information collection and 
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manipulation problems. He has the responsibility for 
detailing the specifications of the computer solution and 
supervises and/or participates in the coding of the necessary 
computer programs. In addition, he has the primary 
responsibility for developing and coordinating the interface 
requirements between the state-level SJIS and the only 
automated trial court system in Alabama (Jefferson County -
Birmingham) • 

- Programmer/Analyst (2). These two individuals are permanent 
programmer/analysts assigned to the project, performing 
detail design, coding testing, and documentation tasks as 
required. Both individuals are required full time to develop 
the new CCH and appellate systemu, and to incorporate 
enhancements to the Management Information Systems (MIS) 
applications involving personnel, property, and fiscal 
matters. 

- Data Control Clerk. This person is responsible for the 
logging of transaction reports from each county. She also 
performs on-line entry of data and data editing and 
correction on transaction edit lists. 

The administrative office of the courts has budgeted all the 

above indicated positions that are presently grant funded (one 

programmer/analyst is now paid by the state) to be state funded at the 

conclusion of Phase II. 

4. SJIS Advisory Committee 

The SJIS Advisory Ad Roc Steering Committee is made up of 

judges and clerks from all trial court levels, and also has 

representatives from the following criminal justice areas: District 

Attorney's Office, Department of Public Safety, Board of Pardons and 

Parole, Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center, and 

attorneys-at-law. This committee has reviewed the efforts and products 

of the project staff. 

The Steering Committee has established a Forms Subcommittee, 

which meets on a monthly basis to review all new forms and/or revisions 

of old forms that will be used in the courts. This subcommittee is 

made up of actual users of the forms. Their knowledge of the working 

environment in which a prospective form will be used has been an 
invaluable resource,; 
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5. Other SJIS-related Groups 

The Alabama SJIS Project staff has involved the functional 

users of a prospective system during design and implementation efforts 
of the system. 

The Users Committee meets once a month to review the specific 

requirements of the system, the input edits, and the output reports. 

The participation of the Users Committee has eliminated many of the 

bottlenecks and problems associated with systems development efforts. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

The latest verified statewide case load figures available for 

the State of Alabama are from the 1977 Annual Report. They are shown 
in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 

STATEWIDE CASELOAD 

Supreme Court of Alabama 

Appeals brought forward • • • • • • • • 
Appeals submit ted • • • • • • • • 
Appeals disposed of • • • 

Appeals pending • • • • • • • • • 

Petitions for writs of certiorari 
Pending preliminary consideration 
Petitions granted • • • • • • 
Petitions denied • 
Petitions dismissed • • 

Petitions pending 
. .. . 

Petitions awaiting resubmission 
after granting of writ of certiorari • • • 

Argued and resubmitted • • • • 
Resubmi~~~d on briefs •••••••• 

Pending (to be carried forward) ••••••••• 

Court of Criminal Appeals 

Filings ••• 
Beginning pending • 
Docket load • • • • • • • 

Dispositions 

End pending • 

Court of Civil Appeals 

Cases submitted 
Cases decided • 
Cases dismissed 

End pending • • 

. . . . . . 
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. . . . 
. . . . 

853 
671 

1,524 

185 . . . 
. . . . . 

° 324 
324 

° 
292 

62 
230 

° ° 
76 
34 
14 
27 

976 

548 

184 
1· 

° 

J 

J. 

Circuit Court 

Criminal Case load: 

Filings 
Indictments 
Other • • • • • • 

Total • • • • • • 
Dispositions 

. . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . 

Jury trials • • • • • 
Bench trials 

. . . . 
Guilty pleas 
Nols/dismissals 

. . . . . . . 
Total • • • • • 

civil Caseload: 

Filings • • 
D ispos itions 

. . . . · . . . . . 
Domestic Relations Case load: 

Filings ••• 
Disposition~ 

Juvenile Caseload: 

Filings • • • 
Dispositions 

Total Case10ad: 

:Filings •• 
Dispositions 

· . . . . . . · . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . . . 

. . . . 
. . . . . 

. . . 
• • $ • . . . 

· . · . . . . . 

· . . . . .. . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . ~ . . . 

District Court 

Percentage 
Total Total of Filings 

Category Filings Dispositions Disposed 

Criminal 92,528 72,020 77 .8 

Civil 36,713 32,327 88.1 

State Juvenile 13,423 10,683 79.6 

Total Small Claims 64,109 36,715 57.3 

Traffic 179,604 147 ,001 81.9 

Total 386,377 298,746 77.3 

II-IS 

17,533 
6,610 

24,143 

1,440 
1,314 

13,841 
6,915 

23,443 

23,539 
25,191 

41,080 
39,078 

10,764 
9,371 

99,526 
97,083 

End 
Pending 

+20,508 
+ 4,386 
+ 2,740 
+27,394 
+32,603 

+87,631 



7. Related Systems 

The Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center (ACJIC) was 

established by law to co11~ct, store, and. disseminate information on 

persons charged by the state, county, and municipal criminal justices 

agencies. The ACJIC currently has all Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS) 

components operational and has implemented all Offender-Based State 

Co~rections Information System (OBSCIS) modules. Future plans are to 

install terminals in all the district attorneys' offices in order to 

provide accurate case10ad information. 

In addition to being a statewide criminal justice information 

center, the ACJIC is also the Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) for the 

State of Alabama. 

The AOC and ACJIC have an excellent working relationship. 

The AOC p~ovides data for the OBTS/CCH system at ACJIC. There 

are written agreements that provide safeguards to each agency regarding 

the storing, access, and dissemination of information. 

Jefferson County, Alabama, (Birmingham) has implemented an 

automated trial court system. The SJIS staff and the Jefferson County 

data processing staff are developing interface requirements between the 

automated system in Birndngham and the SJIS system at the ACJIC. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

Historically, the judicial branch of the Alabama government had 

operated in an environment devoid of any managerial org~nization, 

structure, and efficiency. It was not until 1971 that the Alabama 

legislature began to establish the framework for unified court 

structure. Subsequent passage of other judicial legislation and a 

constitutional amendment provided the descriptive detail and time 

frames for implementation of a unified judicial system. January 16, 

1977, is the first date on which the staff began to implement the 

minimal and basic needs of the new court system. 
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The Alabama Phase I graiit re,=eived approval in July, 1976, to 

begin the SJIS development. The ob~ectives specified in Alabama's 

Phase I grant application were to accomplish the following: 

- Standardize all court-related forms, records! and 
recordkeeping functions. 

- Provide CCH/OBTS data elements on misdemeanors and civil 
cases. 

- Improve the quantity and quality of statistical information 
available to the AOC and the Alabama CJIS through its SAC 
unit at ACJIC. 

- Determine the feasibility' and cost alternatives of providing 
MIS reports to thos~ nonautv~~t~ rural Gircuit ~nd district 
courts. 

- Integrate the .only automated trial court systelll (Birmingham) 
into a statewide SJIS and CJIS. 

At the conclul.don of Alabama's Phase I grant, the SJIS Project 

staff had collected and analyzed over 11,000 court-related forms, and 

developed approximately 200 standard forms that became the foundation 

of the standard forms· and records system. The staff designed the 

CCH/OBTS reporting form that would provide the interface data with the 

ACJIC. Two systems were aesigned and implemented statewide to provide 

statistical information to the AOC and CJIS. They were the Small 

Claims Reporting System, which provided sta~istical caseload 

information; and the Caseload Reporting System, which provided 

statistical information on all case categories at the circuit and 

district court levels. 

A Revenue Accounting System was designed and implemented 

statewide, which aggregates revenues generated by each court and 

provides statistical information to manag1ement. The SJIS Project staff 

conducted a feasibility study that concluded that statistical reports 

would be forwarded to all pcesiding judges and clerks of court. 

Extensive analysis of Alabama's only automated trial court system, in 

Birmingham, concluded that an interface of the Birmingham trial court 

system and the Af~JIC system could be accomplished in the future. 
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The Phase II grant application for Alabama's SJIS efforts was 

written with the intent of refining and developing the systems and 

procedures specified in the Phase I grant. A detailed description of 

Alabama's Phase II grant is discussed in Section II, PROJECT 

ASSESSMENT, (A.l. Grant Summary) of this report. 

2. Functional Description 

At the time of this assessment the following systems were 
implemented: 

Caseload Systems 

Caseload Reporting System. 

- Criminal Case History (CCH) Reporting System 

(at time of assessment, 55% of state implemented). 

Resource Systems 

- Personnel Applicant. 

- Personnel Data System. 

- Property Management. 

Revenue. 

- Expense. 

- Budget. 

- Uniform Traffic Citation. 

- Label Processing. 

A description of each system is contained in Section II., PROJECT 

ASSESSMENT, (B. Systems Description). 

3. Goals and Objectives, Phase II 

The overall goal of the Alabama Phase II grant is to continue 

refining the caseload reporting syst.ems and to extend development 

effort into other management information applications. ThE'; folle<dng 

specific objectives were identified in the Phase II grant application: 

- Continue standardizing all court-related forms, records, and 
recordkeeping functions statewide. 

Design, develop, and implement a felony case disposition 
reporting system. Provide all CCH/OBTS data elements 
required by the ACJIC. 

Design, develop, and implement ~ caseload reporting system 
for the appellate courts. 
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- Expand and enhance' the management information reporting, 
specifically in the area of personnel and finance. 

, ~ Provide complete documentation of all computer systems in a 

J 

standard, uniform format. 

4 • Expected Impact 

Implementation of SJIS has facilitated the implementation of 

the unified court system in the State of Alabama. The initial seed 

money provided by LEAA for SJIS was an invaluable resource that 

provided the impetus for the AOC to develop an SJIS. 

Overall, the SJIS Project has provided to AOC staff invaluable 

management information that facilitated management's decision-making 

process during Alabama's court unification process. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary 

Phase II of the Alabama SJIS Project began on December 27, 

1977, and is scheduled to conclude on April 17, 1979. The overall goal 

for Phase II is to continue refining the caseload reporting systems and 

to extend development efforts in management information applications. 

Specific objectives of Alabama's Phase II grant are as follows: 

- Continue with the standardization of all court-related forms, 
records, ~nd recordkeeping functions statewide. 
Specifically, forms for the appellate courts and forms for 
the criminal jurisdiction at the trial court level will be 
designed and implemented statewide. Improvements in records 
management processes will be developed and implemented 
statewide, to include calendaring procedures and manual 
workload/caseload management processes. These will ensure 
the availability of CCH/OBTS information and facilitate the 
data collection effort. 

- Design, develop, and implement the felony Criminal Case 
History reporting system. The automated data processing will 
build upon the source data provided by the product achieved 
in Objective 2, Phase II, and therefore is a continuation of 
that effort. It will provide all CCH/OBTS data required by 
the ACJIC and interface with that agency. OCH and OBTS data 
elements to be collected are those mutually agreed upon by 
the courts and criminal justice agencies with a view toward 
availability and ease of collection. 

- Design, develop, and implement a caseload reporting system 
for the appellate courts to inolude supplemental criminal 
interfacing with the ACJIC. This is not envisioned to be a 
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detailed case-oriented system, except in the criminal 
appeals area, which must provide case-specific 
(defenda~t-oriented) data to the Alabama Criminal Justice 
Informat10n Center. 

- Provide an increase? data processing capability in the 
Management I~format10n Systems applications to include 
personnel, f1scal, and property management applicatio 
Certai~ of these sy~tems need only to be oPtimized/au~~nted 
to sat1sfy new requ1rements that have evolved. In other 
areas, complete,redesign is required to respond to increased 
management requ1rements. 
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- Provide complete documentation of all systems in a standard, 
uniform format. This will include the development of systems 
design ana documentation standards to facilitate automated 
data processing management and transferability of systems 
software. 

2. Plans 

The SJIS Project staff has developed a written Project Plan 

Worksheet (see Figure 5) for each grant objective in their Phase II 

grant. At the time of this assessment the SJIS staff had not developed 

a long-range plan. They have formulated some vague plans to enhance 

and expand their existing systems. Areas of future development include 

the Supreme Court, juvenile courts, automation of local trial court 

operations, and enhancement of the fiscal and personnel systems to 

on-line systems. 

3. Current Status 

At the time of this assessment, the Alabama SJIS Project was 

progressing as scheduled in the Project Work Plan (Figure 5) except in 

the area of the Appellate Reporting System development. It is the 

assessment team's conclusion that the professional staff of Alabama's 

SJIS Project have delivered more than the grants specified, and that 

the slippage in schedule in the appellate reporting area will be 

corrected. The status of each system developed at the time of this 

assessment is as follows: 

- Caseload Reporting System: This system is fully operational 
and docum~nted. The system has been implemented in all the 
counties in the state. The SJIS staff, following the 
rP.quirements analysis of the court of criminal appeals, 
determined that a more detailed caseload reporting system 
should be developed for the appellate courts. The criminal 
appellate court clerk was unable to participate in 
implementing the Caseload Reporting System, which has 
contributed to the schedule slippage mentioned earlier in 
this section. 

- Criminal Case nistory (CCH) Reporting System: At the time of 
this assessment the SJIS staff were working in conjunction 
with the user to determine what output reports to produce 
from the system. 
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The SJIS staff were developing the interface requirements for 
thE automated system in Jefferson County (Birmingham). The 
CCH system had been implemented and was operational in 
approximately 55% of the counties at the time of this , 
assessment. The CCH system had been documented accord~ng to 
the standards determined by the SJIS staff. 

- Personnel Data System: This system was operational and 
documented at the time of this assessment. 

- Personnel Applicant System: This system was operational and 
documented at the time of this assessment. 

- Property Management System: This system was operational and 
documented at the time of this assessment. 

Revenue Accounting System: Fully operational at the time of 
this assessment. The system had not been documented in 
accordance with the standards set forth in the Phase II grant. 

_ Expense Accounting System: Operational but will be phased, 
out when the General Ledger System is implemented. There ~s 
interim working documentation available, but no formal 
documenta tion. 

- General Ledger System: This system will replace the Expense 
Accounting System when development work is completed. Formal 
documentation of the General Ledger System will be completed 
by the time the system becomes operational. 

- Budget System: This system is operational and will interface 
with the General Ledger System when it is completed. At the 
time of this assessment, formal documentation was being 
completed. 

- UTe System (Unit Traffic Citation): An operational system 
that will be redesigned in the near future. Working 
documentation was available at the time of this assessment. 

4. Control Methods 

Status reports are required by the project director to monitor 

a system's development progress. Control mechanisms are to consist of 

timetables for each deliverable task during a system's development 

process. 

Documentatiol'l standards are in accordance with FIPS PUB 38, 

adjusted to suit Alabama's needs. 
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Systems maintenance and/or modification are requested in 

writing on a standard form. The request is scheduled and personnel are 

assigned as appropriate. If a modification to a system affects 

documentation previously written, a documentation specialist updates 

the appropriate area in the documentation (user's manual, program 
documenta tien) • 

5. User Participation 

The Alabama SJIS Project staff has had thoroughly integtated 

user participation in development of their systems. Judges and clerks 

have worked extensively in developing standard forms that are used in 

the courts. The prospective users of a system participate in the 

system development process from start to finish. 

B. Systems Description 

1. Processing Approach 

a. Overview. All the systems that have been developed are 

batch-oriented systems. These systems are run on a centralized 

computer, owned and operated by DSMD which is an agency under the 

Department o~ Finance. Data entry, program development, and 

maintenance of SJIS systems are accomplished by the SJIS staff via two 

terminals located in the administrative office of the courts. 
b. Summary of Systems. 

(I) Criminal Case History (CCH) Reporting System: The CCH 

system is designed to accumulate felony case history data from all 

district and circuit courts, and to provide the Alabama Criminal 

Justice Information Center (ACJIC) with CCH/OBTS data. 

Input transactions are completed by the clerk's office in each 

county and mailed to the administrative office (AOC) on a weekly 

basis. All input forms are manually edited for ~bvious errors prior to 

data entry. When all errors have' been corrected, data are entered to a 

transaction file at the DSMS via two CRT terminals located in the AOC. 

The input transactions are processed (batch basis) through an 

edit/update program. 
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The OCH Master File is updated with the valid transactions; 

invalid transactions are written to an error file and printed on an 

error transaction register. All errors are corrected, and the 

corrections are entered and processed through the p.dit/update program. 

At the time of this assessment, the SJIS staff and users were 

in the process of developing output reports to be generated by the CCH 

Reporting System. 

The Criminal Case History reporting system provides the ACJIC 

those Computerized Criminal History (CCH) and Offender Based 

Transaction Statistics (OBTS) elements necessary to maintain the court 

segment of the computerized criminal history file and the OBTS 

database. At the time of this assessment 55% of the counties had been 

implemented; statewide implementation is expected by the end of Phase 

II or December 1978. 

(2) Caseload Reporting System: The Caseload Reporting 

System is designed to accumulate summary statistics on case load 

information from all jurisdictions of circuit and district courts. 

Each court submits monthly totals of filings and dispositions to the 

administrative office of courts (AOC). 

Approximately 200 input transactions are received monthly at 

the AOC. Each report is manually verified for accuracy prior to being 

entered to a file via CRT terminals. All transactions are validated 

with a hash total routine that is an aggregate of court number, date, 

and totals in the report. The transaction file is processed through a 

batch edit/update program that updates a master file with the valid 

transactions, and prints an error list of those invalid transactions 

for subsequent correction and reentry. 

Reports are produced on a monthly basis for the Trial Courts 

Management Division, and quarterly reports are mailed to the circuit 

and district court judges. A description of each report produced from 

the caseload Reporting System follows: 

- Transaction Register/Error list: This listing represents all 
transactions processed during the edit/update cycle. 
Transactions that contain errors are flagged, and those 
transactions that are error-free are listed. 
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- District Detail Report: This table of all caseload reports 
from each district court illustrates year-to-date and monthly 
totals. The report is produced on a monthly basis for the 
Trial Court Management Division of AOC. A quarterly report 
with year-to-date and monthly totals is mailed to chief 
district court judges quarterly. 

- Circuit Detail Report: The contents and frequency of 
generation of this report are the same as the District Detail 
Report, except that this report reflects circuit court 
statistics. 

- Year-to-Date Summary: This report by jUdicial circuits 
illustrates the current month and year-to-date caseload for 
each district and circuit court, with a district and circuit 
court summary for each judicial circuit, and finally, a 
statewide summary. This report is produced monthly for the 
Trial Court Management Division of AOC, and on a quarterly 
basis disseminated to district and circuit court judges and 
clerks. 

(3) Personnel Data System: The Personnel Data System is 
designed to maintain a master file of all personnel who are employed by 
the administrative office of courts (AOC). The primary objectives of 
the system are to identify each job position available and to provide 
personne1 data on those individuals filling the positions. All input 
data are submitted on a standardized form (Personnel Action Form). 
These forms are submitted by the Personnel Division of the AOC on a 
bi-weekly basis to the data entry clerk of the systems division for 
data entry via two CRT terminals located in the AOC. All edit errors 
are corrected prior to processing output reports. Output reports are 
produced on a bi-weekly basis for use by AOC ~ersonnel. The following 
reports are produced: 

Personnel Master File Update: This listing represents the 
output results from the edit/update program. All valid 
records are updated to the Master File; invalid records are 
corrected and recycled through the edit/update process. 

- Personnel Alpha List: This report provides a list of all 
personnel in alphabetical order by last name. 

- Personnel Position Number List: This report providns a 
listing of all personnel records by position number 
sequence. Included in this listing are a subtotal of 
positions by organization and an overall total of full-time 
and par.t-time people. The report also provides a b:.'-weekly 
and annual payroll cost projection based on current personnel 
strength. 
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- Personnel Pay Rate Exception Report: This report provides a 
list of records for w~lich the assigned pay grade and step 
differs from the standard state pay grade and step. 

- Personnel Classification Code List: This listing provides a 
list of all records in job classifications sequence. 
Included in this listing are sub-totals fo: e~ch 
classification code and a summary page deplct1ng totals for 
all job classifications. 

- Personnel Unit/Job Code List: This report provi~e~ a list of 
~ersonnel assigned to a particular unit. In add1t1on,'a 
~ummary page depicts totals for all selected units. 

The Personnel Data System is a batch system that is easily 

maintained. The system has been an invaluable resource of information 

for the AOC staff. This system, in the opinion of the assessment team, 

is an excellent candidate for transfer to other states. 

(4) Personnel Applicant System: The Personnel Applicant 

System is designed to maintain a 

within the Alabama Court System. 

file of all applicants for employment 

A record of each applicant is created 

for each posit1on or w 1C , f h' h the applicant applies. An Equal Employment 

Opportunity (EEO) record is created for each applicant and is used for 

statistical purposes. Applications are maintained on the Master File 

for one year. After one year the record is flagged inactive, and 

maintained on magnetic tape for two years. 

Applications for positions are received by the AOC Personnel 

Division daily. Th~ applications are manually graded, ranked, and 

edited prior to being entered to the system. Data entry of applicant 

forms occurs on an as-required basis. Data entry is perfcrmed at the 

AOC via two CRT terminals. Output reports produced by the Personnel 

Applicant System on an as-required basis are described as follows: 

Applicant Transaction/Error List: This report li~ts all 
transactions input to the system. Valid transact10ns are 
updated to the Master File and EEO file. Erroneous 
transactions are flagged~ these errors are corrected and 
re-input to the edit/update program. 

Applicant Register: This report represents a register of 
active applicants in score sequence (high and low) who have 
applied for a particular job classification in a particulal.t" 

II-32 

) 

1 '\ 

county. This report is produced on an as-required basis and 
is used by the Personnel Division of AOC and local judges 
and/or clerks. 

- Applicant Master File List: This report provides the 
Personnel Division a complete printout of all active 
applicants in name sequence by job code classification. This 
report is used by the Personnel Division for auditing and 
verification purposes. 

- Applicant Change/Delete Transaction Register: This report 
lists all changes and deletes submitted by the AOC Personnel 
Division. The old record and updated record are listed to 
provide verification of the change to the record. 

The Personnel Applicant System has provided the AOC Personnel 

Division and local court officials information that has been an 

invaluable resource in evaluating and selecting personnel for vacant 

positions in the courts. This system, in the opinion of the assessment 

team, is an excellent candidate for transfer to other states. 

(5) Property Management System: The Property Management 

System is designed to maintain an inventory of all judicial equipment 

and furniture throughout the state with a dollar value of $100 or 

more. It also maintains a historical file of items that have 

~ubsequently been transferred to other agencies or disposed of. 

A standard input form is used to add, change, or delete an item 

from the master inventory file. All input itf:ilns are prepared by the 

inventory control clerk, manually edited for obvious errors, and then 

submitted to the data entry section for input on a weekly basis. Data 

entry is performed at the Aoe using two CRT terminals. The 

transactions are stored on a temporary disk file until processed 
through an edit/update program. 

The Property Management System generates a variety of 

management reports on an as-required basis. Descriptions of each 
report are as follows: 

- Inventory Transaction Regj,ster lists all valid transactions 
posted to the inventory master file. This listing is used by 
the property manager to validate all source entries and to 
provide an audit trail of entries. 
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- Inventory Error List is a report that lists all errors 
detected during edit/update processing. Fields within the 
record that are in error are flagged by asterisks. This 
listing is forwarded to the property manager, who corrects 
the errors on the listing. The listing is then returned to 
the data entry section, where the corrected entries are 
re-input from the Inventory Error List. 

Inventory List by Item Number provides a list of all items on 
the inventory master file by item number sequence. 

- Inventory List by Location/Item Number is a listing of items 
by location code (circuit/county). Tbis report contains an 
inventory of all items for a particular location and is used 
by the Property Management Division and local courts for 
inventory verification. 

Inventory List by Property Class/Location/ Item Number 
provides a list of all items in the inventory master file. 
The records are sequenced by property classification, 
location, and item number (major to minor). 

List of Disposed Inventory Items. This report provides a 
list of all disposed items on the inventory master file. 

The Property Management System is an excellent candidate for 

transfer to other states. It is a simple system to maintain and 

operate, and provides management with information needed to manage 

judicial property throughout the statl:.;. 

(6) Other Systems: At the time of this assessment, 

documentation for the following systems had not been completed. Brief 

descriptions of these systems are as follows: 

- Revenue Accounting System: This system is designed to 
monitor the revenue collected from case dispOSition, by case 
type. The Fiscal Division receives a copy of a monthly 
revenue report (transmittals) from the state comptroller. 
The data from the report are keyed to punch cards by the 
Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center. The cards are 
then processed by the Revenue Accounting System, which 
produces year-to-date totals by court within each county. 
County summary and state totals are also produced. The 
Fiscal Accounting Section of the AOC is the primary user of 
the output reports. 

- Expense Accounting System: This system is designed to 
monitor the expenses of the Alabama court system. Each 
court's expenses are maintained by the system and updated 
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monthly. The system produces current monthly expense reports 
and year-to·'date summary totals by individual county. The 
Fiscal Accoanting Section of the AOC utilizes the output 
products to monitor state-level a~d county-level expenditures. 

- Uniform Traffic Control (UTC) System: This system provides 
for control of all Uniform Traffic Citations that are 
submitted to the district court clerk's office by law 
enforcement agencies. As tickets are submitted to the 
district clerk's office, they are reported via the UTC-3 
form. As UTC-3s are received, transactions are entered into 
the UTe pending Master File. As traffic tickets are disposed 
through the Department of Public Safety, the corresponding 
pending master record is updated. 

- Label System Description: The system consists of numerous 
address files. Changes are made to the address files monthly 
by the users (of each respective address file), who receive 
an updated listing of the file for their annotations in the 
subsequent month. 

After the address files are updated, a number of printed-image 
files are created and stored on magnetic disk. 

For actual label printing, the disk version of the label 

(address) file is selected to print using the Univac "/PRINT" command. 

- Budget Accounting System: This system is designed to 
interface with the expense accounting file and produce budget 
reports and budget variance reports. The budget officer 
submits updates on a monthly basis for data entry and 
updating of the master file. Documentation for the budget 
accounting system will be completed by the end of Phase II of 
the project. 

2. Application Software 

All application software for Alabama's SJIS Project have been 

written in COBOL. At the time of this assessment the SJIS staff were 

not using a database management system for their SJIS files. 
3. OBTS/CCH 

OBTS and CCH data in Alabama are provided through the Alabama 

Criminal Justice Information Center (ACJIC). The SJIS Project, at the 

time of this assessment, was supplying CCH information and 

Alabama-defined OBTS data elements on felony cases to ACJIC in 
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approximately 55 percent of the counties. AOC staff indicate that by 

the end of Phase II (April, 1979) OBTS/CCH data reporting will be 

implemented statewide. The SJIS staff and the users are in the process 

of defining output report requirements that will be produced for the 

courts and the Statistical Analysis Center (SAC). 
4. Security and Privacy 

The Alabama SJIS system is designed to be reasonably secure 
against the following types of hazards: 

- Hardware failure. 

- Software modification. 

In the event of hardware or software failure, the SJIS system 

files can be restored from magnetic tape files that are stored 

off-site. Transaction files, if lost or damaged, can be restored by 

re-entering the data from the source documents that are maintained in a 

locked safe at the AOC for a period of one year? 

Only one SJIS system is protected below the "log-on (at a 

terminal) level" and this is the CCH Reporting System. Read and write 

passwords are required to access the CCH file. The access codes are 

strictly controlled and have been given to only three persons. Of 

concern to the assessment team was the fact that there is no control of 
who mOdifies programs. 

log-on code, but these 

outside the SJIS staff. 

Access to the ACJIC is limited to only password 

codes are frequently well known to ACJIC users 

A written agreement exists between the ACJIC and the AOC that 

protects the control, access, and dissemination of judicial data. 
5. Computer Configuration 

SJIS is processed on a Univac 90/80 computer that is operated 

by the Data Systems Management Division (DSMD). The 90/80 has two 

megabytes of core storage, supports a 171 CRT terminal statewide, has 

twelve 1600/6250 tape drives and two l400-line-per- minute printers. 

The operating system is VS-9 version 4.3. The 90/80 supports a 

database management system (OMS-90), COBOL, FORTRAN, SPSS, and other 

specialized software packages. There are currently two CRT terminals 

located in the AOC that are used for data entry and program 
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development. In March, 1979, the AOC will have installed a UTS 700 

intelligent terminal system that includes five CRTs, a line printer, 

and processor with l28K bytes of memory. This system will provide 

greater support and independence for Alabama's SJIS project. 

Discussion with the Director of the ACJIC and the SJIS staff gave the 

impression that the DSMD can continue to provide excellent computer 

support to SJIS for years to come. 

6. Documentation 

One of the objectives in Alabama's Phase II grant is to provide 

complete documentation of all systems in a standard, uniform format. 

The SJIS staff has used FIPS PUB 38 as a guideline in developing 

documentation standa~ds. At the time of this assessment, documentation 

had been completed for the foll~wing systems: 

- Caseload Reporting System. 

- Computerized Criminal History (CCH) System. 

- Personnel Data System. 

- Personnel Appellate System. 

- Prop~rty Management System. 

The documentation that was available at the time of this 

assessment is well written and provides clear, concise examples for the 

user to follow. An outline of Alabama's documentation format is 

provided in Figure 6. 

7. Implementation and Maintenance 

Formal on-site training sessions are conducted by the SJIS 

staff and the Trial Court Management Division staff of the 

administrative office. The training sessions are followed by a minimum 

of two follow-up on-site refresher courses. 

Each system is thoroughly tested and debugged prior to actual 

implementation on-site. When a new system is implemented the user will 

operate the old or manual system in parallel mode with the new 

automated system until such time as changeover to the automated system 

can take place. 

Any modifications to an existing system (programs, reports, 

input forms) are requested in writing on a standard form. The request 

is scheduled and personnel are assigned as appropriate, and analysis of 
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FIGURE 6 

STANDARD DOCUMENTATION FORMAT 

SECTION 1 
FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS 

1-1. Functional Office of Primary Responsibility (OPR) - Identify the OPR for 
which the system is being developed. 

*1-2. Objectives of the System - Describe the major objectives'of the system 
and the specific functions the system must perform to satisfy the users' 
needs. Include a narrative description of products. 

*1-3. Performance Requirements - Specify the system performance requrements. 
As a minimum, the folluwing items should be addressed. 

1-3-1. Frequency of Processing - Define processing frequency, e.g.; daily 
weekly, monthly, etc. 

1-3-2. Timing - Describe the timing requirements of the system, e.g.; 
response time, update processing time. 

1-3-3. Data Validation - Describe the data validation requirements of 
the system, e.g.; batch totals, hash totals" 

1-3-4. Data Accuracy - Describe the data accuracy requirements of the 
system, e.g.; mathematical (whole dollars, # of decimal positions), 
logical, legal. 

1-3-5. Security and Privacy - Describe the overall security and privacy 
requirements of the system. If no specific requirements are 
imposed, state this fact. 

1-3-6. Constraints - Specify the development due dates and any other 
constraints upon the development/operation of the system. 

* Denotes user involvement/coordination. 
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STANDARD DOCUMENTATION FORf.1AT 

SECTION 2 

GENERAL SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

2-1. General System Flow - Described the logical flow of the entire system to be 

2-2. 
*2-3. 

*2-4. 

*2-5. 

2-6. 

2-7. 

accompanied with general system flowchart~ 
System I\(terfaces - Describe in detail each interface with other systems. 
System Input Description - Describe each source 'input form. Include a sample 
of all input source forms. 
System Output Description - Describe each system output product. Include 
print layouts or sample computer output 1istings. 
Data Validation and Audit Plan - Describe in detail the procedure necessary 
to insure correct data input and manual audit procedures. 
§ystem Recovery - Describe in detail the procedure necessary to recover the 
system. Include back-up procedures and recovery/restart procedures. State 
requirements for retention of source data and who is responsible for 
retenti on •. 
System Estimates 
2-7-1. p,ata Entry Volume/Tim~ - Provide the estimated data entry volume and 

time required to enter the data. 
2-7-2. Data Preparation Time - Provide the estimated data preparation 

time required by the user and by data entry. 
2-7-3. Data Processing Time - Provide estimated computer processing time. 
2-7-4. Resource Requirements - Describe the disk (tape) storage requirement 

to maintain all system files. Define Master File size at in1tializa­
tion time and the expected growth rate per year. 

-2-8. Hardware/Software Requirements - Provide a description of the hardware 
required to process the system, to include: type computer, storage media, 
and input device. Identify the language (compliler) and the operating 
system of the hardware. 

2-9. System Test and Implementation Plan - Describe in detail the procedures for 
te$ting the system (to include all functions the system is deSigned to 
accomplish. Reference Section 1, paragraph 1-2 for system objectives). 

~.------------,----------------.-----~--------------------------------------
II-39 



------~--------~----~T--------------------------------------------------------------------------______________ ----____________________________ ~--------.-

SECTION 2 
GENERAL SYSTEM DESCRIPTION (Con1t) 

Define the requirements for design, coordination, and implementation of 
any source data forms to be used for data entry to the system. 

2-10. Developme~t Plan - Provide a detail development plan to include all major 
objectives of the system development process to include requirements analysis, 
detail design, programming, documentation, system test, implement~~ on, 
evaluation. This plan must include detailed events within stated major 
objectives to include scheduled start and completion dates. 
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STANDARD DOCUMENTATION FORMAT 

SECTION 3 
DETAILED SYSTEM SPECIFICATIONS 

*3-3. Logical Edit Table - D~scribe, by using a decision lClgic table, the system 
edits provided for all input elements. 

* Denotes user involvement/coordination. 
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STANDARD DOCUMENTATION FORMAT 

SECTION 4 
PROGRAM SPECIFICATIONS (Paragraphs 4-1 through 4-5 will be repeated for each 
program within the system. 

4-1. Program Narrative - Describe the program in include: Program 10, 
Purpose of the Progrfm, and Program Functions Performed. 

4-2. Input Record Layouts - Describe each input file and record used by the 
program. Utilize standard file descriptior, and record description forms. 

4-3. Visual Table of Contents (VTOC) and Modular Descriptions - Provide, 
by use of block diagram, the executi ,~.: modules within the program 
to satisfy processing requirements. ,e block diagram will be 
accompanied by module descriptions to explain those processing steps 
outlined on the block diagrams. 

4-4. Job Control List and Narrative - Provide a detail list of the JCL 
required to execute the program to include a narrative description 
of program functions performed under control of the JCL. 

4-5. Maintenance Documentation - Describe in detail any program modifications 
required after the system is operational. Include any changes to files 
or records used by the program. 
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STANDARD DOCUMENTATION FORMAT 

SECTION 5 
OPERATIONAL SPECIFICATIONS 

*5-1. Data Collection Procedures - Describe the use of any source form to be used 
for data collection. Include instructions for filling out the source form. 
Provide sample source forms. 

*5-2. User Procedures 
5-2-l. 

5-2-2. 

5-2-3. 

5-2-4. 

Data Preparation - Describe the procedures for data preparation, 
e.g.; use of source forms, submission of source forms for data 
entry, due dates •. 
Data Audit - Describe any audit/verification that must be 
accomplished prior to submitting source forms for data entry. 
Edit/Error Corrections - Describe edit/error correction procedures 
that must be accomplished by the user to correct rejected input 
data from the course forms. 
Data Process~ng Run Reguest - Describe the use of any local job 
request form required to request specific reports. 

5-3. System Operations 
5-3-1. Data Entry Instructions - Describe in detail all data entry 

instructions required to input any source data to th~ system 
by Data Entry Clerk. 

5-3-2. Progr~m/System Run Instructions - Provide instructions for the 
Data Entry Clerk to run edit/file maintenance, error correction, 
update, and report generator programs. 

5-3-3. ~ecovery Instructions - Describe in detail those steps necessary 
to recover all Master Files, data files, and work files required by 
the system. 

*Denotes user involVement/coordination. 

l.-. __________________________________ ....... _____ ....... __ --''--__________ . ___ ~ ____ ~ ___ ~ ____ ~. _________ L ________ _ 



the request is undertaken. If a modification does take place, a 

documentation specialist updates the appropriate documentation (user's 

manual, system documentation). 

C. Assessment Results 

This section will review the current status of Alabama's Phase II 
SJIS Project efforts. 

1. Concerns and Recomm~ndations 

The assessment team pinpointed the following concerns and 
recommendations: 

a. Integrated Approach: Concerns were expressed with regard 

to the approach taken in systems development efforts. Alabama's 

systems development efforts have been accomplished on a reactive 

basis. This approach has resulted ~n the development of several small 

independent systems (i.e., revenue, expense, budget), which have become 

interim systems until resources become available to integrate these 

systems. An example is the General Ledger system that will replace the 

expense system. 

The assessment team recommended that a more integrated approach 

in systems development efforts be implemented in the future. 

b. £ivil Appellate Development: Development efforts in the 

appellate courts had not progressed as anticipated. The assessm~nt 

team did recognize, however, a mitigating circumstance, such as the 

need for a detailed caseload reporting system in lieu of a caseload 

summa":r reporting system. The SJIS staff will pursue development 

efforts in the appellate courts by concentrating their efforts on the 

Civil Appellate Court, which is receptive to developing a case 

reporting system. 

The assessment team agreed with the SJIS staff that development 

efforts should be conducted at the civil appellate court. At such time 

as the civil appellate court system is implemented, the criminal 

appellate court would probably be capable of supporting development 
efforts. 

c. Long Range Plan: Concerns were expressed with regard to 

the absence of written long-range plans eor SJIS after Phase II of the 
Project. 
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The assessment team recommended that the AOC should formulate 
and document their long-range plans for SJIS. 

2. Exemplary Findings 

The following exemplary findings should be noted: 

a. Staff Competence: The SJIS staff has kept pace with the 
changes that resulted from court unification efforts. Recognizing 

potential differences that result from short-range planning and ad hoc 

requests, the SJIS staff has produced products that have satisfied the 

needs of the courts. The administrative office has hired a 

professional staff who are knowledgeable in both courts and data 

processing. This staff competence will be a major factor in the 

continued successful development of Alabama's SJIS. 

b. User Participation: The SJIS staff in their development 

efforts have done an excellent job of involving systems users. The Ad 

Hoc Steering Committee and its subcommittee are made up of individuals 

who are involved in the day-to-day operations of the courts and have 

played an important role in assisting the SJIS staff in systems 
development and implementation. 

c. Technological Transfer: The Alabama SJIS staff has 

designed and implemented three systems that are excellent candidates 

for transfer to other states. These three systeMS are described in 

more detail in Section II.B.I.b. The three systems are as fOllows: 

- Personnel Data. 

- Personnel Applicant. 

- Property Management. 
3. Conclusions 

Alabama's SJIS Project, in relation to the Phase II grant and 

good systems development practice and procedures, is in excellent 

condition. The project has produced quality systems in a timely manner 

that have satisfied the needs of the courts. The SJIS project staff 

have actively solicited and involved the users of the systems developed. 

The administrative office of the courts ,has budgeted state 

funding to replace grant funding of the SJIS staff at the conclusion of 
Phase II. 
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The caliber of SJIS staff meet the highest professional 

standards, and in the assessment team's opinion will continue to 

develop and implement sucessful sytems in the future. 

The assessment team was very impressed with the active interest 

and participation in SJIS by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 

Alabama. This interest is reflected in the dedication to duty of the 

SJIS st.aff and the AOC staff. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECl' OVERVIEW 

On August 8 and 9, 1978, an assessment was made of the Arkansas 
State Judicial Information System (SJIS) project. The assessment was 
conducted by: 

The Honorable Everett R. Richardson, of Florida. 
Mr. Jan H. Schultz, of Alabama. 
Mr. Carter C. Cowles, of the National Center for State Courts. 
Mr. Charles E. Ferrell, of the National Center for State Courts. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the a~inistrative 
and technical status of the project relative to the requirements of the 
Arkansas SJIS grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) and relative to good systems development practices and procedures. 

The primary participants from the Arkansas Judicial Department 
were the Honorable C. R. Huie, Executive Secretary; Mr. Jack Jarrett, 
Deputy Executive Secretary; and Mr. Jim Henderson, Chief, Analytical 
Services (and SJIS Project Manager). 

The LEAA rep~sentative at this assessment was Mr. Al Breuel. 

A. Management Summary 

The Arkansas SJIS project is currently in Phase I, which began 
on October I, 1977, and is scheduled to end on December 31, 1978. The 
purpose of the project is to develop and implement a judicial information 
system. Basically, development will be done in Phase I and implementa­
tion will be done in Phase II. 

The system will accept case-oriented data and will provide 
management-oriented statistical reports and docket-type information at 
the supreme, circuit, chancery, and probate court levels. Data entry 
will be on-line at a central site within the Judicial Department, 
based on source docu~nts received by mail from the local court juris­
dictions. All reports will be printed at the central site and distri­
buted manually. 
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The project is currently in the detail system design stage and 
is on schedule. The state has progressed through the initial stages 
(i.e., planning, requirements analysis, conceptual design, forms 
design, computer procurement) in generally e~emplary fashion. There 
are, however, potf.:mtial problems as the project moves into detail system 
design and programming. Most of these problems result from the failure 
to adequately staff the project. 

In summary, prospects are good for successful development and 
implementation of the planned system if a full project staff is available. 

This report is divided into two major sections, The first 
provides an overview of the project and thp. environment in which it is 
being undertaken. The second provides a more detailed description and 
evaluation of the project. This includes a description of the project 
planning and management control methodology, description of the system 
being developed, and summary of the assessment team's findings. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. Judiciary 

The Arkansas judiciary (see Figure 1) consists of a state supreme 
court, courts of general jurisdiction, courts of limited jurisdiction, 
and public defenders. Theye are separate courts of law and equity. 
Judges of courts of law are designated circuit judges and those of courts 
of equity are designated chancellors. 

Judges are elected to the bench by the voters of their respective 
judicial circuits every four years. Chancellors are likewise elected 
by popular vote in their respective chancery ciycuits to terms of office 
of six years. Circuit judges generally preside over civil and criminal 
cases and hear appeals from courts of limited jurisdiction. Chancellors 
hear cases in chancery courts involving domestic relations matters, land 
disputes, reciprocal support actions, and other cases where equitable 
relief is sought. They also serve as judges in probate courts, hearing 
cases involving wills, guardianships, adoptions, mental commitments, 
and other such probate matters. 

Appeals from circuit, chancery, and probate courts are taken 
directly to the Arkansas Supreme Court since there is no intermediate 
court of appeals in the Arkansas judicial system. 

Arkansas also is served by courts of limited jurisdiciton. 
Perhaps the most important of these courts are the municipal courts, 
which n~mber 96 and are the only courts of limited jurisdiction requiring 
that the judge be an attorney (some county courts are, however, served 
by juvenile referees who are attorneys). Jurisdiction of a municipal 
court is generally countywide and extends to traffic matters, misde­
meanor criminal cases, and civil cases when the amount of controversy 
does not exceed $300. Appeals from courts of limited jurisdiction 
are to the circuit court. 
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Figure 1 

ARKANSAS JUDICIAL DEPARTMENT 

1977 

Supreme Court (1) 
1 Chief Justice 

• 

. 6 rssociate,Ju,sti,ces 
_ Executive Secretary (2) 

Circuit Courts (3) I 
Chancery & Probate Courts (4) 

19 Circuits, 19 Prosecuting Attorneys 
29 Judges 18 Circuits 

27 Judges 

• • 

Municipal Courts (5) 
96 Courts 

Justice of the Peace 
Courts (6) 
19 Courts 

, I 
Police Courts (7) 

') Courts 

I Ctty 
Courts (8) 

- 82 Courts 

I 
Courts of 

Common Pleas (9) COQnty Courts (10) 
-~-"~ '75 Judges 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

Decides appeals from aU Circuit, Chancerv and Probate Courts. 

Administrative duties in connection with all courts. 

- 13 Courts 

Juvenile Courts (11) 

Courts of general jurisdiction. Hear civil and criminal cases. Also hear appeals from courts of limited jurisdiction. 

Courts of equity. Hear cases involving land disputes, domestic relations, etc. Also have jurisdiction over probate matters and adoptions. 

Courts of limited jurisdiction with county-wide authority. Hear criminal misdemeanor cases and civil cases when amount involved does not exceed $300. Judge must be an attorney. 

Courts of limited jurisdiction with township-wide authority. Same limitations as Municipal Courts except "no requirement th;,t judge have 
legal training. Subject jurisdiction same as m:anicipal court. 

I" .-;" 

Jurisdiction Jimi~~,d tg ~Iunicipality. No requirement of legal training. 

These courts are held by mayors (or their designees) in cities of the secolld ciass (500.2,500 popUlation) and incorporated towns (500 
or less). Territorial jurisdiction limited to municipality. Subject jurisdiction same as municipal COUrt. No requirement of legal training. 

These courts have been established in various counties by special acts. They are presided over by the County Judg'!and have limited 
jurisdiction which varies with the acts creating them. They exist in the following counties: Ashley, Chicot, Crittenden, C.ross, Desha, 
Drew, G;uJand, Lee, Lonoke, Madison, Mississippi, Nevada, Prairie. No requirement of legat training. 

County-wide jurisdiction limited generally to juvenile and bastardy proceedings. Presided 'over by County Judge. No requirement of legal training. , 

Presided over by County Judge. No requirement of legal training. Many of these courts are, however, conducted by appointed referees who are attorneys. . 

Source: Judicial Department of Arkansas, 1976 Annual' Report. 
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A partial unification of the cour.t system occurred in 1965 when 
the General Assembly passed Act 496 in which the chief justice was 
designated ::.he administrative director of the Judicial Depar"':ntent 
and administrative head of the entire court system. Act 496 also 
provided for the appointment of an Executive Secretary, by the chief 
justice and with the app~oval of the state judicial council, whose 
duties consist of assisting the chief justice in carrying out his 
administrative responsibilities. 

Qne of the chief functions of the Arkansas Judicial Department 
is the collection, analysis, and publication of judicial statistics. 
The Judicial Department of Arkansas also conducts continuing judicial 
education programs for all levels of personnel in the state's court 
system through assistance from the Law Enforcement Assistance Admini­
stration and the Arkansas Public Safety Program. 

2. Data Processing, SJIS Project, and Advisory Committee 

All data processing activities are performed within the SJIS 
project organizational structure. This includes system development 
and implementation, as well as computer operations on a dedicated 
minicomputer. 

The SJIS project organization is shown in Figure 2. It i::; 
under the direct control of the Executive Secretary and Deputy 
Executive Secretary. The specific elements of the organization are: 

- Chief of Analytical Services~ This person, while not 
funded by the SJIS grant, serves as overall project 
manager. He is responsible for accomplishing the overall 
SJIS project goals and monitoring and directing all 
activities related ·tc the project. The Chief of Analytical 
Services devotes 100% of bis time to the project. 

- SJJ:S Advisory Commit~: This committee is composed of 
judges and clerks from the Ar~ansas judicial syetem. 
The committee's major functions are to review the products 
and pJ:oposals of the project sta.ff, advise the staff, and 
make recommendations on the feasibility of implementing the 
various forms and procedures ona statewide basis. The 
committee also educates the Arkansas judicial system 
p.:;l.rticipants I primary judg'es I cl,erks I and prosecutors to 
en~ure acceptance of the project statewide. 

- Technical Staff: The SJIS staff will develop application 
software specIfications, code ,md debug computer programs, 
perform system tests, develop user and operations procedur~s, 
and produce required documentation. The staff will also 
participate in computer hardware and software procurement 
and perform data collection, preparation, and e·'ltry. The 
current staff consists of a full-time systems analyst and a 
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PROJECT ORGANIZATION CHART 
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1 
IExecutive Secretary of I Judicial Department 

Deputy Executive 
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r- ~ 
-7 

Chief Analytical Services 
of Judical Department 

, 
Systams Analyst 

t 
Programmer 

-l-
Records Cler~ 
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full-time records clerk. There are plans to hire a 
full-time programmer and obtain clerical personnel as 
required from the Judicial Department. 

3. Other SJIS-Related Groups 

The prim~~ group that affects SJIS activities is the Judicial 
Planning Commissiclll, which makes recommendations on judicial matters 
to the State Judicial Council and other organizations (e.g., Municipal 
Judges Association). The Commission is chair-ed by an Associate 
Justice and consists of o~~er circuit and equity court judges. All 
applications for court-related funding must be approved by the Commis­
sion and I if approved, they are submitted to the state Planning Agency. 

4. Judicial Workloads 

In 1977 the approximate statewide case filings in general 
jurisdiction courts were: 

Judicial circuits - 35,000 
(Civil and criminal cases) 

Chancery circui ts - 29,000 
(Chancery cases) 

Chancery circuits - 10,000 
(Probate cases) 

Based on past history, a six percent annual growth rate is 
projected. 

5. Related Systems 

1~ere are no current plans for direct interfaces between the 
Arkansas Judicial Information System (AJIS) and other automated systems. 
The Judicial Department is, however, investigating a possible interface 
with a cotmty Prosecutor's Managament Information System (PROMIS) 
since some of AJIS input data maybe available through PROMIS, thereby 
reducing data coding and entry workloads. The AJIS will eventually 
provide OBTS/CCH data elements on computer-readable medium for input 
into automated sYfl~ems outside the Judicial Department. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

The Arkansas Judicial Department is charged ~)y stD.tute with 
administration of the nonjudicial business of the state court system. 
The office .is directed to advise and assist the chief justice of the 
supreme court in order to better attend to the business of all state 
courts. Its specific statutory duties are as follows: 
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- Examine the administrative methods of the courts and make 
recommendations to the chief justice for their improvement. 

- Examine the state of the dockets of the courts; secure 
information as to their needs for assistance, if any; prepare 
statistical data and reoorts of the business of the courts; 
and advise the chief justice to the end that proper action 
r;tay be taken. 

- Examine the statistical systems of the courts and make 
recommendations to the chief justice for a uniform system of 
judicial statistics. 

- Examine the estimateS of the courts of the state concerning 
appropriations, and develop recornmsndations for, the Chief 
justice. 

- Collect, analyze, and report to the Chief Justice statistical 
and other data concerning the business of the courts. 

- ~'Vith the approval of the chief justice and at the request of 
the Judicial Council, the executive secretary acts as 
secretary of the Judicial Council and performs such duties as 
may be assigned to him. 

- Attend to such other matters as may be assigned by the chief 
justice. 

The executive secretary advisee and assists clerks of trial courts 
in keeping records of their proceedings and makes related reports and 
recommendations to the supreme court, the trial judges, and the clerks 
of these courts. The clerks, officers, and employees of the courts must 
comply with all requests of the executive secretary for information and 
statistical data relating to the business of the courts and the 
expenditure of public funds for their maintenance and operation. 

As the workload has increased over the years, it has become 
necessary to automate some of the recordkeeping and reporting' functions. 
An automated system of limited capabilities is currently implemented, 
and the Arkansas SJIS will provide a significant expansion of these 
capabilities. 

Inputs to the current system consist of aggregC!te summaries of 
the main case types processed in general jurisdiction courts around th~ 
state. These summary forms are compJ.eted by the local clerks and mailed 
to the Judicial Department on a quarterly basis. These quarterly reports 
are checlted by staff members for possible errors by comparison with 
previous reports. The reports are then entered onto cards using the 
Arkansas Criminal Justice Information System (ACJIS) keypunch. After 
verification the cards are processed through ~le ACJIS remote terminal 

1II-7 



using three simple programs. These programs generate the statewide 
quarterly reports for circuit, chancery, and probate courts. 

These reports produce only case load totals and provide no 
information on individual case types. The quarterly reports are 
manually summed line-by-line to give the statistical information 
used in the Annual Report. 

2 • Functional 

The AJIS will primarily involve the Supreme Court and courts of 
general jurisdiction, which include circuit (i.e., criminal, civil), 
chancery, ~~d probate courts. Using monthly (or more frequent) mail 
submissions of data entered by local clerks on standardized forms, 
the new system will provide more extensive statistics and docket book 
data for use at the state and local levels. It will be operated on a 
dedicated minicomputer, and this will eliminate the need for processing 
through the Arkansas CJIS facility. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

The overall objective of the Arkansas SJIS project is to develop 
and implement an automated system that will provide statistics and 
docket book information to state and local elements of the Arkansas 
judiciary. During Phase I, this system is scheduled to be developed 
and tested, and the necess~J computer hardware/software will be 
procured. During Phase II, the system is scheduled to be implemented 
in a model local jurisdiction. Implementation will then be expanded on 
a county-by-county basis. 

The following list defines the specific objectives of the Arkansas 
SJIS project. 

_ To alleviate the problems associated \Oli th the inflow of data 
to the State Judicial Department. This task involves 
creating standardized court-related forms and records that 
will minimize clerical effort on the local court level. 

_ To provide management-oriented statistica~. reports. 

_ To provide data on criminal, civil, chancery, and probate 
cases. 

_ To provide both the amount and the qua,lity of judicial 
information available to the Chief Justice and the Executive 
Secretary of the Judicial Department. 

_ To develop the most feasible metho9s of supplying management­
oriented statistical reports to rural, non-automateo, circuits, 
chancery, and probate courts. 
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4. Expected Impact 

The method of input of information to the Judicial Department 
will be greatly changed. Instead of sending only quarterly aggregate 
reports, the local court clerks will report, at given intervals all 
~~ses file~ sin~e. the last r7portin~ period. They will also re;ort 
a~l case d~spos~t~ons occurr~ng dur~ng the reporting period. These 
reports will be entered into the automated system database. 

The judge m~y subsequently request by phone or letter a listing 
of those case~ pend~ng for a given county in his circuit prior to a 
t7rm of court. Or he may request a list of only those cases that 
<hsplay certain characteristics, such as those over two years of age 
or those in which there has been no action for a certain period of time. 

. Implementation of the system will have the initial impact of 
up~ra~~ng the.qual~ty and timeliness of detailed caseload statistics. 
~~s ~n~ormat~on w~ll allow for more efficient methods or managing the 
~ncreas~ng volume of cases at the trial court level and will provide 
necessary data for planning and development of the entire court system 
at the state level. 

. . This sys~em W~l~ also have the capability of p:r'oviding information 
on f~l~ngs and d~spos~~~ons to the ,Arkansas Criminal Justice Information 
Center, upon request, ~n order that they may complete their OBTS/CCH 
program. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summar;( 

Phase I of the Arkansas SJIS grant began 
and was scheduled to end on September 30, 1978. 
a no-cost grant extension to December 31, 1978. 
into Phase II in January 1979. 

on Octcber 1, 1977, 
The stute received 
They hope to proceed 

Basically, Phase I called for development of the AJIS and for 
procurement of a dedicated minicomputer on which the system would be 
run. Implementation in a model circuit and then incrementally in the 
other circuits is planned for Phase II. 

The grant specified the following Phase I activities: appoint 
Advisory Committee, develop detailed workplan, document current data 
collection system, determine user information requirements, analyze 
data input form requirements, re~ruit personnel, develop conceptual 
systems design, purchase or. lease computer, develop AJIS software, 
test software, evaluate system, and evaluate project. 

2. Plans 

There is a detailed workplan that covers the following tasks: 

- Requirements Analysis (Phase I) 
Perform SJIS survey 
Develop functional requirements 
Analyze data requirements 

Computer Procurement (Phase I) 

- Standardization of Forms (Phases I and II) 
Design forms 
Model/modify forms 
Print and distribute forms 
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- System Development (Phase I) 
Develop general system description 
Develop detail system design 
Develop and test computer programs 
Test system 

- System Implementation (Phase II) 
Develop maintenance, user, and operations docmnentation 
Perform training 
Perform old-to-new-system changeover 
Evaluate system 

- Cost Analysis/Feasibility (Phase I) 
Conduct preliminary feasibility study 
Plan phase II 

The workplan is well defined and contains realistic schedules, 
assuming the project is fully staffed. 

3. Current Status 

Relative to the workplan, the project has progressed through 
the requirements analysis and coreputer procurement tasks, through the 
forms design in the standardization of forms tasks, and through the 
general system description in the system development task. This means 
that the project is currently in the detail system design part of 
system development, and this is consistent with the schedule set forth 
in the workplan. 

In terms of the grant, all tasks through development of 
conceptual systems design pave been completed with one notable exception-­
recruiting of personnel. The professional staff currently consists of 
the project manager and a systems analyst, and schedule slippage can be 
expected in the detail system design and programming activities if the 
two additional professional staff members (i.e., progranwer and consul­
tant) are not soon hired. 

4. Control Methods 

Other than the detailed workplan, no formal project control 
methods have been developed to ensure that the project is within 
schedule and technical constraints. Because of the size of the staff 
and the nature of the tasks, such controls have been unnecessary thus, 
far in the project. 

~ore precise control methodology is usually required during 
detail system design, programming, system testing, and implementation. 
Given the anticipated simplicity of AJIS and brevity of its computer 
programs, relatively unsophisticated control methodology (e.g., module 
design schedules, individual program completion schedules, system 
test plan) will probably su£fi,ce. 
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5. User Participation 

Since the AJIS will produce quarterly and annual statistical 
reports like the current system and docket book data at the case 
level, there are two groups of system users. The first group 
consists of uSers of the current system, and they will continue 
to receive the statistical reports. The second group consists of 
those who will be direct recipients of docket book information. 
This group consists of the Chief Justice's staff. (Members of the 
Chief Justice's staff are, incidentally, also users of the statistical 
reports. ) 

Since the first group will continue to receive the same 
reports, it has been unnecessary to involve them extensively in 
system development and definition of information requirements. 
The second group, however, has been extensively involved in these 
activities. 

The Advisory Committee consists of representatives of groups 
(i.e., circuit and chancery COurT judges and clerks) who are 
prospective users of docket book data, but the Committee and other 
prospective users have not been consulted e>'!tensively on output 
report content and formats. This should be rectified. 

Another aspect of system usage is System input, and the court 
clerks will normally perfonn this function. While the input forms 
have been discussed with certain clerks, t~ey have not had an 
opportuni ty to code data onto the forms o/tl. a "dry run" bas is. 
This should be done. 

In summary, the project staff ha.s a good working relationship 
with most judges and clerks in the circuit and chancery district 
courts. All that must be done is to iI7IVc::,lve them in some of the 
syst~ details as noted above. 

B. System Description 

1. Processing Approach 

The AJIS will be processed on a centrally located aarris 1660 
minicomputer with CRT te:r.minals at varic·us locations in the Judicial 
Department. Initially there will be at most three CR'1' termlnals, 
and they will all be used for data entry. The Harris 1660 can 
accommodate any additional terminals that would be needed for more 
data entry stations and/or expansion of AJIS capabilities to include 
on-line query/response. 

Input data will be keyed on-line to disk storage, and these 
data will be used to update the master files. The system will 
produce hard copy quarterly and annual statistical reports and on­
demand docket infol."Ination showing variou$ use:r-speciii!::d groupings of 
case activity. 
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2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

All data collection will be through two-part forms received 
from the local clerks. Each two-part form will contain the full data 
record for one court case. Each type of case will have its own form 
(civil, criminal, chancery, and probate). Each case type form will 
have two sections. One section will be completed when the case is 
filed. This section will then be torn off and mailed weekly 
(or bi-weekly, depending on local volume) to the Judicial Department. 
The other section will be completed when the case is terminated. 
It will then be transmitted by mail at regular intervals. 

Since data entry will be done directly from these forms, 
no data preparation will be necessary. The records clerks will 
scan each fol."lTl and manually correct any errors that they detect. 
In order to correct some errors, it may be necessary to contact 
the local clerk who submitted the form. 

3. Data EntEr. 

When a packet of these forms is received by the Judicial 
Department, the information will be input by a records clerk through 
CRT terminals. All data entry will be of an inquiry-response nature. 
Checks will be made as the data are entered for proper format and 
illegal data values. Also, a check will be made for duplicate or 
missing docket numbers as the data are entered. Any detected 
data errors will be rejected, and an error message will be displayed 
to indicate the nature of the error. 

4. Application Software 

a. Processing Modules. The function of AJIS will be to 
allow individual case information to be stored and retrieved in an 
automated manner. Edit checks will be performed on most of the 
jata to ensure accuracy. These functions will be accomplished 
using three primary modules: Input/Update, Retrieval, and Active­
to-Inactive Purge. 

Input/Update will be the module that allows form entry 
using a CRT terminal screen that is formatted in the same manner 
as the input form. Input/Update will perform edit checks and allow 
for correction of previously entered cases. Data entry will occur in 
two parts: first, filing information; and second, termination data. 

Retrieval will allow for retrieval and output (in hard copy) 
of user-specified data in a certain court case or in a group of 
sirnila.r cases. It will also provide the capability to generate 
summary statistical reports. 
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Active-to-Inactive Purge will search the files for cases 
terminated more than a certain length of time, remove those found 
from the active file, and place them in the historical file. 

b. Inputs - Outputs. All input formats will be such that 
data entry is as straightforward as possible. The CRT screen 
formats will be made to appear as much like the forms as possible. 
Data entry will follow the same sequence as the physical sequence 
of data on the forms. 

Case reporting will involve different output formats and 
data groupings from which the user can select those that correspond 
to his needs. Varied formats are necessary because not all information 
contained in each case is desired for printing the various types of 
listings. The main case listing types are: 

Listing by case type, 
Listing by docket number, 
Listing by defendant's name (criminal case only), 
Listing by age of case, 
Listing by circuit, 
Listing by county, 
Listing by judge. 

Many of the above will require several formats. When 
listing by docket number, for example, full format display ~ight 
be desired, or only the docket number and the data filed might be 
required. 

The primary users of these case-orientated listings will be 
the staff of the Chief Justice l but there are others who will 
probably use this information (e.g., circuit and chancery court 
judges) • 

The summary types of statistical reports will be derived from 
the case input data by forming the appropriate data groupings and 
associated totals and subtotals. The reports will be generated 
with formats similar to the present quarterly and annual reports. 

The quarterly statistical reports are distributed to all 
trial court jurisdictions and to the Supreme Court. 1~1~ annual 
report goes to all courts, to the state legislature, to the University 
of Arkansas, and to various organizations outside the st~te (e.g., 
LEAA, the National Center for State Courts) • 

5. OBTS/CCH 

OBTS and CCH requirements were considered in establishing the 
overall information requirements. There are not plans to produce OBTS/ 
CCH output in Phase I, but it is possible that a limited capability 
may be implemented by the end of Phase II. There will eventually be 
a full OBTS/CCH capability. 
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The Judicial Department will not use OBTS/CCH data, but it 
will provide these data on a computer-readable medium for the 
Arkansas criminal Justice/Highway Safety Information Center. 

6. Security and Privacy 

Because the AJIS will be run on a self-contained, dedicated 
system that will reside in a secure area, there should be a high 
level of security and privacy. Only systems people will have 
access to the computer area~ A lock will be maintained on the door 
and all backup files will be kept in the Supreme Court of Arkansas' 
vault. All programs and data files will have built-in passwords 
and authorization codes. 

All system software and data files will be backed up on 
magnetic tape. These tapes will then be stored in the Supreme 
Court of Arkansas' vault. When new data are entered into the files 
or files are updated, a backup file will be made at the end of 
the day. Backup disks or tapes kept in the SJIS proje/;t offices 
will be placed under lock when not specifically being used by a 
member of the SJIS staff. Once a week, another backup of data 
files will be made to replace the one contained in the Supreme 
Court vault. The old backup \>lill then be recycled. 

Both the Arkansas Department of Computer Services and the 
Arkansas State Police computer system can read any of the SJIS 
tape files in case of system failure. The Arkansas State Police 
has a near identical Harris system that gives additional backup 
capabilities in case of system failure or damage. 

. There are, however, two situations that could cau~e problems. 
F~rst, adequate storage of source documents on crimi.lal cases must 
be provided because these documents contain the defendant's 
name. This is a problem only if the documents are stored outside 
the secure computer area. 

The second possible problem relates to the above discussion 
of OBTS/CCH. If these data are provided to agencies outside the 
Judicial Department, their planned usage should be clearly stated 
and acceptable to the Judicial Department. This will apparently 
be covered by legislation, but any additional safeguards that are 
appropriate should be implemented. 

7. Computer and Communications Configurations ........ 

The AJIS will be run on a dedicated Harris 1660 minicomputer 
that is controlled by the Judicial Department. This computer has 
been purchased with SJIS funds, and it is configured as follows: 
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1 Hodel 1660 central processing unit (cpu) with 96,000 bytes 
of main memory. 

2 Model 1675 key entry CRT terminal. 
2 Model 1665 disk units with 12,000,000 bytes storage capacity 

per disk. 
1 Model 1682 tape unit, 1,600 bits per inch. 
1 Model 1652 chain printer, 300 lines per minute. 
REGAL data entry language processor. 
COBOL compiler. 
Extended Communications Operating System (ECOS). 
Key Entry Processing System (KEF). 

This computer configuration is expandable to accommodate 
more peripheral devices. Any expansion would probably involve 
addi tional CRT t.erminals and/or more disk capacity. The Harris 
1660 cpu can also be upgraded to provide more overall processing 
power if the need arises. 

8. Documentation 

In addition to the detailed workplan, the following documents 
have been produced: 

Functional Requirements: This document contains background 
information on the Arkansas Judicial System and a section 
that describes existing methods 'i.nd procedures. Other 
sections cover the new system, including proposed methods and 
procedures; summaries of improvements and impacts; functional 
performance and input/output requirements; file types and 
sizes; failure contingencies; operating environment require­
ments (including hardware/software and interfaces); and 

- .1 development plans. . .., 

Data Requirements: This documents the analysis of what data 
are necessary to satisfy the requirements of the judiciary. It 
includes data elements necessary for the generation of statistics 
used to help in management decisions. Each data element is 
documented according to the availability, ease of collection, 
and cost of collection. 

General System Description: This document describes the data­
base, general functions to be performed, input and output 
formats, data entry procedures, system recovery techniques, and 
implementation procedures. 

This documentation generally conforms to FIPS PUB 38 and 
effectively describes the AJIS at a conceptual level. 
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The other document to be produced during Phase I is the Detail 
System Design, which covers system, database, and program 
design. It describes system and program functional an.d 
performance requirements, operating enviror~ent, and processing 
logic; program inputs and outputs; and database specifications. 
This document will also be based on FIPS PUB 38, and it is 
currently the primary SJIS project staff activity. 

During Phase II, the following documents will be produced: 

System Maintenance Manual: This is the Detail System Design 
updated to reflect any changes or improvements made to the 
system. 

User Manual: The primary purpose of this manual will be to 
instruct the clerks on system operation and their role in it. 
Examples will be included on how to fill out and process all 
forms. 

Operations Manual: This manual wil.l provide computer operations 
personnel with a description of all the software and system 
operation procedures necessary to run and maintain the system. 

9. Implementation 

All implementation will be done in Phase II, and the general 
approach is to implement AJIS in a single county initially. The system 
will then be implemented on a county-by-county basis until the entire 
state is covered. This is a reasonable approach considering the varying 
levels of cooperation and acceptance that are inherently present in the 
local circuit and chancery ~ourts. 

10. Mainten .... l1ce 

Since maintenance requirements will arise in Phase II after 
system implementation, no maintenance activities have yet transpired. 

c. Assessment Results 

This section describes the reactions of th.e assessment committee 
to the Phase I Arkansas SJIS project and the prospects for ultimate 
satisfaction of the project goals and objectives. 

1. Recommendations 

a. Advisory Commi ttee ~ieetings. This Committee has met only 
once thus far, and it is recommended that more frequent meetings be 
held to review appropriate design items (e.g., input and output formats) 
and the plans and status of programming, system test, and implementation 
activities. 
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b. Input Design participation. It is recommended that judges 
and clerks in the local circuit and chancery courts be involved more 
heavily in the input design process (particularly forms design). They 
should be given an opportunity to \'lork with the forms on a "dry run" 
basis to ensure maximum ease of use consistent with the needs of other 
system users (e.g., data entry personnel). 

c. Report Format Reviews. In addition to the Advisory 
committee review, all output report contents and formats should be 
reviewed '~ith other prospective system users before detail system 
design is finalized. 

d. staff Additions. It is recommended that, at least, a 
programmer and, ideally, a consultant (Le., programmer/analyst) be 
added to the project staff as soon as possible. The programmer 
would be a full-time employee; the consultant would be contracted 
for at most 120 mandays. 

These personnel should be familiar with design an, programming 
of on-line data entry, edit, and report generation programs; with 
system implementation; and with user, operator, and maintenan:e. 
documentation. The assessment committee feels that these add~t~ons 
are essential in order for the project to remain on schedule. 

e. System Design/Programming Progress. It is recommended that 
the detail system design be completed as soon as possible. If it is 
completed in early September 1978 as specified in the workplan, three months 
will remain for programming with almost one additional month for 
system testing and Phase II planning. While this is an extremely tight 
schedule, it can be accomplished if there is no slippage in completion 
of system design. 

In such situations, there is a tendency to undertake system 
design and programming simultaneously. This should be done only 
with extreme caution, and it should involve only programs for which 
the design has been completed and which will be unaffected by parts 
of the system that are not yet designed. 

f. Technical Report No. 17 Utilization. The project staff 
should consult Tec~~ical Report No. 17 (SJIS Phase II Final Report) 
from SEARCH Group, Inc. as a source for guidance in system development, 
implementation, and evaluation. 

g. project Controls. 
developed and utilized. This 
schedules, individual program 
plans. 

project control methodology should be 
could include such tools as module design 
completion schedules, and system test 
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h. Implementation Priorities. It is recommended that the 
highest priorities for AJIS implementation be 1iven to those local 
circuits with the most cooperative judges and ~lerks. The system is 
mere likely to be successful in these circuits, and this can provide 
visible evidence of the system's usefulness to the circuits with less 
enthusiastic personnel. 

i. Backup and Recovery Procedures. It is recommended that 
procedures be adopted to provide backup files, and recovery in 
the event of system failure, for all programs and dc.ta used during 
programming and system testing. 

j. Data Security. Procedures should be developed to ensure 
against misuse of AJIS data (e.g., OBTS/CCH data) that is provided 
by the Judicial Department to other departments and to ensure adequate 
security for source input documents that contain a criminal defendant's 
name. 

2. Exereplary Findings 

a. Phase I Workplan. The workplan for the Phase I SJIS 
project is well developed, and the schedule is realistic if the 
additional staff members can be hired in the immediate future. 
Moreover, tentative Phase II plans are well conceived and should 
achieve the ultimate goal of statewide AJIS implementation. 

b. Adherence to Schedule. The project is currently proceeding 
in accordance with the schedule shown in the Phase I \'lorkplan. 

c. Legal Authority. The Chief Justice and Executive secretary 
have the necessary legal authority to collect data from all courts 
of the state. 

d. User Involvement.. The direct users of docket-type data 
(i.e., members of the Chief Justice's staff) are involved in the 
system development process. Users of statistical reports are involved 
because they are receiving these same reports from the current system. 

e. Computer Procurement. The computer hardware ~1d software 
for AJIS development and implementation have been obtaineti, are 
suitable for the current workload, and are expandable to cover any 
anticipated increases in the workload. 

f. Local Contacts. The SJIS project staff has an ongoing 
working relationship with all local judges, clerks, and other personnel 
who will be prospective users of the system. 

g. Conceptual Documentation. All conceptual-level documen­
tation (Le., General System Description, Functional Requirements, Data 
Requirements) has been completed and is serving its intended purpose. 
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h. 9BTS!CCH Support. OBTS/CCH aata requirements are being 
considered as the AJIS is developed, and the AJIS will eventually 
support these requi ... O ... ..::;~1tS. 

i. Advisory Committee. The Advisory Committee exists, is 
functioning, and consists of local judges and clerks who will be 
among the primary beneficiaries of the system. Sincp the other 
primary beneficiaries -- the Chief Justice's staff -- either work 
directly on the SJIS project or interface daily with the project staff, 
all prospective system users are involved in development and implemen-
tation of AJIS. 

3. Conclusions ---
The AJIS is being designed explicitly to achieve the goals and 

objectives stated earlier in thi~ report. It follows that, if the 
system becomes operational, these goals and objectives will, by 
definition, be satisfied. 

This leads to the following question: Will the system become 
fully operational? 

The ~~swer evolves from the following basic considerations: 

_ The project is off to a good start in that there is an 
Advisory Committee, a working relationship with all 
prospecti'le system users, a good conceptual foundation for 
the system, a dedicated computer that can handle the 
workload, and legal authority to achiev~ the project 
goals and objectives. 

_ The project urgently needs, at least, an additional programmer 
and, ideally, a consultant (i.e., programmer/analyst) with 
the relevant work experience. 

The project is entering the crucial detail system design 
and programming stages, and staff performance during the 
next four months will probably determine the timeliness 
with which the project can be completed and the quality of 
the resultant system. 

_ The net implication of these considerations is, therefore, 
that the project can be successfully completed if two well­
qualified staff members are added in the immediate future. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On February 6 and 7, 1979, an assessment was made of the Delaware 

State Judicial Information System (SJIS) project. The assessment was 

conducted by: 

}~. Walter J. Kane, Court Administrator, Supreme Cour.t of 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. Edward R. t111ler, Director of Data Processing, 
Connecticut. 

Mr. Charles Ferrell, National Center tv .. ' State Courts. 
i.1r. Greg Janowski, National Center for State Courts. 

The purpose of this assessment was to appraise the administrative 

and technical status of t""~ SJIS project relative to the requirements of 

the Delaware SJIS grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA) and relative to good systems development practices 

and procedures. 
The primary participants from Delaware who were interviewed 

during the assessment were as follows: 

Mr. John Fisher, Director, Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC). ~ 

Hr. Lowell Groundland, Assistant to the Director, AOC. 
Mr. Don Roderick, Director, Statistical Analysis Center 

(SAC) • 
Mr. Larry Clark, SAC Systems Analyst. 
Mr. Bob Slattery, SAC Systems Analyst. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Al Breuel. 
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A. Management S~mmary 

The Delaware SJIS project is currently in Phase I, which began 

May 9, 1978, and was scheduled to continue for 12 months, i. e., through 

May 8, 1979. A tr~ee month, no-cost eKtension has been requested to 

eKtend the grant through August 8, 1979. 

The Delaware SJIS effort is unique and requires a full 

understanding of the inter-relationship b~tween the systems development 

efforts of both the judiciary and the entire criminal justice community. 

In Delaware, there is a state-wide, multi-agency effort called the 

Delaware Justice Information System (DELJIS) to eKtend the capability of 

automated data processing to all criminal justice agencies. The bu.lk 

of DELJIS funding comes from the LEAA Comprehensive Data System (CDS) 

program. DELJIS will establish an automated interface among the state, 

metropolitan and local police departments, the attorney general's office, 

adu.lt courts 1, family court, and both adult and juvenile correctional 

facilities. Hence, the SJIS project is a subset of the larger DELJIS 

effort. Both before and during the SJIS--Phase I efforts, two SAC 

systems analysts, funded through CDS, have been developing state-wide 

criminal applications for the family and adult courts. As a natural 

by-product of their analysis, the CDS analysts are also gathering 

information on the civil applications in both the family and adult 

courts. 

The SJIS Project--Phase I has two major objectives. The first 

objective is to complete a requirements analysis~ a conceptual design, 

and a detail systems design for the civil components of the state adult 

courts and the family court. This objective has been simplified by the 

simultaneous data gathering efforts of the SAC analysts. The second 

objective is to procure and install a minicomputer capable of supporting 

all the courts in both criminal and civil matters. The system will 

accept case-oriented data and will provide day-I:o-day operational support 

to the courts and management-oriented statistical information to the AOC. 

Data entry will be from remote on-line terminals and processing will be 

accomplished OIl the courts' minicomputer. 

lIn Delaware the term adult courts is used to reLer to the statewide 
ne~work of the superior court, court of chancery, court of common pleas, 
municipal court and justice of the peace courts. 
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The clerks and court administrators will be able to access the 

data contained in the system via on-line inquiry and c2tch renorts. 

The DELJIS project is currently in the initial design stages. 

T~e DELJIS staff have successfully completed the requirements analysis 

and the conceptual design for the overall system and are currently 

finalizing the system's detail design specifications for criminal and 

civil matters in the adult and family courts. 

The SJIS portion of the DELJIS project appears to be on-schedule. 

The development of the statewide civil system for the adult and family 

courts is in the detail design stage, and a Burroughs 1855 minicomputer 

is scheduled for delivery on or before June 30, 1979. 

A potential problem eKists that could have an impact upon the 

development of the SJIS component of the DELJIS project and its future 

operation. The data processing staff, i.e., two systems analysts, are 

not judicial employees but are under the direct authority of the director 

of the Statistical Analysis Center (SAC). A serious concern was eK­

pressed by the assessment team that if these two analysts were tiiverted 

or reassigned to a project other than SJIS, the development and future 

operation of the SJIS project would be severely affected. 

In summary, the prospects appear good for the continued 

development and future implementation of the planned state court 

information system. 

B. Organizational Structure and ProceSSing 

1. Judiciary 

The Delaware constitution vests judicial power iu a supreme 

court, a superior court, a court of chancery, justice of the peace 

courts, and other courts estaolished by constitution. The family court, 

court of common pleas, and the Municipal Court of Wilmington are created 

by statute. The alderman's courts are established by the town charters 

of their reSPective towns. The routes of appeal for these courts are 

shown in Figure 1. 

The Supreme Court of Delaw~e is the court of last resort and has 

original jurisdiction in ex:traordinary writs and appellate jurisdiction 
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in criminal matters as specified by law as well as in all m.atters from 

the superior court and court of chancery. There is no intermediate 

appellate court in Delaware. 

The superior court and the cocrt of chancery are the courts of 

general jurisdiction. 1he superior court has original jurisdiction in 

civil cases at common law, all adult felonies, adoptions, and cases 

regardinB termination of parental rights. The superior court has 

appellate jurisdiction in law cases appealed from the court of common 

pleas, and hears cases de novo from the alderman's courts, justice of the 

peace courts, municipal court, and the family court. The court of 

chancery has jurisdiction in all actions in equity; most litigation in 

the court consists of cor~orate matters and contractual disputes. Both 

the superior court ,<ind the court of chancery s;Lt in all three counties of 

the state. 

Delaware has five I!Ourts of limited or special jurisdiction. The 

family court has statewide. jurisdiction in general juvenile matters, 

family disputes, and pet.itions for divorce and annulment. The court sits 

in all thLee Delaware counties. The court of common pleas has statewide 

jurisdiction in civil disputes involving less than $5,000 and 

misdemeanors that do not involve drugs. The court sits in all three 

Delaware counties. Within the city of Wilmington, the court has civil 

jurisdiction only. The court of common pleas conducts preliminary 

hearings in felony cases outside Wilmington. Th~ MUnicipal Court of 

~vHmington has jurisdiction within the city in traffic and municipal 

ordinance violations as well as misdemeanors and conducts preliminary 

hearings in felony cases. A violations division processes moving and 

parking violation citations. The justice of the peace courts have civil 

jurisaiction in cas~s involving less than $1,500 and criminal 

jurisdiction over minor misdemeanors and nonielonious motor vehicle 

cases. In New Castle County, some justice of the peace courts are 

limited by administrative decision to criminal and some to civil matters. 

The alderman's courts or mayor's C~Jrts have jurisdiction in minor 

misdemeanors and tr affic vj.olations as provided in local ordinances. , 
Jurisdictions vary according to town charters, which must be approved 

by the state legislature. 

IV-5 

.. 

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



.......... -

The chief justice of the supreme courc is the administrative head 

of all courts in the state and has general administrative and supervisory 

powers over all courts, as provided by the state constitution. 

By law, the director of the administrative office of the courts 

(AOC) is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the chief justice. 

Responsibilities assigned to the director include appointment of AOC 

personnel, assistance to the chief justice, supervision of administrative 

personnel in the courts, some budget preparation, collection of court 

statistical data, and preparation of the annual report. Data collection 

efforts are continually being updated under the direction of the AOC. 

The state provides all funding for the supreme court, family 

court, cou.rt of common pleas, justice of the peace courts, and funds all 

expenses of the administrative office of the courts. 

Expenses of the clerks' offices of the court of chancery and the 

sup~rior court are paid by the county governments. All other ex:penses of 

the court of chancery and the superior court are funded by the state. 

The funding for the ~hnicipal Court of Wilmington is provided by the city 

of Wilmington. Municipal governments fund all expenses of the alderman's 

courts. 

The AOC pre:ares the budgets for the supreme court and the court 

of chancery. All other courts prepare their own budgets, which are 

submitted to the governor and to the legislature. 

2. Data Processing 

The AOC is responsible for research, evaluation, and the 

generation of management information reports, including the Annual Report 

of the Delaware Judiciary. 

One of the objectives of the SJIS project is to establish an 

automated judicial data processing facility in tHlmington. Previously, 

data were recorded and compiled manually by the local clerks and in 

summary fashion by the staff of the AOC. 

In Delaware, only the police, through the Criminal Law Uniform 

Enforcement System (CLUES), established in 1972, have received 

substantial benefits from automated data processing. Eight court sites 

have recently installed terminals for accessing CLUES and are just 

beginning to make use of the information stored in the existing criminal 

history and motor vehicles files. 
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The courts' computer system will interface with the State 

Division of Cantral Data Processing (CDP), which operates CLUES, and the 

State Bureau of Identification, which controls the state's criminal 

justice data communications network, to form a mutually cooperative 

criminal justice information system. Each of these three systems is 

expected to support the others and, in turn, be assisted by them in both 

developmental ~~d operational needs. 

The proposed judicial budget for ~980 requests additional funding 

for six data processing positions: two systems analysts, two computer 

operators, and two computer programers. 

3. SJIS Project 

Figure 2 shows the organizational structure of the SJIS project. 

Mr. Lowell Groundland, the assistant to the director of the AOC, is also 

the SJIS project director. Mr. Groundland's responsibilities are 

divided; approximately one-half of his time is dedicated to the SJIS 

project~ the remainder to assisting the director of the AOC. There are 

no other judicial staff assigned to the SJIS project. A statewide 

judicial information system will have difficulty succeeding without 

additional judicial staffing. If tha judicial budget proposed for fiscal 

year 1980 is approved, six additional SJIS project staff will be assigned 

to the AOC as of July 1, 1979. 

In Delaware, input to the SJIS project is not limited to the 

judiciary. Possibly because of Delaware's small size and a unique spirit 

of interagency cooperation, the Delaware SJIS project receives extensive 

developmental support from both the director and the staff of SAC who are 

also responsible for developing Delaware's CDS. The state prosecutor's 

office within the Deprtment of Justice is an equal partner with the 

judiciary in the eventual benefits of SJIS. The prosecutors will be 

logical recepients of some of the data processed in the SJIS subsystems. 

In fact, the DELJIS project specifies an anticipated inter-agency 

exchange of data between alJ. these criminal justice agencies. 

4. SJIS Advisory Committee 

The Judicial Planning Committee (JPC) oversees the overall 

development of Delaware's judicial growth. A subcommitt~e ~/as formed to 
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deal with issues involving judicial computeri=ation, and serves as the 

advisory committee to the SJIS project. This JPC Advisory Subcommittee 

on Computerization provides a variety of valuable management input for 

the SJIS developmental efforts by having among its members the following: 

Associate judge, superior court. 
Chief judge, family court. 
Court administrator, court of common pleas. 
Attorney General. 
Court administrator, superior court. 
Director of operations, family court. 
Director, SAC. 
SAC Systems analyst, for family court. 
SAC Systems analyst, for adult court. 
Chief clerk, municipal court. 
Director of planning, JPC. 
Dir ec tor, AOC. 
Director, SJIS project. 

5. Other SJIS-Related Group 

DELJIS is a. comprehensive information system designed to 

complement the CLUES system being used by Delaware's law enforcement 

community. DELJIS will extend the capability of automated data 

processing to all of Delaware's criminal justice agencies. 

The DELJIS advisory committee is responsible for setting the 

project's overall policy_ This advisory committee, the DELJIS Board of 

Hanagers, consists of nine voting members and four nonvoting members. 

Two of the nine voting members are chosen by the chief justice, one to 

represent adult courts and one to represent juvenile cour.ts. The courts 

are thereby guaranteed some input to the overall policy decisions of the 

DELJIS Board of Managers. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

Figure 3 was extracted from the 1977 Annual Report of the 

Delaware Judiciary. It represents the volume of annual caseload filings 

and shows an annual percent increase (or decrease) in filings for recent 

years. 

7. Related Systems 

Delaware's state judicial information system will be an integral 

part of a larger Delaware justice information system (DELJIS). SJIS will 

continually interface with other DELJIS components. Communication lines 

and planned exchanges of data are part of the overall SJIS/DELJIS scheme. 

SJIS will access CLUES and CDS for available data. 
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Figure 3 

JUDICIAL CASELOAD FILINGS 

1972 1977 
Supreme Court 

Criminal 79 III 
Civil 139 251 

Court of Chancery 

Civil 3762 368 
Miscellaneous 4652 292 
Estates 3,147 2,752 

Superior Court 

Criminal 3,275 4,097 
Civil 5,128 3,824 

Family Court 

Petitions 13,882 24,513 

Court of Common Pleas 

Criminal 4,305 6,325 
Civil 1,484 3,412 

Municipal Court 

Criminal 6,984 9,540 
Traffic 12,967 11,055 

Justice of the Peace Courts 

Criminal 73,611 95,945 
Civil 7,340 14,636 

Alderman's Courts 

Cases 8,024 14,525 

lparenthesis denotes negative. 
2Represents 1975 data. 
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C. !T0ject Description 

1. Background 

Over the past several years, Delaware's law enforcement agencies 

have made substantial progress in improving the handling and exchange of 

information concerning crime and criminals through the application of 

compouter technology. This progress has resulted from the establishment 

of CLUES, which has proven very effective in providing certain 

operational and management data to police agencies ·statewide. The 

system, however, is limited in scope. It does not effectively serve 

other segments of the criminal justice community, i.e., courts and 
corr ec tions • 

In order to expand the automated information proceSSing 

capabilities to all the criminal justice components, the DELJIS plan was 

developed. This plan called for an enhancement of CLUES and, from the 

courts' perspective, the development of an on-line system that would meet 

the overall objectives of a criminal justice information system. This 

on-line judicial system would also provide day-to-day operational support 

and management statistics to trial courts and, as a by-product, 

management information and summary statistics to the AOC. In addition, 

the judicial system would provide OBTS/CCH data elements to the state's 
Central Data ProceSSing (CDP) facility. 

2. Functional 

The SJIS portion of DELJIS, funded by LEAA SJIS and CDS grants, 

contain four separate modules: the criminal and civil modules for both 
the family court and adult courts. 

Building upon the requirements analYSis that was completed by a 

team of systems analysts engaged in the Comprehensive Data System (CDS) 

projec~, the SAC systems analysts have completed the conceptual design 

and are finalizing the detail design that will lead to the programming of 

the adult courts and family court applications. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

The SJIS grant application submitted to LEAA specified four major 

objectives that Phase I project efforts would strive to accomplish. 

TIlese objectives are the following: 

- Completion of the requirements analysis for the adult and 
family courts. 
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- Installation of a minicomputer. 
- Completion of the conceptual design for the adult and family 

courts. 
- Completion of the detail systems design for the adult and 

family courts. 

It is anticipated that developmental efforts within the adult 

courts will initially concentrate on the superior courts. Subsequent 

development will follow in the lower courts. 

4. Expected Impact 

~hase I of the SJIS project will result in the installation of a 

minicomputer and the initial implementation of modules for the superior 

and family courts. This action will have immediate and beneficial 

results in day-to-day judicial operations, and will help in the overall 

organization and planning activities of the courts. The expected 

benefits are as follows: 

- Delaware has a 120-day speedy trial mandate from time of arrest 
to time of trial on felony and drug charges. A 30-day limit 
exists for miRdemeanors. Data available from the judicial 
system will enable personnel to identify the problem areas 
that are causing slowdowns in case-processing and thu~ help the 
courts to meet deadlines. 

- Overall improvement in caseflow management is anticipated as a 
result of accurate and timely data being provided on offenders 
and cases. Better scheduling can be accomplished. 

- Productive and innovative changes in procedures and policies 
may be based on data derived from the SJIS. SJIS data will be 
used in program evaluation, and will simplify modeling to 
determine the impact of any change on future system 
operations. 

- Comprehensive workload statistio::s will be av'ailable to help 
better allocate current resourC't~;,! and plan for future 
resource requirementsu 

The envisioned SJIS ~ .. ill eliminate redundant data gathering. 
The system will collect at one time all data required for 
court management needs as well as the data to be supplied for 
intra- and inter-state exchange. 

- Comprehensive workload statistics will be available to better 
allocate current resources and to plan for future resource 
requirements 
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The DELJIS conceptual design document provides an eKtensive 

analysis of the impact of the implementation of DELJIS. Since the SJIS 

Project Phase I is an integral subset of DELJIS, the DELJIS conceptual 

design offers some insight into the tangible benefits expected from both 

the adult court and family court applications. The benefits stated in 

the DELJIS conceptual design are as follows: 

- Statewide operational benefits to be accrued by the full 
implementation of DELJIS will total 64,087 man hours per year 
for the adult court. These projected man-hour reductions will 
be fully effective by 1981, and will equate to $200,100 
annually in reduced costs for the adult courts. 

- The automation of record-keeping functions in the probation and 
legal services areas of the family court will ~educe man hours 
by 29,205 in fiscal 1980. This equates approximately to a 
$ 71,605 cost reduction per year for the family cour ts. 

Although not a result of the SJIS project, there is one impact 

upon the future funding of SJIS which should be mentioned. It is 

possible LEAA may reduce the level of Phase II SJIS funding by $60,000. 

This would impact future development of SJIS. This possible reduction in 

funding is a result of $60,000 of Phase I funds being expended to assist 

in the development of a criminal subsystem that was funded through a CDS 

grant. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary, 

In October, 1976, the Honorable Daniel L. Herrmann; Chief Justice 

of the Supreme Court of Delaware, requested that Delaware be accepted as 

a "participating state" in the SJIS program. Approval came shortly 

thereafter. In December, 1977, Delaware exercised its option as a 

participating state and applied for Phase I funding. 

Phase I of the Delaware SJIS grant commenced on May 9, 1978, and 

was scheduled to end May 8, 1979. Delaware has asked for and probably 

will receive a no-cost, 90-day extension. A total of $197,541 in federal 

funds was augmented by $21,949 in state funds. Of this $219,490 sum, 

$156,355 (71.3%) was earmarked for purchase of equipment; $60,000 (27.3%) 

for contractual services; and the remaining $3,135 (1.4%) for travel. 

The salary of the SJIS project director is state-funded, and the 

two SAC systems analysts are funded by a CDS grant administered by the 

Statistical Analysis Center. 

2. Plans 

The Phase I SJIS grant contained, in Appendix B,. the "SJIS 

Program Operations Schedule." This schedule described 24 different tasks 
r?' 

to be completed in 19j'8 and 1979. It was the only SJIS schedule seen 

during the assessment visit~ and although it offered a sequence of major 
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efforts to be undertaken, Appendix B by itself did not provide sufficient 

detail from which one could successfully schedule and subsequently manage 

all the intricate details of a 12-month project. 

The DELJIS conceptual design, written in 1977, better outlined 

the SJIS tasks and efforts than did the SJIS grant application. 

3. Current Status 

At the time of the assessment, the tasks outli~ed in the SJIS 

grant ~pplication appeared to be approximately on schedule. 

4. Cortt:rol Methods 
~.--

The absence of llpdat~ schedules and workplans interferred with 

effective project control efforts by the judiciary. Because of the small 

size of the SJIS staff, the importance of control methodology may have 

been minimized. During system'! development a precise control methodology 

is required. 

Consultants working on the civil module of the SJIS project are 

required to submit monthly progress reports to the project director. 

One area notably deficient in control is the lack of direct 

authority by the judiciary to supervise the efforts of the two SAC 

systems analysts assigned to research the court's information 

requirements. Eoth of tbese analysts are currently funded by the CDS 

project; they report directly to Mr. Don Roderick, SAC Director, and not 

to the AOC. 

From a management viewpoint, it is imperative that SJIS, in both 

the development and operational stages, be supported by personnel funded 

and cvntrolled by the judiciary. 

5. User Part.icipation 

The SJIS project staff are in monthly contact with the JPC 

Advisory Subcommittee on Computerization. This subcommittee is heavily 

staffed with members of the judicial community and is an excellent 

resource fo~ the project. Local judges and clerks in all courts have 

also been involved in defining the system requirements. 
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B. System Description 

1. Processing Approach 

The SJIS subset of DELJIS will be processed on a Burroughs 1855 

minicomputer dedicated to judicial applications and located in 

\vilming ton. 

The local courts will be connected to SJIS by a statewide 

telecommunications network operated by the AOC. Each court will have one 

or more CRT terminals for data input and access functions. 

SJIS will be supported by massive on-line storage and retrieval 

capabilities, i. e., 524 KB of main memory, 4 KB of cache memory, 1 Hag 

tape unit, and a disk unit (130 MB). In addition, a 750 LPM printer will 

be used. 

SJIS will access the CDP system for retrieval of data contained 

in the CLUES history files--records, warrants, etc. The telecom­

munication traffic between CLUES and SJIS will be one-way, to restrict 

access to judicial data. Transmission of data from SJIS to CLUES will be 

accomplished on a need-to-know basis o'.lly and will consist of OB'rS/CCH 

data elements. 

In addition to CLUES, the courts will also be able to access the 

Dover motor vehicle files as well as national and interstate records, 

i.e., National Crime Information Center and National Law Enforcement 

Teletype System. Civil case data will be available from the civil facts 

file. 

2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

The data entered will consist primarily of court docket 

information. Standardized codes or abbreviated entries will 

substantially reduce the amount of 'u1anual effort required. Terminals 

will be located in each court for collection, preparation, and 

verification of data entered into the system~ Data will be collected at 

the source and transcribed locally from both standardized and 

non-standard court records via CRT screen formats. 

IV-16 

i 
Y. 

'" 

.\ 

The originating agency is responsible for maintaining the 

accuracy of the data it SG~mits. 

3. Data Entry 
Data will be transferked from the local terminals via the state's 

leased telecommunications network to the judiciary's minicomputer as soon 

as it is captured. All criminal applications will be processed in an 

on-line environment. It is expected that the on-line update capability 

will also be extended to the civil application. 

4u Application Software 
When the system is, fully operational, tht:: courts will utilize 49 

CRT terminals at 32 statewide locations to provide the clerks with visual 

data displays (with optional pap<>r copy capabilities) for the following 

type of information: 

ID. 

- Law enforcement formats (arrest, warrant, complaint). 

_ Adult court formats (summary, criminal and civil docket 

displays). 

- Corrections formats. 

- DHV formats. 
Ad hoc and batch reports will be standard features available from 

the system for each individual court. The pr epar at- . "!l of 23 existing 

reports will be automated and numerous additional state-level workload 

reports will also be generated. It is expected that these new computer 

reports will be produced both perjQdically, and on-request. 

On-line query and input capabilities will be available at all 

court locations. 

S. OBTS/cCH Data Elements 

The court-related OBTS/cCH data elements will be collected 

by SJIS. 

6. ~ity and Privacy 

Data security and integr:tc:y of information conta:i.ned in the 

courts' database will be provided in several ways: 

- Edit routinr;ls are being developed. 
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_ Authorized individuals will be required to enter appropriate 
identification and passwords befor.e the system will allow 
access to any record(s). 

_ Individu8,1 data records and elements will be secured and 
accessed only by authorized individuals 0 

Physical safeguards will be provided by terminal locks ar~ by 
moni tor ing access to the cour t terminal s) centr al minicomputer, 
and back-up files. 

7. Computer and Communications Configurations 

The Burroughs 1855 minicomputer purchased by the AOC will be 

located in the AOC's Wilmington computer center and be under the direct 

control of the ADC. The planned purchase and installation of 49 CRT 

terminals, which will connec t the adul t and family cour ts to the 

minicomputer, will permit clerks ~f court to control their own individual 

terminals. 
After a competitive bidding process and evaluation of the 

proposals submitted, the hardware selected consisted of the following 

components: 

- B1855 minicomputer 

- 524 KB Memory 

- Operator DisplaJ and Control 

- Line Printer - 750 LPM and Control 

Disk/DDEC and Drive Control - 130.4 MB 

_ Magnetic Tape Unit and Control - 40 KB/1600 BPI 

- Hulti-Line Control 

- Synchronous Adapter - 9600 BPS 

Asynchronous Direct Connect Adapter - 2400 BPS 

_ Synchronous Data Set Connect Adapters - 2400 BP9 

CRT/Display Terminal/Keyboard (TD831) 

The hardware configuration is scheduled to be installed on or 

before June 30, 1979. 
As part of the BULroughs proposal the following software 

packages were included: 
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- Haster Control Program (MPC) operating system. 

- Network Definition Language (NDL), controlling communications. 

- Generalized Message Control System (GEMCOS). 

Data Base Management System II (DMS II). 

- Report Writer (REPORTER). 

All application programs will be written in COBOL. 

8. Documentation 

The following have been produced to support the development 01 

SJIS: 

- Requirements analysis document. 

- Computer procurement document. 

- Conceptual design document. 

Each of thes(=' documents shows an extensive, well-organized 

effort. If the remainder of the SJIS tasks reflect equal quality, the 

entire project tdll easily succeed. 

Work is progressing on the detail syst.ems design document. 

9. Implementation 

Computer installation is scheduled on or before June 30, 1979; 

implementation of the first court applications is scheduled shortly 

after January 1, 1980. 

C. Assessment Results 

1. Concerns and Recommendations 

a. The existing developmental staff (two SAC systems analysts) 

do not report to the Aoe. The assessment team recommends that both of 

these analysts, who are currently responsible for defining the 

requirements of the adult and family courts, should be funded by, and 

report to, the AOC. In addition, this should also be true of any 

subsequent computer-related staff who are hired. 

b. The PROMIS and/ot' Mini-PROMIS packages should be examined to 

determine their potential usef~lness, if time and resources permit. This 

may result in a cost savings through technology transfer. 
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c. The AOC should be enabled to exercise greater control over 

the SJIS project. Adequate project control of the SJIS project can only 

be achieved by vesting the right to make policy decisions and the right 

to assign staff with the AOC. The assessment team recommends that 

ultimate control of the project be fully vested in the AOC. 

d. A high-level user's committee of judicial managers can 

facilitate internal communications, coordination, and problem solving. 

The assessment team recommends the establishment of a courts user's 

advisory committee. 

e. Delaware needs a standardized technique for numbering cases. 

This would greatly enhance case-tracking capabilities throughout the 

Delaware courts. The assessment team recommends that a methodology to 

accomplish this task be analyzed prior to finalizing the detail systems 

design. 

f. Much time has passed since the initial conceptual design 

document was written in September, 1977. In the intervening months, a 

prototype manual model could have been used to verify, through first-hand 

user experience, the accuracy of the requirements analysis, the necessity 

for certain data elements, and the overall feasibility of the systems 

approach. 

g. Without approval of the fiscal year 1980 judicial budget, 

j'Udicial staff may not be available to continue the SJIS development 

efforts. The assessment team expresses concern over the future of SJIS 

if the judicial budget is not approved. 

h. A project as extensive as a statewide judicial information 

system warrants a full-time project director. The assessment team 

recommends that a full--time staff person be assigned as project director. 

2. Exemplary Findings 

a. There appears to be an excellent level of cooperation between 

the various components of Delaware's criminal justice community. 

Delaware has succeeded in developing a unique, stateWide, multi-agency 

approach to criminal justice information systems. Delaware's judiciary 
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will both offer and receive automated data tranafers from the law 

enforcement agencies, the attorney general's office, and the department 

of corrections. This cooperation is enviable. 

b. Delaware has spent much time a.nd effort in the project's 

planning stages. This is evidenced by the extensive and well-prepared 

design documents. It is anticipated that this heavy investment in the 

early stages of SJIS will payoff as development progresses. 

c. The two SAC analysts assigned to develop the ~ourt systems 

appear to be very highly qualified. Their previous systems experience 

provides the project with invaluable talent. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On October 3, 4, and 5, 1978, an assessment was made of the 

Florida State JUdicial Information System (SJIS) project. The assessment 

was conducted by: 

The Honorable Loren D. Hicks, Oregon 

Mr. Bert M. Montague, North Carolina 

Mr. Greg Janowski, National Center for State CQurts 

Mr. Ray Speight, National Center for State Courts 

The purpose of this assessment was to appraise the administrative 

and technical status of the project relative to the requirements of the 

Florida SJIS grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

(LEAA) and relative to good systems development practices and procedures. 

The primary participants from Florida's Office of the State Court 

Administrator (OSCA) w~re as follows: 

Mr. John Harkness, state court administrator 

Mr. Frank Habershaw, deputy state court administrator 

Ms. Kathy Shelander, director of information systems 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Arthur Fuldner. 

A. Management Summary 

Phase II of the Florida SJIS pr.oject was scheduled to conclude on 

December 31, 1978. A three-month, no-cost extension was recently 

approved to extend the grant through March 31, 1979. The primary purpose 

of the project was to test and implement a criminal caseflow module in 

the Second JUdicial Circuit, and to develop the capability of processing 

statewide SJIS data elements. 
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The proposea criminal caseflow module will process transactions 

received from local jurisdictions. State-level SJIS reports will be 

printed at the data center in Tallahassee. Local jurisdictions will also 

generate reports. 

Florida's SJIS project staff are currently testing and 

implementing a court-orientea adaptation of the Institute for Law and 

Social Research's Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS). 

This court-orientea system is called JUSTIS. Although the project was 

involved in a time-consuming conversion from one computer processing 

facility to another, completion of the project objectives appears 

certain. OSCA recently obtained commitments from the legislative and 

executive branches of the state government to guarantee both future use 

of the state data center's facilities and state general revenue funding 

for the proj ect. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. Judiciary 
Figure 1 portrays the current structure of Florida's judiciary. 

The sl~reme court serves as the court of last resort. It sits at the 

capital, Tallahassee, and hal3 statewide jurisc.iic'tion. There are seven 

justices on the supreme court, with the chief justice being elected by a 

majority of the members of the court. Five justices constitute a quorum, 

with the concurrence of four justices necessary for a decision. If a 

vacancy occurs, a judicial nominating commission selects three persons 

and submits their names to the governor, who must choose from among these 

three nominees in appointing a person to fill the vacancy. 

The district courts of appeal are Florida's intermediate courts. 

There ~re four appellate districts. Court offices are located in 

Tallahassee, Lakeland, Miami, and west Palm Beach. Each court is 

composed of seven judges; a chief judge is chosen by a majority of judges 

of the courts. Three judges are requirea to hear each case, with the 

concurrence of two necessary for a decision. Vacancies in the district 

courts of appeal are fillea by the same process as are supreme court 

vacancies. There are a total of 28 appellate judges. 
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The 20 circuit courts of Florida constitute the state's trial 

courts of general jurisdiction. Circuit judges are elected in 

nonpartisan elections for terms of 6 years. A chief judge for each 

circuit is chosen by a majority of the judges in the circuit. There 

are presently 289 circuit court judges in Florida. 

The county courts are Florida'S trial courts of limited 

jurisdiction. There is a county court in each of the 67 counties, the 

county boundaries serving as the territorial jurisdiction of each. 

County judges are elected in nonpartisan elections for t.erms of 4 

years. Presently there are 190 county court judges in the state. 

The chief justice of the supreme court is the chief 

administrative officer of the judicial system. To assist the chief 

justice in this capacity, a state court administrator (SCA) is 

appointed by the supreme court. The office of the state court 

administrator (OSCA) was created by a supreme court rule in July, 1972. 

The chief judge in each district court is responsible for the 

administrative supervision of that court. In the circuit courts, the 

chief judge is responsible for the administrative supervision of all 

circuit and county courts in his circuit. In the county courts, chief 

judges, court clerks and trial court administrators, called executive 

assistants, share responsibility for court administration. 

The total dollar expenditure for Florida's judicial operations 

during the 1977-78 fiscal year is expected to exceed $83 million. This 

represents 1.6% of the total state expenditures and includes $41 

nlillion for the state court system, $28 million for the state 

attorney's staff, and $14 million for the public defender'S staff. 

J~dicial agencies that are fully state-funded include the 

supreme court, the state court administrator's office, the judicial 

council, and the Judicial Administrative Commission. The district 

courts of appeal are also state-funded. Circuit and county judges' 

salaries and official court reporters' salaries are paid by the state, 

as well as certain travel expenses for the circujt judges. The state 

also funds the salaries of circuit judges' secretaries. 
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2. Data Processing 

Florida has a mixture of both rural eind urban populations. Of 

the 67 counties in Florida, 12 are relatively urbanized and possess 

automated judicial information systems that handle approximately 85% of 

Florida's ct'urt caseload. The automated information systems report 

both circuit alLJ county data. The remaining 55 counties have manual 

judicial information systems and collectively report the remaining 15% 

of the state's case10ad. These manual information systems consist 

primarily of local data coJ.lection and analysis with some statewide 

summ,ary reporting. 

As provided by law, the supreme court has developed a uniform 

case reporting system, including a uniform means of reporting 

categories of cases, time required in the disposition of eases, and 

manner of disposition o£ cases. 

OSCA is responsible for developing judicial information 

gj'stems" Ms. Kathy She1ander, the director of information systems, 

reports directly to the state court administ.rator, Mr. John Harkness; 

she has a staff of 12 analysts and programmers. 

Before October 1, 1978, the state's judicial data processing 

had been run by the Legislative Data Center (LDC) in TalJahassee. 

While the legislature was in session, however, processing of judicial 

system data received a low priority. 

On October 1, 1978, processing of judicial data from Florida's 

second circuit began on the Judicial Management Information Center's 

(JMIC) IBM 370-145. JMIC is a state data center dedicated to the 

criminal justice community's data processing needs. It was formed by 

OSCA and the Department of Corrections--equal users of the facility. 

At the time of the assessment, a contract specifying the 

responsibilitiep of OSCA and Corrections was in the final stages of 

review. This contract would establish a management -committee, with 

OSCA representation, to establish operational policy for JMIC. Daily 

operations would be handled by the Department of General Services's 

Division of Electronic Data Processing; whHe the managentent commi tte 

would retain long-range planning and policy-setting functions. 
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3. SJIS Project 
The project director for grant-related activities is the deputy 

state court administrator. He supervises all administrative 

requirements of project implementation. 

The balance of the project is guided by the dil:ector of 

information systems, Ms. Kathy Shelander. Her responsibilities include 

the system's technical design and development, liaison with DP 

facilities and automated user offices, and the coordination of user 

training and system documentation efforts. 

Liaison is maintained between the SJIS project staff and 

criminal justice agencies at the state and local levels. 

4. SJIS Advisory Committee 

A steering or advisory committee was to assist the state court 

administrator in th'=! implementation of SJIS, and was supposed to 

consult with project staff regarding futu.re development. This group 

was to be made up of representatives of the clerks association, local 

trial courts, aloo representatives of other agencies. The SJIS Advisory 

Committee, however, was not formally appointed. Tentative members of 

this committee, who are currently serving in an informal capacity, are 

as follows: 
Dale Croy, second circuit state attorney's office chief 

investigator 

Wayne Hanna, county clerk 

Evelyn R. Flack, trial court judge 

Everitt Richardson, chief circuit judge 

Marjorie Mooay, county court supervisor 

Joy Gold, deputy clerk 

Peggy Horvath, Florida Department of Criminal Law 
Enforcement 

Rey Ferrari, Department of Corrections Bureau of Management 
Information Systems 

V-6 

, 

; i 

5. Other SJIS-related GrouEs 

Several organizational elements interface with the SJIS 

project; these are as follows: 

- Second circuit users group--cornposed primarily of court 
clerks ana administrators. 

- Florida County Clerks Association--a statewide organization 
of the clerks of court. 

- Offices of Florida's state attorneys, and Florida's public 
defenders. 

- Florida's Department of Criminal Law Enforcement (FDCLE)--a 
police agency. 

Public Safety and Traffic Bureau--the Highway Patrol. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

Florida's supreme court reported a total of 2,623 dispositions 

in 1977 compared to 1,984 dispositions in lq73. This represents an 

average annual increase of 6.4%. 

The district courts of appeal reported 10,647 dispositions in 

1977 compared to 6,173 dispositions in 1973. This represents an 

average annual increase of 14.5%. 

The trial courts, which consist of circuit courts and county 

courts, do not curcently report data in a manner that allows a 

comparison of di.spositions or filings over a period of time. On 

February 1, 1977, the method used to collect trial court caseload 

statistics was revised. This substantially changed the manner in which 

cases were counted, numbered, and filed. Total annual dispositions for 

the 20 circuit courts for 1977 were estimated to be 389,328. 

On January 1, 1977, all municipal courts in the state of 

Florida were abolished. Their caseload, which consisted primarily of 

traffic cases, was transferred to the county court system. 

Consequently statistics for' the county courts do not permit comparison 

with previous years. Total dispositions f~r the 67 county courts 

including criminal, civil, and traffic divisions for 1977 were 

estimated to be 2,214,943. 
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7. Related Systems 
Several manual and automated systems interface with the state 

judicial information system. The most visible of these is the 

automated criminal justice module operating in the second judicial 

circuit. This system is an on-line, expanded version of IN S LAW , s 

PROMIS, called JUSTIS. Among other things, JUSTIS channels local 

information to the centralized SJIS database. JUSTIS is being used in 

the second judicial circuit as a pilot test to determine user needs, 

procedural feasibility, etc. JUSTIS is totally funded by the SJIS 

grant. 
FDCLE is designated as Florida's OBTS/CCH data respositorY1 no 

automated OBTS/CCH data are on file, however. At the time of the 

assessment, SJIS had 17,000 automated case records, all from the second 

circuit, which represent only 4% of the statewide criminal ca.seload. 

FDCLE was unable to accept the OBTS/CCH data from these 17,000 SJIS 

records because the conversion program(s) had not been written. In the 

future FDCLE will develop conversion capabilities. 

OSCA plans to develop a statewide telecommunications network 

with the Department of Corrections and plans to share both the software 

and the lines for this network. 
OSCA is currently working with Touche-Ross to develop a state 

legislative library module. 
In future years JMIC will be able to interfacla, through either 

an automated or. a manual process, with all local courts, corrections, 

probation, clerks associations, judges' associations, law enforcement 

agencies, police, public safety and traffic, public defenders and state 

attorneys. 
Standar~ized manual input documents established by OSCA supply 

SJIS with its data. Th~ =ive-ply state attorney intake 

worksheet/arrest ticket provides defendant- and arrest-related 

information. A court activity form provides additional input. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 
The Florida SJIS is a state-level, judicially controlled, 

computerized information system, designed to satisfy OSCA requirements 

for information about judicial proceedings, activities, and resources. 
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The Florida Supreme Court began its planning of SJIS with the 

preparation of a master plan in 1974. Figure 2 outlines the basic 

components of SJIS. These components were presented in the Phase II 

grant application and remain the cornerstone of all SJIS plans. 

2. Functional l<1odules 
Florida's SJIS concept will ultimately reslllt in the 

implementation of eight operational modules comprising of approximately 

23 subsystems. These modules are as follows: 

- Accounting. 

- Personnel. 

- Internal audit. 

- Library retrieval. 

- Caseflow management. 

- Information reporting. 

- Program planning and budgeting. 

Modeling and simulation. 

A ninth module, designated as the "Research and Development 

Module," was not intended to be an operational module per see Instead, 

it was to include a number of projects or functions that would develop 

or enhance other modules. One of those projects is the SJIS 

development program. 
Within the caseflow management module there is a criminal 

justice sub-module called JUSTIS. JUSTIS was transferred from 

Milwaukee and extensively modified by the SJIS staff to conform to 

Florida'S SJIS requirements. JUSTIS is designed as a circuit or county 

system, operating in an on-line mode, providing instantaneous data 

entry, update, and access. The system provides designated screen 

formats to allow for the entry of data via CRT terminals, validates the 

data, and processes it. Similar designated screen formats are also 

available for data access. Reports, on both a scheduled and 

as-required basis, aI'e produced providing judicial statistics, data for 

criminal caseflow monitoring, and other judicial management data. 

JUSTIS currently accepts case-related input from the criminal courts of 

general jurisdication in the second circuit, including Leon, Wakulla, 
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Gadsden, Liberty, Jefferson, and Franklin counties. At the time of the 
assessment, JUSTIS WoS the most developed and certainly the most visible 

SJIS module. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

Florida's Phase II SJIS grant was used to fund the initial 

implementation stages of a statewide criminal module. The specific goals 

of phase II were as follows: 
- To design and test software that will provide for the 

collection, storage, and analysis of data for an SJIS 
database. These data are to be submitted from the JUSTIS 
system in the second circuit, and from one large automated 
local system, probably the Pinellas County system. 

To implement, on a pilot basis, the criminal caseflow module of 
SJIS (i.e., the JUSTIS system and the Pinellas system). 

_ To ensure that this criminal subsystem of SJIS is compatible 
with, and responsive to, the constraints/capabilities of all 
local jurisdictions, and also compatible with other criminal 
justice agencies at the state level. 

- To guarantee that SJIS requj:cements do not place undue 
hardships or unreasonable expectations on local systems. This 
will be done by working with the Clerk's Association to develop 
standardized input forms. 

- To collect, insofar as possible, OBTS/CCH data and to provide 
these data to the Florida Department of Criminal Law 
Enforcement (FDCLE). 

4. Expected Impact 
At the time of the assessment, the primary impact of the SJIS 

project was twofold. The SJIS staff had gained experience in adapting a 

single jurisdication system, such as JUSTIS, into a more generically 

designed, multi-jurisdiction infonnation reporting system. Local users 

also gained experience with the capabilities of JUSTIS. Specifics of 

these two pr imary impacts are the following: 

- There is a sharp increase in the level of education and the 
experience of personnel in the judicial community. 

- SJIS staff are developing a keen awareness of local problems. 

_ SJIS staff are learning the various interpretations of specific 
data elements as they are used in different locales. 
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Staff are able to determine and respond to user needs by 
redirecting state resources. 

- SJIS staff are defining those systems alternatives that are not 
acceptable in Florida and those alternatives that appear viable. 

- SJIS Eltaff are ascertaining user requirements for those 
jux'isdictions not presently automated. 

- SJIS staff are developing both quality control and audit 
procedures. 

There are several other future benefits expected from the 

development of Florida's SJIS. When SJIS is fully implemented the list 

of benefits will include the following: 

~ OSCA will be better able to measure and evaluate court 
processes. 

- The courts will be able to compare actual performance against 
stated goals and objectives. 

OSCA will be better able to an~lyze utilization of court 
resources. 

OSCA will be able to determine if courts are conforming to 
rules and policy. 

OSCA will be able to improve service to state agencies that 
need judicial information (e.g., FDCLE's need for disposition 
information 7 the Department of Corrections' need for 
pre-sentence investigation information7 and the state 
attorney's office's need for workload information for budgetary 
proj ections. 

- Judges will receive background information facilitating 
decisions on bail recommendations al'ld sentences. 

- Prosecutors will receive background case data, thus reducing 
the need for plea bargaining. 

- Court administrators will receive information concerning 
manpower allocations, room assignments, etc. 

One area of impact that the assessment team felt had not been 

adequately explored was the financial impact of SJIS, Other than the 

May, 1977, cost-benefit analysis of JUSTIS in the second circuit done by 

INS~ and a feasibility analysis conducted by the University of Florida 

(1977), no current detailed cost-impact studies are available. OSCA 

cannot pinpoint total operating costs for JUSTIS7 nor h3ve the estimated 

operating costs of the proposed statewide SJIS been calculated. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary 

Florida is in Phase II of its SJIS project. Florida did not 

receive the usual LEAA SJIS grants for either phase I or Phase II. In the 

summer of 1975 the state received a special discretionary grant under the 

auspices of Project SEARCH. Those funds supported Phase I of the SJIS 

project. Below is a list of Phase I project accomplishments: 

Analyzed criminal case-related information requirements for the 
supreme court and other state-level criminal justice agencies. 

- Developed general specifications for and evaluated the 
cost-benefit analysis of five major sy~tem alternatives. 

- Pilot tested two alternatives for the collection of minimum 
data requirements. 

- Completed a survey of potential problems that might be 
encountered by state and local agencies in their efforts to 
produce CCH, OBTS, and SJIS data elements. 

On November 1, 1977, Florida began Phase II of its SJIS project. 

An LEAA discretionary grant (program #16.501) contributed $199,809 of 

federal funds. Matching state funds provided $22,201. The grant was 

scheduled to continue for 11 months. 

Of the $222,000 budgeted for Phase II, $83,000 (37%) was planned 

for the professional services of seven DP technicians, 1.35 FTE clerks, 

and a secretarY7 $6,000 (2.7%) for travel7 and $133,000 (60%) for 

equipment leasing, telecommunications, and CPU processing time. 
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2. Plans 
As an appendix to the Phase II SJIS grant application, a detailed 

Phase II workplan was submitted to LEAA. Included in that workplan was a 

deseription of project tasks: a description of deliverables: and a task 

assignment schedule specifying beginning and ending dates and manpower 

estimates. 

The assessment team felt the accomplishments specified in the 

workplans were too conservative. The realities of project staffing 

sometimes necessitate a conservative workplan. The team felt, however, 

that the Florida SJIS project could probably have been planned and 

consequently developed more rapidly. 

with the renewed interest that has recently been expressed by 

state agencies and local trial courts, it is important that OSCA 

encourage the SJIS system to become visible and responsive as socn as 

possible. The faster the various modules can be properly implemented, 

the more active and the more confident the users of the system will 

become. Realistic, well-defined plans are an asset to any project. 

Every workplan, however, should contain an element of stretch to 

encourage staff to reach beyond normal standards of performance. 

The assessment team felt that one element seemed to be lacking in 

the SJIS plans--financial planning. The JUSTIS system in the second 

circuit is, to a large extent, federally funded. Provisions have been 

made by the state to assume some of the operating costs that will be 

incurred when federal funding is withdrawn. Additional financial 

consideration should be given to those counties that have implemented 

JUSTIS and that realistically cannot afford to maintain an automated 

judicial information reporting system without federal or state aid. 

3. Current St~tus 

To determine the status of the project a review of the 

project's deliverables is provided: 

- Documentation of the JUSTIS 
modifications 

Management reports 

Documentation of the career 
criminal module 
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Status 

current 

current 

postponed 

l , . 

- Updated users manual--inserts 
distributed as printed 

- Documentation of problems and 
solutions in SJIS development 

- Research on automated subpoena 
issuances 

- On-line courtroom data entry/ 
inquiry capability 

- User on-line entry/inqui.ry 
capability 

- On-line booking module 

- Archiving procedures 

- Long range statistics 
capability 

- Documentation of local system 
var iances (master index of SJIS 
data elements and their various 
local users) 

- JMIC management contract 

- Management reports (descrip­
tions and rationale) 

- Software for adding Pinellas 
to SJIS 

- Quarterly reports to LEAA 

- Final report to LEAA 

4. Control Methods 

current 

postponed until 
end of grant 

postponed until 
end of grant 

postponed until 
end of grant 

postponed until 
end of grant 

postponed until 
end of grant 

postponed until 
end of grant 

postponed until 
end of grant 

completed (8/781 

current 

postponed until 
end of grant 

current 

current 

current 

Through a variety of charts and schedules, Ms. Shelander can 

track the status of each of the tasks involved in the SJIS project. 

These charts indicate the current status relative to the previously 

designed workplan, and represent Florida'S SJIS project control. 

V-IS 



5. User Participation 

According to the Phase II workplan, an advisory committee was to' 

provide high-level guidance for the project. It was never formally 

appointed, however. Various ad hoc committees have been used. In the 

second judicial circuit, where the majority of the JUbTIS activity is 

taking place, there is a very active and concerned user committee. Ms. 

Shelander has effectively nurtured this user involvement and has 

succeeded in building a strong viable relationship between the second 

circuit users and the SJIS staff in Tallahassee. 

The Florida County Clerks Association has been an active group in 

assisting SJIS staff in both designing manual forms for oata entry and in 

defining the requirements of local jurisdictions. The clerks association 

may be the most useful tool available to the SJIS staff. in selling the 

proposed statewide SJIS package. The clerks association is currently 

working on revisions of the statewide data input format, and this type of 

assistance is invaluable. 

B. System Description 

1. processing AEproac~ 

Since October 1, 1978, the JUSTIS system has been running on an 

IBM 370-145 computer operated by JMIC, a state-operated computer service 

agency. The JUSTIS system has 13 interactive terminals tied to the JMIC 

facility. These terminals are located in the OSCA office and in the 

local clerks' offices in the second judicial circuit. Eventual plans 

call for the SJIS system to interface with other computer systems 

associated with the criminal justice network, i.e., corrections, law 

enforcement, public safety and traffic, probation, etc. 

2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

Automated systems often rely on manual etandardized input 

documents to collect data. OSCA has done an excellent job in designing 

and developing the state attorney intake worksheet/arrest ticket. A 

five-ply document, it replaces a multitude of other forms previously used 

by agencies when entering a defendant into the system. Studies show that 

since using the ne\,] arrest ticket, police officers' time spent comp'l .. eting 

paperwork on an arrest has been reduced' from a maximum of 210 minu'i~es to 

a maximum of 45 minutes. 
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The responsibility for data collection and preparation rests with 

the state attorney's office from the time the defendant is "picked up" 

until he/she appel:irs in court. Thereafter, the responsibility for 

further data gath.ering lies with the clerks of court. 
Data are checked for reasonableness by the clerk gathering it. 

Strong audit procedures reinforce the need for data accuracy. 

3. Data Entry 
Data entry consists of locally transcribing information from the 

standardized arrest tickets to CRT screens. As the data become 

available, they are entered on-line by the local clerks to the 

centralized JMIC facility. 
For security and contractual reasons, data entry by the clerks is 

limited to the normal business hours, i.e., 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

weekdays. Except for weekends, the state attorney's staff is responsible 

for entering data within 24 hours of defendant arrest. 

Extensive analysis was conducted to compare th~ data elements 

being captured by all 12 automated districts in Florida. Attempts are 

being made to guarantee that the JUSTIS system, and the eventual 

statewide SJIS system, will be compatible for storing and reporting 

required data on both the state and local levels. 

4. Application Software 
The JUSTIS system validates and edits incoming data. 

Both state and local reports are generated by JUSTIS. Some 

examples of statewide reporting include: 

_ Jury utilization, by month. 

.• Jury statistics, by quarter. 

_ Offense and offender characteristics. 

- Plea negotiations. 

- Offense/disposition. 

- Legislation impact assessment. 

- Research request. 
These reports are produced by JMIC on a periodic or as-requested 

basis. Copies of the reports are forwarded to OSCA, and where 

appropriate, mailed to the respective locnl clerks offic .. ~s. 

A partial list of the local reports generated by JUSTIS includes: 
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_ Misdemeanor calendars (five-aay, one-day,five-day priority, 
one-day priority, one'~day sentencing). 

_ Felony calendars (one-day preliminary hearing, five-day trial, 
one-day trial, one-day sentencing). 

- Workload reports (case monitoring by state attorneys, judges, 
public defenders, and private attorneys). 

- Case status reports (at several stages during prosecution). 

- Special reports (witness mailing labels/phone numbers, subpoena 
summary listing, statistical reports). 

These local reports are generated as requested. 

There are several on-line inquiry/response capabilities of the 

JUSTIS system. These capabilities are realized by the following screens: 

- JUSTIS inquiry screen (defendant name search). 

- Security clearance screen (operators require clearance before 
data entry). 

- JUSTIS arraignmp~t/continuance screen (all court events except 
disposition and sentencing) 

- JUSTIS charge disposition screen (records disposition 
information) • 

- JUSTIS sentencing screen (records sentencing information). 

- Case creation screen. 

MARK IV is currently being used as a report writer for the SJIS 

system. The statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS) is used 

extensively with JUSTIS. The eventual statewide SJIS system will use 

both packages as an integral part of its design. 

5. OBTS/CCH 

Currently the automated capability of SJIS, Le. JUSTIS, 

represents only 4% of Florida'S criminal caseload. The potential exists, 

however, for SJIS to transfer to FDCLE, on machine-readable media, 

OBTS/CCH data. FDCLE, Florida'S statistical analysis center (SAC), is 

responsible for maintaining the OBTS/CCH database. 
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In the future, it is expected that the programming effort 

required to permi: the transfer of OBTS/CCH data will be undertaken by 

FDCLE. 
Currently, no OBTS reports are produced by OSCA. 

6. Security and Privacy. OSCA has taken extensive efforts to ensure 

both the security and privacy of SJIS. Access to the processing area is 

restricted to authorized personnel. Data entry is restricted by password 

authorization. A comprehensive management contract between the JMIC and 

OSCA has been developed governing operational procedures. 

Strong audit capabilities have been built into the system 

permitting both automatic internal control and external analysis. Once a 

month, 10% of the cas~s in JUSTIS are randomly selected and checked for 

accuracy. The OSCA staff audits JUSTIS data against actual court 

records. When errors are determined during the audit, corrections are 

made to the files and action is tl'iken to ,remedy the cause of the 

discrepancy. 

7. Computer and Communications Configurations 

JUSTIS is run on JMIC's IBM 370-145 main frame. OS/VS is used to 

operate the system on l~ megab~t~s of core storage (an additional 

megabyte is on order from IBM)~ CICS is used to control the 

teleprocessing beween the CPU, 13 remote video terminals, and 10 local 

printers. 

The traditional hardware selection process was preempted by a 

$600,000 vendor credit the state of Florida had accumulated as a result 

of previous transactions with IBM. 

The Department of Corrections, which co-uses the JMIC facility, 

runs its system using IMS~ while ,JUSTIS uses CICS. Since both IMS and 

CICS require vast am.ounts of core storage to operate, it is possible that 

as these two systems expand they could exceed the limitations of core, 

requiring either an expansion of co~e or the purchase of a larger 

comput£"r. 

8. Documentation 

An extensive description of th~ system requirements can be found 

in the Final Report of Phase I submitted to LEAA. 
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A feasibility analysis comparing five proposed alternatives for 

collecting and reporting both state and local criminal Justice 

information was done by the College of Business at Florida State 

University in ?allahassee. 
Detailed workplans were submitted with the phase I and Phase II 

grant applications to LEAA. These plans include tasks grouped by 

function, staff responsibility, expected start-up and end dates, and 

estimated manpower requirements. 

A data requirements report was written by SEARCH Group, Il'1C. in 

the fall of 1977. It itemized 139 input data elements and 25 internally 

generated elements. 

System specifications were also prepared by SEARCH Group, Inc. 

and include flowcharts, database descriptions, record layouts, program 

flowcharts, and transaction codes. 

Similarly, systems documentation was written by SEARCH Group, 

Inc. in the fall of 1977. It was prepared in accordance with FIPS PUB-38 

standards. 
Codebooks, data dictionaries, and report layouts are available. 

A Users Manual was also prepared by SEARCH Group, Inc. It 

includes background description, input procedures/requirements, and 

screen layouts/instructions. The Users Manual is continually up-dat~d 

and amended by OSCA staff. 

User training is an ongoing effort undertaken by the SJIS staff. 

Field visits, seminars, phone conversations, publications, manuals, etc., 

are all part of an effort to make SJIS more functional via increased user 

awareness. 

9. Implementation 

The individual facets of the JUSTIS system are slowly being 

activated. Software, user training, and documentation are coordinated 

with the modification and implementation of JUSTIS capabilities. The 

transition is carefully supervised by OSCA to ensure nser acceptability. 

C. Assessment Results 

This secHon describes the react,'! ens of the assessment coromi ttee 

to the Phase II Florida SJIS Project and the prospects for ultimate 

satisfaction of the project goals and objectives. 
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1. Recommendations 

a. Schedul~n Rate of Task Completion. The accomplishments 

specified in Florida's long-range plans for a statewide SJIS are too 

conservative. The faster the scheduled system modules can be 

implemented, the more active the users will become. 

:'. !:!pdate Project Workplans. The SJIS master plan should be 

updated periodically. The master plan was developed approximately four 

years ago and has not been revised since~ 

c. Input Format Approval. A target date should be estabHshed 

for the approval of the data input form by the Florida Clerks Association. 

d. Multiple Responsibilities. The SJIS project is scheduled to 

provide technical assistance to some of the local trial courts to assist 

them in developing their automated trial court information systems. It 

should be recognized that the provision of too much technical assistance 

by the SJIS staff could hamper the staff's ability to implement SJIS 

modules on schedule. 

e. Cost Projection. Cost-benefit analyses should be conducted 

for each major decision of the SJIS project. The cost of developing JMIC~ 

the full cost of operating JUSTISt and the estimated cost of operating a 

statewide SJIS should be analyzed and recorded. 

f. Steering Committee. The SJIS steering committee, which was 

never formally appointed, should now be activated. The interest is there 

now and the steering committee could provide good feedback to the SJIS 

proj ect staff. 

g. Core Storage. The Department of Corrections, which shares 

the JMIC facility, will be running on IMS~ JUSTIS on CICS. As the number 

of terminals and the volume of transactions increase, JUSTIS may 

experience system degradation or excessive down-time. More core storage 

or a larger CPU may be necessary. 

h. Financial Support for JUSTIS. When grant funding expires, 

financial consideration should be given to those counties that have 

implemented JUSTIS and that realistioally cannot afford to maintain an 

automated judicial information reporting system without federal or state 

aid. 
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2. Exemplary Findings 
a. Progress. A significant amount of progress was evident since 

the last assessment (i.e., December, 1975). 
b. Plans. The SJIS staff have developed a concrete set of plans 

and milestones, which has proven invaluable in scheduling work efforts. 

c. Bottoms~. The statewide SJIS is being designed with a 

local, or bottoms up, approach. In view of the idiosyncrasies of local 

judicial systems, this is both necessary and astute. 
d. Interfacing. Multi-agency involvement and cooperation 

will be fostered by the planned interface with other criminal justice 

agencies. 
e. Dedicated Computer. The JMIC facility represents a 

significant improvement over the LDC processing facility. 

f. Motivation. The SJIS project staff appear to have excellent 

motivation ~nd direction. 
g. General Revenue Funding. State funding has been procured for 

those SJIS staff who were originally hired and funded with grant monies. 
h. Input Forms. widespread operational efficiencies have been 

achieved with the arrest ticket designed by OSCA. 
i. ~urity and Privacy. Strong audit and control procedures 

have been incorporated using both automated internal and manual external 

devices. 
j. Active Users. From the chief justice down to the local 

clerks, a strong sense of user interest and enthusiasm has been 

demonstrated. This feeling continues to be nurtured and promoted by OSCA. 

k. OBTS/CCH. Data are currently b~ing collected and future 

design considerations will include OBTS/CCH elements. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

) On June 26, 27, and 28, 1978, an assessment was made of 'the 

Hawaii State Judicial Information System (SJIS) Project--Phase II, 

herein called the Hawaii Judicial Information System (HAJIS). The 

assessment was conducted by: 

- Mr. James M. Parkison of Missouri~ 

- The Honorable Arthur J. Simpson of New Jersey. 

) - Mr. Lynn A. Jensen of the National Center for State Courts. 

- Mr. Francis .J. Taillefer of the National Center for State Courts. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the administrative 

and technical status of the project relative to the requirements of the 

Hawaii SJIS grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

(LEAA) and relative to good systems development practices and procedures. 

The primary participants from the Judiciary of the state of 

Hawaii were: 

- Mr. Lester E. Cingcade, Administrative Director of the Courts. 

, - Mr. Tom Okuda, Deputy Administrative Director of the Courts; 

and Director, Traffic Violations Bureau (TVB). 

- ~~. Gunji Izumoto, Chief, Legal Documents Branch of the 

Administrative Office of the Courts. 
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The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Donald A. Manson. 

A. Management Survey 

The HAJIS project is curren'tly in Phase II, which began on November 15, 

1976, and is scheduled to conclude on June 3D, 1978. The project intends to 

implement a statewide, on-line, clerical and record-keeping system capable of 

addressing the information needs of all the courts (criminal, civil, family, 

and traffic). The system will accept case-relate~on-line data from 33 CRT 

terminals statewide. Centralized data files will provide accurate and timely 

retrieval of information via both on-line inquiry and periodic batch reports. 

The HAJIS project staff have completed the bulk of the system's 

design, some major development, and some major module testing and implemen-

tation. Only the implementation of the remaining modules of the system remains 

unfinished. The uncertainty of future funding for both the developmental and 

operational aspects of HAJIS has, however, slowed the implementation process. 

The state government has not committed any future funding for either the 

development or operation of HAJIS. In February 1977, with continuing federal 

LEAA funding uncertain and the Phase II grant soon to be exhausted, the judiciary 

merged the HAJIS project with the Traffic Violations Information System (TRAVIS) 

project. As the name implies TRAVIS is designed to suppcrt the court system's 

Traffic Violation Bureau (TVB) caseload. Both HAJIS and TRAVIS are modular in 

nature and organized into functions, some of which are common to both projects 

The initial development cost of TRAVIS is being funded by a multi-year 

grant from the National Highway and Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). 

Subsequent development and on-going operating costs are paid for out of traffic 

court revenues. The decision to merge the HAJIS and TRAVIS projects was done 

primarily for financial reasons. Although the traffic court oriented TRAVIS 

system is technically a subsystem of the larger judiciary-wide HAJIS system, the 

hope is that the efforts to develop TRAVIS will provide another operational 

component of the overall system, thus stimulating later completion of HAJIS. 
VI-2 
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The expectation is that HAJIS will eventually be fully implemented. 

As a natural byproduct of the merger, there has been a shift in state 

court system priorities for SJIS development. The shift is away from HAJIS 

direct expansion and toward the more heavily funded TRAVIS project. 

In summary, funding for the HAJIS project has been exhausted and 

implementation of the statewide HAJIS system is being postponed until additional 

funding is secured. 

This report is divided into two major sections. The first provides an 

overview of the SJIS/HAJIS project and the environment in which it is being 

undertaken. The second provides a more detailed description and evaluation of 

the project. This includes a description of the project planning and management 

control methodology, a description of the system being developed, and the 

assessment team's findings an~ recommendations. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. Judiciary 

A diagram of Hawaii's court system is presented in Figure 1. There 

are three major courts in Hawaii: Supreme, Circuit and District. The supreme 

court and circuit courts are established in the Hawaii Constitution. The 

district court is established by statute. The statutes also establish a tax 

appeal court and a land court as special-jurisdication forums. 

The Hawaii Supreme Court is the court of last resort, and sits in 

Honolulu. It has appellate jurisdiction to hear and determine all matters 

properly brought before it on appeal from any other court or agency. The 

Supreme Court exercises ultimate administrative responsibility and rule­

making power for all COllrtS. There is no intermediate appellate court in 

Hawaii. 
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The circuit courts have exclusive jurisdiction in criminal 

felony cases; civil suits involving more than $5,000; probate proceedings 

and determination of heirs; and cases involving marital actions, juveniles 

and other domestic matters within the family court division. Concurrent 

jurisdiction with the district courts is exercised in civil matters involving 

less than $5,000 but more than $500. 

Each of the four judicial circuits in Hawaii has a district 

court which functions as a court of first instance with limited jurisdic-

tion. District courts exercise exclusive jurisdiction in civil matters 

involving less than $500; small claims cases; traffic and other viola-

tions; and criminal Eisdemeanors. They also condur.t the initial crinU.nal 

proceedings in felony cases that originate within their dist~:Lcts. All 

case decisions are rendered by judges; defendants desiring jUI)' trials 

may have their cases transferred to the circuit court level. Hawaii's 

district courts ru"e courts of record. 

The land cour·t is a statewide court of record based in Honolulu 

exercising exclusive orisrinal jurisdiction over the registration of 

land titles and easements. 

The tax appeal court is another statewide court of record based 

in Honolulu, with original jurisdiction in all disputes between the tax 

assessor and taxpayer. The land court and tax appeal court share staff. 

The Hawaii Constitution names the Chi~f Justice of the Supreme Court as 

the administrative head of the courts, and authorizes the appointment 

of an administrative director by the Chief Justice. The administrative 

director assists and advises the Chief Justice concerning all adminis-

tratiye matters in the courts, collects statistics, prepares the judiciary's 
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annual report, and assists the Chief Justice in the preparation of the 

budget, the six-year progr~ and financial plan, the variance reports, 

and any other reports requested by the legislature. 

2. Data Processing 

Much of the automated data processing (DP) done for the State of 

Hawaii is done by the Electronic Data Processing Division (EDPD) of the 

state's Department of Budget and Finance. The EDPD facility operates an 

IBM 370/158 in Honolulu which is shared by both executive and judicial 

state agencies. 

HAJIS/TRAVIS is being designed to be implemented on the EDPD 

facility. In addition, a Burroughs B1700 minicomputer has been installed 

at the district court of the First Circuit to help process the TRAVIS 

workload. This minicomputer has the capability to connect with the 

EDPD IBM 370/158 to utilize the EDPD's processing power and large storage 

capacities. All TRAVIS reports will be printed at the district court, 

thereby assuring maximum security and confidentiality of information. 

DP jobs not requiring the power of the EDPD computer and not having state-

wide impact will be processed on the Burroughs minicomputer. 

3. SJIS Project 

As a result of the merger of the !~IS and TRAVIS projects, 

both share the services of the same project manager and project director. 

The ultimate responsibility for HAJIS/TRAVIS rests with the project 

director, who is the Administrative Director of the Courts, Mr. Lester 

Cingcade. Day-to-day operational reponsibility for the project has been 

delegated to the project manager, Mr. Tom Okuda, the Deputy Administra'tive 

Director of the Courts. Mr. Okuda also serves as the Director of the ~~. 

Figure 2 portrays the administrative structure of the combined projects~. 
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4. SJIS Advisory Committee 

The HAJIS Project Phase II application stated that the project 

staff would be able to receive suggestions from at least two formal 

sources--a Policy Committee and a Working Committee. 

The Policy Committ~c is staffed by one associate justice, two 

circuit court judges, two district court judges, and three jUdicial 

administrators. This committee provides HAJIS with legal policy guidance 

and is responsible for providing both review and approval of the project 

as it prcgresses. 

The Working Committee monitors the HAJIS project to ensure 

satisfaction of all the information requirements of each state agen_~ 

impacted by the system. In addition, the members of the Working Committee 

provide the project team with first-hand knowledge of both the operating 

procedures in effect and the functions being performed by the staff in 

the various user offices. The members of the Working Committee are the 

following: 

1 Administrative director of the courts. 

- 1 Director, district courts. 

- 1 Director, circuit courts, 

~ 1 Chief clerk, supreme court. 

- 4 Chief clerks, circuit courts, 

- 4 Chief clerks, district courts, 

- 2 Calendar clerks, First Circuit court, 

- 2 Calendar clerks, First District court, 

- Various supervisors, circuit court, 

- Various supervisors, district court, 
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- 1 Social worker, family court. 

- 1 Social worker, adult probation. 

~ 1. Violations Bureau manager. 

~ 1 Research statistician. 

- 1 EDPD Representative, Department of Budget and Finance. 

- 1 Staff--systems analyst. 

5. Other SJIS--related gro~ps 

The state-run EDP'''I computer facility will process that portion 

of the judiciary's automated HAJIS workload not processed in batch 

mode by the Traffic Violations Bureau's Burroughs E\~700 minicomputer. 

A private consulting firm, Systems Cons~ltants, Inc., was contracted 

during HAJIS' Phase II to prepare much of the systems sof~ware for HAJIS. 

Initiating work on March 1, 1977, the consultants completed by June 30, 1978 

the following tasks~ 

- Development of computer programs (for HAJIS Support, Case 

Management, and Calendaring Functions). 

- Database creation to support the above-

Preparation of users manual to support the above. 

- Teleprocessing network (user requirements and consultation). 

... Organizational conversion of circuit court criminal recordkeeping 

operations to HAJIS. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

The statewide disposition of cases is shot~ in Figure 3. 

7. Related Systems 

The information system most closely related to the HAJIS project 

is TRAVIS. As a result of the merger of these two projects in February 1977, 
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they have become interdependent in certain areas. The following list 

reflects whether the various functions of the completed HAJIS/TRAVIS 

system will be shared by both systems, or unique to only one: 

Function Supported syste~ 

- Case management HAJIS 

Calendaring HAJIS and TRAVIS 

- Servicing (document issue/control) HAJIS and TRAVIS 

- Financial management HAJIS and TRAVIS 

- Management and statistical reporting HAJIS and TRAVIS 

Citation management for TVB TRAVIS 

The only other automated information system operated by Hawaii's 

judic±ary is a jury selection and payroll system. This system was in 

operation prior to Phase I of the HAJIS project. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

Under the concept of ensuring equal jus'tice to all, Hawaii's 

judiciary operates as one administrativ~ unit on a statewide basis for all 

cases coming within its jurisdiction. By automating certain manual record-

keeping operations, the judiciary hopes to improve maintenance of information 

associated with the courtJs caseload, improve access t~ and communication 

of, that information for operational purposes, and generate st,atistical and 

management reports as a by-product of the operating system. 

To accomplish these goals, the Judiciary applied, in 1974, for federal 

assistance. Since then i,t has received major grants from t\~O sources: LEA,'\. and NHTSA. 

Thp. HAJIS project r~sulted from the LEAA grant. HAJIS is a statewide 

computer system designed to satisfy the LEAA requirements for providing Offender 
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Ba~ed Transactions Statistics (OBTS) and Computerized Criminal History (CCH) 

information in support of LEAA's state level Comprehensive Data Systems (CDS) 

program. As well, HAJIS is designed to satisfy day-to-day operating needs of 

the entire court system. HAJIS, when fully operational, will keep .~ase 

records current throughout the court system and will provide a statewide 

calendaring system. 

The TRAVIS project resulted from the NHTSA grant. TRAVIS is to be 

a statewide computer systenl that satisfies both court system's TVB operational 

requirements and the need for. traffic data transfer to the state's law enforce~ 

ment agencies. 

2. Functional 

The major functions to be performed by HAJIS are described below. 

Each function, with the exception of management and statistical reporting, 

includes both on-line teleprocess~g and batch programs. In general, the 

file maintenance and file inquiry subfunctions are performed by on-line 

teleprocess~g programs, and document printing and volume reports are produceld 

in batch mode. 

-- Case management The case management function controls the 

collection, maintenance and dissemination of data directly 

related to individual cases. This function controls the 

entering of new case data from indictments, complaints, petitions, 

etc. New case data are used to build and store case records in the 

database. Case management also supports the entering of subsequent 

data relating to the case such as documents, appearances and dis-

positions, remote inqui~~, and docketing and indexing of documents. 

Finally, the case management function provides for the purging of 

terminated cases and maintenance of case history data. 
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-- Calendaring The calendaring function provides assistance to 

court clerks ~n the scheduling of cases for court appearance and the 

production of physical calendars for use by persons in the courtroom. 

HAJIS permits inquiries into both calendar and case files in support 

of the calendaring process. 

Each newly created calendar shell will be entered into the calendar 

file by a scheduling clerk as a blank record, with no cases being 

scheduled at that point - only a few data elements are entered. As 

dates are firmed up, the clerk will schedule the case onto an already 

created calendar segment ~ the appearance file. Appearance segments 

are created ~ the case/citation management functions to reflect the 

fact that a hear~g will be necessary. 

Prior to scheduling a case, the clerk will use the system to 

identify attorney scheduling conflicts, such as one of the attorneys 

having a prior committment that precludes his presence in court at 

the correct time~ As cases are scheduled, calendar identification 

and time data are also entered into the case management appearance 

record. The final calendar is printed with data derived from the 

calendar, appearance, and other case files. 

-- Servicing The servicing function will provide automated processing 

and inquiry to court clerks responsible for preparing and controlling 

documents issued by the court for service upon individuals and organi­

zations. System support will go initially for bench warrants and penal 

summons only, but will be designed for later expansion to other service 

documents. Issued bench warrants and penal summons service documents 

will. be entered via CRT terminals, one-day turnaround for 

computer printed doeurnents. Service, recall, expiration, and return 

transactions associated with each document also will be entered into 
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the system via CRT terminal. During operation, the servicing function 

will access the case file, the persons index file, and the servicing 

file itself. 

__ Financial management The financial raanagement function will automate 

the accounting and reporting of transactions for non-appropriated 

funds of the judiciary. These transactions include both receipts 

from operations (fines, fees, court costs, etc.) and fiduciary receipts 

(bail posted, ward payments, support payments, and other trust funds). 

The court system's financial management function will be based on a 

uniform chart of accounts, calling for automation of general ledger 

control accounts and subsidiary ledgers for various asset, liability, 

and trust accounts. 

Financial transactions will be entered in the system via either 

remote CRT terminals or point of sale (POS) terminals. Account 

status information will be retrievable on-line, and will be augmented 

by batch processed monthly, quarterly, and annual financial and control 

reports. • 

__ Management and statistical reporting Relying on the other HAJIS 

functions for its data, this function accomplishes preparation of 

various management and summary reports to support overall adminis­

tration of the court system. Contrasting this, reports from other 

HAJIS functions are operational support oriented, in that they are 

required almost immediately for the direct day-to-day operations of 

individual courts. Management and statistical reports help develop 

court policies by providing data for future planning and by generating 

data for management review to ensure court operations are efficiently 

executed. 
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Generated reports will focus on: determining the characteristics 

of the court system users, helping establish work unit standards, and 

identifying how much work the courts have processed and how much work 

can be expected in the future. 

-- Traffic Violations Bureau (TVB) The Traffic Violations Bureau 

function mainta.ins an inventory of citation books issued to and 

returned from law enforcement agencies, and provides computer system 

support to the Traffic Violations Bureau in maintaining traffic 

citations and violator history records. This function provides support 

in traffic violations calendarings activities and in producing delinquent 

notices, penal summons and or~er notices required by the Violation Bureau. 

The major HAJIS functions described above are intended to serve the 

operations of all Hawaii courts. HAJIS subsystems, in turn, use major functions 

to accomplish specific tasks that support court operation. Each subsystem shares 

both major HAJIS functions and certain portions of the database. 

systems and thei~ subsumed court proceedings are: 

~,l Subsystem 

District court regular civil. 

District court small claims civil. 

Circuit court civil. 

Regular probab<l, 

Small estates 

Small guardianship. 

Regular guardianship 

VI-lS 
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Special proceedings. Tax appeals. 

Mechanics and materialsmen's liens. Appellate Subsystem 

Penal Subsystem Original al~d appeals cases. 

Traffic and other violations not included in the Hawaii Traffic 3. Goals and Objectives 

Violations Bureau subsystem. HAJIS is designed to bring and keep current all court system case records 

District court criminal. 
and to provide statewide calendaring on a current basis. The Phase II grant-

stated goals of the HAJIS project are the following: 

Circuit court criminal. 
- To automate the routine clerical and administrative record-

Family Court Subsystem 
keeping functions of the court. 

Adoption. - To provide management information to facilitate the effective use 

criminal. of personnel, financial, and physical resources. 

'''."': 

- To address information needs of all courts <criminal, civil, 
Domestic relations. 

family, and traffic) on a statewide basis. 

Guardianship. 
- To provide centralized data files permitting the accurate and 

Paternity. timely retrieval of court information. 

Reciprocal support. - To generate not only management information for court administration 

Termination of paternal rights. 
but also OBTS/CCH data for Hawaii's Comprehensive Data System (CDS). 

The above five statements were mentioned as project goals in both the 

Miscellaneous. 
Phase I and Phase II HAJIS grants. It is to the credit of the HAJIS staff that 

Traffic Violations Bureau Subsystem 
the initial Phase I statement of the project's goals were sufficiently thought 

Traffic moving violations. out to permit the goals to remain unchanged through both grant phases. 

Traffic parking violations. 4. ~ected Impact 

Miscellaneous violations. 
By automating RAJIS it is anticipated that there will be an increase in 

Land Court and Tax Appeal Court Subsystem 
personnel productivity and effectiveness by eliminating repetitive record-keeping 

functions and responsibilities. Delays and time lost by police witnesses, liti-

Land court applications. 
gants, attorneys, judges, and jurors will be minimized through better planning and 

Lan,l court consolidation. scheduling. 
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The development of an automated system will create a database usable 

both for day-to-day operational zupport to the courts and for long-term planning 

directed toward improving both the administration and use of limited judicial 

resources, thereby improving service to the public. 

When fully operational, HAJIS will process data for the different case 

types passing through the courts. Organizationally, HAJIS will impact the 

operations/functions of the: 

- Supreme court. 

- Land court. 

- Tax appeal court. 

Varic>us criminal and civil divisions of the circuit court. 

- Esta-t:e and guardianship branch of the First Circuit court. 

- Documents branch of the First Circuit court. 

- Fisc:al branch of the First Circuit court. 

- Family court divisions of the First Circuit court. 

- Court services of the family court. 

- Support payment section of the family court. 

- Various criminal, civil and traffic divisions of the district courts. 

- Fiscal branch of the district court. 

- Traffic Violations Bureau. 

The availability of current information on a statewide basis on all cases 

and calendars will result in many benefits, such as availability of case information 

to all court personnel, capability to monitor repeat moving violations offenders, 

immediate response from the TVB when a citizen cited fails to respond to traffic 

citation, rapid retrieval of criminal case status data to help determine whether 

court orders are being implemented, availability of data on sentencing and awards 

of damages to enhance consistency in both areas, and automatic resetting of pro-

ceedings on calendars. 
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When the HAJ:LS and TRAVIS projects merged in Februarv 1977 the rate and -.' , 
direction of the project's development ~Tas altered. At the time of the merger, 

approximately three years of additional development effort remained before either 

of the two systems would become fully operational. Prior to the merger there 

were no plans for a prototype system that would pilot test subsystems in an 

operational court environment. Under the old plan, court users would have to 

wait until all programming was completed before receiving any HAJIS benefits. 

Now, developed subsystems are being made operational in one location prior to 

statewide transfer or subsystem enhancement. The merger was effected to permit, 

within the limited funding available, both development and implementation of a 

scaled-down system for selected case types, functions, and courts. As the lessons 

from the prototype systems are learned, the system software will be expanded 

to include additional case types, functions, and courts. 
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SECTION II During Phase II the implementation of HAJIS was to be accomplished 

by means of completing the remaining five tasks, which were: 

- Task 7: Teleprocessing (TP) and communications network and implementation. 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT • Terminal equipment acquisition. 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary 

Hawaii's Phase II grant for the HAJIS project began on November 15, 

1976, and continued for 20 months through June 30, 1978. Federal funding 

under LEAA's Improvement of Prosecution I Court~ and Law Reform grant program 

provided $200,000; matching state funds added $34,798. Of the combined grant 

total $62,813 (27%) was earmarked for personnel; $150,000 (64%) for contractual 

expenditures, and $2l,985 (9%) for supplies and travel. Clearly, the major 

activity of Phase II, in terms of the allocation of grant dollars, was the 

contractual development of HAJIS software. 

2. Plans 

The Phase II grant called for implementation of the HAJIS system 

designed during Phase I. The HAJIS work efforts were initially divided into 

11 tasks and two grant phases. During Phase I, the first six of these 11 

tasks were completed as planned. These six tasks were: 

- Task l: Definition of scope. 

- Task 2: Survey study. 

- Task 3: System conceptual design. 

- Task 4: Detail system design. 

... Task 5: Implementation planning. 

- Task 6: Computer center resource plamning. 
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• Host system preparation. 

Network preparation. 

• TP communication test. 

• TP network documentation. 

Working Committee review. 

- Task 8: Database creation. 

• Data collection. 

• Data preparation. 

File loading 

Working Committee review. 

- Task 9: Program development. 

Creation of program flows. 

• Program coding. 

• Software package modi.fication. 

• ~rograln docl.nnentation. 

• Workihg Committee revie~. 

- Task lO: System integration and testing. 

• Test-case creation. 

Database testing. 

Integration testing. 

• Systems testing. 

Program corrections. 
" J 

I 
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• Documentation of test results. 

• Working Committee review. 

- Task 11: Cutover, First Circuit Court. 

• System user documentation. 

• User training. 

• Database coordination. 

• Inata:lation. 

• Working Committee review. 

The programming, testing, and implementation of HAJlS was ,to be conducted 

initially in the First Circuit, the island of Oahu, and subsequently, statewide 

to tb~ other three neighbor island circuits. The plan is to first implement some 

activities jn Honolulu and then later expand the proven, operational systems to 

the rest of the First Circuit. After that, statewide transfer will occur. 

The HAJIS project work plan is quite realistic. The workplans are 

clearly stated and logically sequenced to help ensure timely completion of 

intermediate sceps critical to the project's total develo'£'Illent effort, 

3. Current Status 

The HAJIS project specifies the completion of 11 tasks; of these six 

were planned for and completed during Phase I. The status of the current project 

can bes~ be determined by reviewing the status of ta~ks planned for completion 

during Phase II, as well as by reviewing thE' development status of the HAJIS/ 

TRAVIS major functions and subsystems. 

The status of the Phase II grant tasks (~asks 7 - 11) is: 

_ Task 7: Teleprocessing (TP) and communications network and implementation. 

The installation of the TP terminals is being delayed until future 

operational funding can be arranged. Site preparation, network design, 

and TP documentation have all been completed. 
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- Task 8: Database creation. The file structures for the HAJIS/TRAVIS 

major functions of Case Management, Calendaring, and Traffic Violations 

Bureau for the circuit court criminal case subsystem have been designed, 

progr~ed, and tested. Live data are being added to the files; some 

historical data have also been added. 

- Task 9: Program development. All DP programs for the Case Hanagement, 

Calendaring. and Traffic Violations Bureau functions for the circuit court 

criminal case subsystem have been written in accordance with the standards 

set forth in HAJIS' programmer's guide. Minor modifications to the 

programs continue, but the bulk of this task has h~en completed. 

Completion of the Case Management, Calendarin], and Traffic Violations 

Bureau functions for circuit court criminal cases is very significant to 

HAJlS/TRAVIS implementation because they constitute a very substantial 

portion of t~e total operating workload of the entire court system. The 

remaining major functions still planned but not yet done are Servicing, 

Pinancial Management, and Management and Statistical Reporting. As well, 

subsystems remaining to be completed are Civil, Family Court, Land/Tax, 

Probate/Guardianship, and Appellate; these are plru~ed for development 

and implementation in later HAJIS phases, as funding permits. 

~ Task 10: System integration and testj~. This task has been completed 

for the Case ~2nagement, Calendaring, and ~raffic Violations Bureau func­

tions for the circuit court criminal case subsystem. 

- Task 11: Cutover, First Circuit Court. Although plans have been estab­

lished to properly perform this task, it remains the project's only 

uncoI1'lpleted major milestone. Since future development and on-going 

maintenance funding of HAJIS j.s uncertain, no firm dai:~s have been set 

for implementation, but it is proceeding an~ is expected to soon be fully 

implemented and operational. 
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4. Control Methods 

The HAJIS/TRAVIS project is an ambitious undertaking. To facilitate 

the management and control of the mUlti-year design and development, the six 

major system functions are organized into a logical hierarchical structure, 

(Case Management, Calendaring, Servicing, Financial Management, Management/ 

Statistical Reporting, and TVB). Each of thase functions is further sub­

divided into lower level sub functions which, in turn, a~e repeatedly sub-divided 

into smaller, more manageable modules. The design is top-down, with bottom-

up implementation. Figure 4 is a high-level diagram of the major HAJIS/TRAVIS 

functions. 

Day-to-day operational management is enhanced by the use of project 

workplans, worksheets, and schedules. Software development, quality control, and 

monitorship is exercised by the HAJIS project manager through the monthly progress 

reports submitted by the consultants responsible for developing the project 

software, as well as by direct HAJIS project staff assignment to, and interaction 

witllivarious consultant work products. The progress reports summarize recent 

activities, highlight problems, and provide HAJIS project management with infor­

mation to permit timely intervention as needed. 

The mechanism for formally reporting the overall progress of the project 

is a quarterly progress report and a final report. The quarterly reports contain 

a management level summary of the project I s status, a s~ of status by 

task, a project cost sun~ry, a detailed task status, and findings and recommen-

dations. 

The final report, soon to be submitted, is intended to be a cumulation of an 

overall analysis of the quarterly reports, project reviews, and experiences from 

project initiation to completion. The document is to contain a summary of the 

original project's major achievements and what attributed to its success; the 
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project's major difficulties, their causes and solutions; and findings, conclusions, 

and recommendations for improvement during future development. 

S. User Participation 

A Policy Committee provides HAJIS with legal policy guidance and reviews 

and approves the project as it progresses. 

A Working Committee monitors the HAJIS project to assure that the 

needs of each state agency affected by HAJIS will be satisfied. 

A State Judical Information System Subcommittee for Evaluation and 

Monitoring has been established to evalute the follvwing: 

Determination of data needs and capabilities. 

- Policy decisions regarding data collection. 

- System design techniques. 

- Capability of supplying OBTS/CCH data. 

- Effectiveness of data capture. 

These committees attempt to reflect the opinions of the system users and 

help to insure both the responsiveness of HAJIS and its eventual acceptance by 

the judicial community. 

B. System Description 

1. Processing Approaci~ 

HAJIS is designed to be implemented on the EDPD's IBM 370/lS8 computer. 

When operational, the HAJIS system will require the use of several IBM 330 storage 

disks; the TP network will be controlled by IBM's CICS and an IBM 3705 communi­

cations contr!. "tor. The 370S is a programmable device that can be expanded to 

additional lines by making standard software changes and adding line bases and 

line sets. These modifications can be made in the fiele by IBM. 

The state's remote terminal network includes leased lines to various 

locations on Oahu and to each of the other islands. These lines are connected to 

one of 33 IBM 3270 compatible video display units. 
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The EDPD computer center also communicates with 2 DEC PDP-ll computers 

operated by the State Department of Transportation. 

The TRAVIS project has installed a Burroughs B1700 minicomputer at the 

District Court of the First Circuit. This minicomputer can interface with EDPD 

to utilize the processing power and large storage capacities of the IBM 370/lS8. 

The TRAVIS B1700 minicomputer also interfaces with computers of the City and 

County of Honolulu. This connection will enable the judiciary to electronically 

obtain data maintained on the City and County of Honolulu computers. 

2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

When the HAJIS/TRAVIS system is fully operational, the local court clerks 

will be responsible for capturing and entering, via CRTs, all case-related data. 

3. Data Entry 

Data will be entered on-line by the appropriate court clerks as soon as 

they are captured. 

4. Application Software 

The major application functions and subsystems, written in COBAL, have been 

describe:d previously. Related system outputs will be available either t..l-}rough 

printed reports or display terminals. The reports will be printed both periodi-

cally and on-request. The users will be able to access the database, via on-

line inquiry, only during "normal" working hours (Le., 7 a.m. to midnight). 

There will be separate input and output CRT screens and hard copy reports 

for case management, calendaring, and statistics/management information. 

S. OBTS/CCH 

HAJIS has the capability to maintain OBTS/CCH data elements as defined in 

Project SEARCH's Technical Report No.4. At the time of the assessment neither 

the OBTS nor CCH automated reporting capabilities were yet operational. In the 

meantime, a five-ply transmittal form is used by the Statistical Analysis Center, 

Hawaii's OBTS/CCH data repository, to record and transfer OBTS/CCH information from 

the criminal justice community. 
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6. Security and Privacy 

User terminals are physically located in areas und~r the direct control 

of the judiciary, and locked when not in use. System passwords and computer room 

passcards help restrict both electronic and physical access to the system. Logging 

routines are required for all changes to the database, and the use of any system 

transaction by a particular terminal can be password-protected. 

No formal written agreement exists between the judiciary and the EDPD 

concerning HAJIS' use of EDPD facilities. In view of the expec'l:ed strain that 

the HAJIS system will put on the EDPD system, a formal contract should be drawn 

up, specifying agency responsibilit~es and functions. 

7. Computer and Communications Configuration 

The EDPD computer environment consists of the following: 

- 1 CPU, IBM 370/158-3 (3MB of storage). 

- ~2 Tape Drives, IBM 3420. 

- 4 Line Printers, IBM l403. 

- 20 Disks, IBM 3330-l. 

- 8 Disks, IBM 3330-11. 

- 8 Disks, IBM 3350. 

The hardware which will be used to support the judicial TP network 

consists of the following: 

_ 33 Video Display Terminalt5, IBM 3278. 

- ~2 Teletype Printers, I~M 3278. 

- 4 Remote Control Units, IBM 3274. 

- ~8 4,800 BPS Modems. 

2 S,600 BPS Modems. 

_ 1 communications Controller, IBM 3705. 
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There are two computers associated with the HAJIS project, one of which is 

court-controlled. Basically, the on-line portion, which will contain most of the 

court applications and part of the TVB applications, will be processed on EDPD's 

IBM 370/158. The batch portion will be processed on the court-controlled Burroughs 

B1700. The Burroughs B1700 computer is operated as a remote job entry station to 

the host computer (EDPD's 370/158), as well as a batch, "stand-alone" processor. 

Ga."ldalf data and telephone lines COw"lect the Burroughs B1700 and tl1e CRT 

terminals to the EDPD computers. 

The 370/158 computer which will event.ually process HAJIS/TRAVIS, is run using 

the IBM OS/MVT Operatin~ System Release 21.8 in conjunction with HASP-II Version 

III. HASP controls the input and output of unit record data both locally and 

remotely (remote job entry equipment). The opera-i:ing system includes several 

language translators, the linkage editor, and system utilities. In addition to 

various operating system software, t;he EDPD computer center supports other soft-· 

ware packages that have been p\~chased or leased. HAJIS has been designed to 

utilize the following software packages during both development and implementaticm: 

(a) Customer Information Control System (CICS)~; CICS is a. database/ 

data communications control system that manages a remote terminal 

network and associated applications program. HAJIS will utilize 

CICS to implement applications programs that read and write data 

from remote terminal devices. 

(b) ~l?tab~e. Database System (ADABAS): ADABAS is a general purpose 

database management system that can be used to support a sophis-

ticated on-line database. The ma.jor HAJIS/TRAVIS on-line files have 

been designed so that they will reside under control ofADABAS. 

(c) Panvalet: Panvalet is a software package that provides maintenance 

service in the use of source program libraries and load module 
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libraries. The use of Panvalet for test and production libraries 

is an EDPD standard and will be utilized by the judiciary. 

(d) Fast Dump Restore (FDR): The FDR software is an alternative to 

the OS utility and is used to backup data from disk to tape and to 

restore tape data to disk. FDR provides certain performance 

advantages when utilized in backup and ree,overy procedures; 

HAJIS is designed to utilize FDR. 

(e) Datamacs: Datamacs is a software package that can be used to 

automatically build test aata files in an efficient and economic 

manner. 

(f) DYL-250: DYL-250 is a software package providing various utility 

functions such as test data generation and report generation. 

(g) CROSS-TABS: This is a statistical package, which is somewhat similar 

to SPSS. 

(h) COBOL/ASSEMBLER: Programming languages used to write apPlications 

sofcware are COBOL and ASSEMBLER. COBOL/CICS is used for on-line 

maintenance and inquiry programnU.ng, while COBOL is used for purge 

routines and report generation, and ASSEMBLER is used for heavily 

used subroutines. 

8. Documentation 

The efforts to develop the a~IS system have been documented very well, 

and the project staff is to be commended for enduring completion of all documen­

tation as the project progressed. A requirements analysis, systems survey study, 

functional design (five volumes), deta:U design, programmer's guide, users guide, 

operations manual, and conversion plan have all been written in documented form. 

The system architecture includ~s a structured self-documenting program design which 

is supported by HIPO diagrams. 
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9. Implementation 

The plans for implementation of HAJIS are complete; however, the system 

will not be fully operational in the near future, due to funding uncertainties. 

Since the merger of the HAJIS and TRAVIS projects, there has been a change in both 

the sources of fundings and the priority of systems development efforts. The 

majority of recent judicial systems development efforts have been directed 

towards the more long-term and well funded ~RAVIS component. 

10. Maintenance 

Since the system is not yet operational, no detail plans have been 

formulated for maintaining the HAJIS/TRAVIS system. State funding for on­

going maintenance of already developed and operational systems is expected, 

but funding for new development and implementation is uncertain. The intent 

of the state court administrator is to develop as practicable, within available 

funding. 

C. Assessment Results 

The following sections briefly summarize the significant findings and 

conclusions of the assessment taam, and are the same as those passed along 

verablly to AOC personnel at the time of the on-site assessment exit briefing. 

1. Concerns and Recommendations 

(a) The most visible problem facing the HAJIS project is the expected 

lack of project funding after current grant monies are exhausted. 

HAJIS is on the threshold of full-scale implementation. Funding 

is needed both for on-going operation and full development of all 

parts of the system. The assessment team recommends that if funding 

can be obtained from any source(s), the well conceptualized and well 

developed HAJIS should be implemented according to current plans. 

State funding for on-going operations is being and should continue 

to be planned for and presented to the legisl,ature. 

-
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(b) Down-time caused by EDPD machine failure, multi-vender hardware 

configuration, data transmission difficulties, etc., have resulted 

in recurrent delays in systems testing. Nonetheless, the delay has 

been overcome ar..d progress has been made on making parts of HAJIS 

ready for operation. Once HAJIS is funded to renew development and 

implementation, however, priority testing will again be vital. 

Efforts should be undertaken to guarantee quick t1lrn-around of test 

materials from EDPD. 

(c) When HAJIS is implemented it will put a strain on the operating 

capabilities of the EDPD computer facility. To ensure that this 

impact will not have unexpectedly adverse effects on HAJIS, an 

agreement of responsibilities should be drawn up. This agreement 

should specify the duties, responsibilities, functions, priorities, 

etc., of the staff of both the EDPD facility and the judiciary. 

(d) The original Phase II contractual agreement for application~ 

software development had to be scaled down to cover only the case 

management and calendaring functions for the circuit court criminal 

case subsystem (done for the First Circuit). The assessment team 

agrees with this scale-down because grant hopes were set too high 

for grant tasks 8 (Data base creation) and 9 (Program development). 

These are huge tasks and are most appropriately approached using 

Th~.r::ldular , incremental develo1?I!lent, as now adopted in AOC plans. 

(e) The development priority for HAJIS/TRAVIS is well planned: highest 

priority has gone toward implementing the criminal case subsystem 

(case management and calendaring) and the traffic case subsystem, 

with next lower priority going to development of the civil case 

subsystem, and then the Servicing, Statistical r and Financial functions 

and related subsystems. 
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2. Exemplary Findings 

(a) The HAJIS management and carryover staff had to cope with the 

dilemma of having to rely on EDPD facilities even though the EDPD 

staff lacked training on ACABAS and CICS t this was in addition to prob-

lems of departure of trained staff to higher-paying commercial firms, 

low servicing priority, and slow response from EDPD. The HAJIS 

management and staff are to be commended on their willingness to 

train the people who were supposed to be, literally, the technical 

experts supporting them. As well, they are to be commended on 

their perseverance in overcoming problems and forging ahead on 

development of HAJIS. 

(b) The HAJIS/TRAVIS system is an excellent modular design, which can be 

implemented incrementally, as funding permits. Further, documentation 

for work done to date is comprehensive, complete, and easy to follow. 

3. Conclusiun 

If the uncertainties of funding for on-going system maintenance and 

new system development can be overcome, so that HAJIS/TRAVIS can be completed and 

made fully operational statewide, the Hawaii Judicial Branch and the State of 

Hawaii will have a CJIS which will meet their needs for years to come and of which 

they can be justifiably proud. 
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SECTION I . 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On September 11 and 12, 1978, an assessment was made of the 

Phase II Louisiana State Judicial Information System (SJIS) Project. 
The assessment was conducted by: 

- Mr. Robert Doss of Georgia, 

- Mr. Robert Mitchell of Massachusetts, 

- Mr. Carter Cowles of the National Center for Stal''' Courts, and 

- Mr. Gregory Janowski of the National Center for State Courts. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the 

administrative and technical status of the SJIS project relative to the 

requirements of the Louisiana Phase II SJIS grant from LEAA and 

relative to good systems development practices and procedures. 

The prllnary participants from the office of the Louisiana 

Supreme Court Judicial Administrator were: 

- Mr. Eugene Murret, Judicial Administrator, 

- Dr. Hugh Collins, Deputy Judicial Administrator (SJIS Project 
Administrator), and 

- Mr. Roy Evans, Deputy Judicial Administrator. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Al Breuel. 

A. Management Summary 

The L~uisiana SJIS Project concluded Phase II on July 15, 

1978. The purpose of the project was to design and impl~~ent a 
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centr~lized state-wide court management information system for the 

Louisiana general jurisdiction and appellate courts. 

The system will accept case-related data and provide 

management-oriented statistical reports at the district and appellate 

court levels. Data entry will be pr±marily batch data submitted by 

mail on standardized reporting forms to the judicial a.dministratot' s 

office. One district has a Factual Automated Case Transaction System 

(FACTS) and input from this district will be provided to the judicial 

administrator's office on .nagnetic tape. All reports will be printed 

at the centralized state-run computer site and mailed to the respective 

jur isdic tions. 

Due to a variety of complex, restrictive factors which are 

discussed later, such as staff turnover and funding problems, the SJIS 

Phasa II Project has not developed exactly as intended in the Phase II 

grant. 

Some of these restricting factors still exist. Nonetheless, 

the staff of the judicial administrator's office have established plans 

for the effective completion of the SJIS tasks in the foreseeable 

future. Despite their previous problems, the staff and supporting 

agencies now seem quite competent to proceed in an orderly fashion 

toward the fulfillment of the Phase II objectives. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. Judiciary 

Figure 1 illustrates the structure of the Louisiana cC'urt 

system. It is composed of the supreme court, the courts of appeal, and 

nine different types of trial courts. The supreme court, courts of 

appeal, and district courts were establish9.d by constitution, with the 

other limited jurisdiction trial courts having statutory authorization. 

The supreme court is the highest court of. appellate 

jurisdiction in Louisiana. The court has final statewide jurisdiction 

over all civil and criminal cases. There is also an intermediate court 

of appeal that sits in four circuits throughout the state. The 

jurisdiction of this court of appeal is restric ted to civil cases 

decided within the respective circuits. 
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The district courts are the trial courts of general 

jurisdiction. There are 39 districts with each district containing 

one, two, or three parishes. The district courts have original 

jurisdiction over a.ll civil and criminal matters, all felony cases, as 

well as appellate jurisdiction over inferior trial courts. Appeals are 

heard de ~ when they originate from municipal or mayor's courts, 

city courts (criminal case.s only), justice of the peace courts, and the 

Traffic Court of New Orleans. Appeals are heard on the record in all 

cases from city courts and from the Municipal Court of New Orleans. 

In addition to the district courts, there are eight other trial 

courts in the state with limited or special jurisdiction. There are 48 

city courts throughout the state, exercising limited civil jurisdiction 

up to $1,500 and concurrent criminal jurisdiction with the district 

courts in certain cases. Likewise, the two parish courts in the state 

have jurisdiction similar to the city courts. Exclusive original 

jurisdiction over all youth-related cases is vested in three juvenile 

courts, which also have jurisdiction over adults charged with crimes 

against juveniles. The Family Court of Baton Rouge has jurisdiction 

similar to the juvenile court, in addition to handling separation and 

divor~~ cases. The district court judges outside the 4 largest 

parishes serve as ex officio juvenile court judges in their respective 

districts. 

The 461 justice of peace courts in Louisiana have concurrent 

jurisdiction with the district courts in all civil matters involving 

amounts less than $300. The justices of the peace also have the 

authority to act as committing magistrates in certain criminal cases. 

The municipal or mayor's courts have jurisdiccion over municipal 

ordinance violations, with 250 courts of this type in the state. 

The Traffic Court of New Orleans has jurisdiction only in 
.,. 

traffic cases which are municipal ordinance violations. The one 

Municipal Court of New Orleans has jurisdiction over municipal 

ordinance violations except traffic ordinances. 

The chief justice is the chief administrative officer of the 
judicial system. 
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The Louisiana state constitution provides for a statewide 

administrative offic,~ of the courts. The director of this centralized 

judicial administrative office, called the judicial administrator, is 

appointed by the supreme court, and reports to the chief justice. 

Chief judges are responsible for the administration of 

individual court units. There are no constitutional or statutory 

provisions for a court administrator of trial court units. 

The state pays 24.3% of the cost of operating the judicial 

department. Only the sl..<preme court and courts e,f appeal are fully 

state funded. The state also pays the salaries of juvenile court and 

district court judges, and supplements the salaries of city court 

judges, and judges of the Traffic Court of New Orleans and the 

Municipal Court of New Orleans. Clerks are paid out of fees and fines 

co llected by the courts; the clerks' office expenses are paid with the 

surplus of the salary fund. Loc~l govenunents are responsible for 

funding the remainder of the judiciary' 1,1 operations. 

All judges are elec ted by populllr ballot to terms the length of 

which depends on the jurisdiction. The clerk of court for each parish 

is elected by popular ballot and serves a four-year term. Clerks of 

court for all other jurisGictions ar~ appointed by the bench. 

2. Data ProcessiE& 

The responsibility for the development and operation of 

I.ouisiana information processing rests with the office of the judicial 

administrator. Its authority is derived from Louisiana's Supreme Court 

Rule XXII, which provides that. 

"the Office of the Judicial Administrator examines 
administrative methods of the courts and makes 
recommendations for their improvement; collects and analyzes 
statistical data; sets up a uniform system of statistical 
reporting; prepares standard forms •••• and attends to 
other matters assigned to it by the Supreme Court and the 
Judicial Counc il." 

The judicial administrator relies on both internal and external 

resources to accomplish the data processing tasks. Staff of the office 

of the judicial administrator are involved with the in-house 
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development and operation of some of the systems, while other systems 

are written and run out-of-house by consultants and/or the staff of the 

state-run Louisiana Information Processing Agency (LIPA). 

3. SJIS Project 

The ultimate responsibility for the SJIS project rests with 

supreme court judicial administrator. Operational, day-to-day 

responsibility, belongs with the SJ1S Project Director. The project 

director reports directly to the judicial administra\tor. A sizeable 

portion of the SJ1S project was contracted out to private consultants. 

These consultants were responsible to the project director. 

4. SJ1S Advisory Committee 

An eleven member Special Advisory Committee of the State 

Judicial Information System is an active agent in defining and 

clarifying the SJ1S role. The judicial administrator receives the 

suggestions of the judges, lawyers, clerks, etc., who comprise this 

special advisory committee. Its members are drawn from the state 

supreme court, courts of appeal, district courts, juvenile courts, city 

courts, Louisiana Criminal Justice Information System (LCJIS), 

Department of Corrections, State Bar Association, State Police, ~lerks 

of Court Association and Di~trict Attorneys' Association. 

5. Other SJIS-related Groups 

Until January 1, 1978, the Department of Public Safety's 

Louisiana Computer Information Center (LCIC) ran the more complex 

automated SJIS subsystems. Some programming and technical support was 

also provided by the staff of the Louisiana Criminal Justice 

Information System (LClIS). 

Since January 1, 1978, support for both systems development and 

operations has been provided by the Louisiana Information Processing 

Agency (LIPA). 

Independent outside consultants ware also used in designing 

SJIS. 

6. Judici~l Workload~ 

The 1977 Annual Report of the Judicial Council of the Supreme 

Court of Louisiana offered a review of the state's workloads from which 

Figure 2 was extracted. 
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7. Related Systems 

Under the direction of the judicial administrator, two 

additional automated systems have been developed. Although they were 

not listed as part of the Phase II grant application, they were largely 

developed by SJIS staff during the grant period. These systems provide 

the courts with capacities that probably would not have been available 

without the SJIS grant. The systems are: 

- City Court Statistics System: Provides annual summary data 
reflecting the caseloads and work efforts of the 48 reporting 
municipal judiciaries. 

- Vouchers Payable System: Keeps track of the office 
expenditures and travel vouchers of district court j~dges. 
Twice every month reports are generated reflecting 
account balance, check registry, etc. 

C. Prc·ject Description 

1. Background 

Under Article V of the Louisiana State Constitution, the chief 

justice is directly charged with administration of the courts in the 

state. Accurate, ~~rrent information about the court system is a basic 

requirement t~~ good administration. Judicial managers must have this 

information to carry out the administrative duties imposed on them by 

Article V. 

Recognizing the need for timely and accurate judicial 

information as well as the constr.aints imposed upon his office by daily 

operational necessities, the judicial administrator requested federal 

assistance for the design and development of a judicial information 

reporting system. 

In July 1974 Louisiana received approval for a Phase 1: SJIS 

~rant from LEAA. The grant lasted two years. The phase I work plan 

submitted to and approved by LEAA contained four specifLc target areas 

of project effort. These same four target areas,were again cited in 

the Phase II grant as areas where the principal work efforts would be 

expended. The evolution from Phase. I to Pha~e 11 for each of the four 

targeted work areas is outlined below~ 
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f lType of Court 

! 
;Supreme Court 

Icourts of Appeal 
! 
I 

IDistrict Courts 
I 
I 

lFamily and Juvenile Courts 
i , 
ICi ty and Parish Courts 
! 

Figure 2 

Judicial Workloads 

Total Filings 1977 

2,435 

2,405 

367,085 

26,217 

570,909 

a Based on an average growth over 10 ~lears. 
b Based on an average growth over 5 years. 
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Annual 
Rate of 
Increase 

17% 
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of the 

- District Court Automated Information System originally 
scheduled in Phase I for development and testing in Lafayette 
Parish was, in the Phase II grant, re-named the Factual 
Automated Case Transaction System (FACTS) and implemented in 
16th District (i.e. New Iberia) during Phase II. 

- Courts of Appeal Reporting System (CARS), a Phase II work 
effort, evolved from a Phase I manual sampling ~ystem for 
appellate case loads. 

Standardized Forms and Procedures, a Phase II effort, evolved 
from a more comprehensive standard (manual) recordkeeping 
system that was envisioned during Phase I. 

- District Court Reporting System was the central' focus of SJIS 
efforts in both phases. Phase II called for the 
implementation and enhancement of the statewide system 
designed in Phase I. 

Duri~~ Phase II three adverse factors affected the developm~nt 

projeJCt as originally planned. These factors were largely 

beyond the control of the SJIS project staff. The first of these dealt 

with the deliniation of responsibility for the actual processing of 

automated SJIS programs--primarily during the development and initial 

stages of operation of the District Court Reporting System. The staff 

of the judicial administrator did not obtain a firm commitment from 

LCIC, the Department of Publt _ oafety's data processing agency, as to 

when and by whom certain services would be performed. 

The processing of District Court Reporting System programs on 

the LCIC computer received a low priority. To complicate matters, in 

November, 1977, an LCIC operator error de~troyed automated SJIS history 

files that were accumulated over the previous year. The decision was 

made to abandon LCIC's UNIVAC 1100 and convert the Distri~t Court 

Reporting System to run on one of LIPA's Honeywell 6000's. 

The second adverse condition besetting SJIS development stemmed 

from recent funding problems. An internal difference of opinion 

between the judicial and executive branches of the state government 

caused the cessation of all SJIS developmental funding in July 19/3. 

The third inhibiting fac tor was the loss of the SJIS proj ect 

director in the middle of Phase II. 
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None of these three problems, either individually or in total, 

was insurmountable. However, they did have some adverse affect on the 

project. 

2. Func tiona 1 
There were four facets of the Louisiana SJIS project as 

enumerated in the Phase II grant application. A listing of these four 

follows: 

3. 

_ The District Court Reporting System will provide monthly, 
quarterly, and annual statistics and management reports to 
the district judges and clerks and to the judicial 
administrator's 0 ffice; 

_ Standardi~ed Forms and Procedures will standardize the input 
forms used by district clerks in submitting data to the 
District Court Reporting System; 

_ The Factual Automated Case Transaction System (FACTS) will 
permit on-line entry and retrieval of criminal and juvenile 
case data in' one district; and 

_ The Courts of Appeal Reporting System (CARS) will track cases 
in the four Courts of Appeals. 

Goals and Objectives 

The overall objective of the Louisiana SJIS Project was to 

develop and implement an automated data processing system that would 

provide statewide statistical and management information on general 

jurisdiction and intermediate appellate courts for use by the judicial 

administrator's office and by other state and lncal components of the 

Louisiana Judiciary. 
Phase II objectives were s~ecified in the Phase II SJIS grant 

application submitted to LEAA. Phase II objectives were pr~arily 

concerned with the refinement and completion of the systems development 

efforts begun in Phase I. These Phase II objectives were to: 

_ Complete statewide implementation of, evaluate and enhance 
the District Court Reporting System; 

_ Develop and test a set of simplified, standardized forms and 
procedures used in state-wide data collection; 
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4. 

- Assist the district court in Orleans Parish in specifying 
requirements and developing an automated case transaction 
system and, if feasible, to test data transfer from that 
system to thd District Court R2porting System via machine 
readable media instead of printed forms; and 

- Complete the design and implementation of a case reporting 
system for the appellate courts. 

Exp~c ted Impac t 

Successful completion of the Phase II goals and objectives 

outlined above, i.e., the implementation of a centralized statewide 

court managment information system, will have as its primary impact the 

assisting of the state's judicial le~dership in making ma~gement, 

administrative, policy and planning decisions concerning the general 

jurisdiction and appellate courts in Louisiana. Logically, there were 

numerous secondary impacts as the system develops. These secondary 

impacts include the: 

- Eyaluation and realignment of judicial assignments; 

- Allocation of manpower; 

Standardization of sentencing; 

- A more uniform flow through of data; 

- The ability to provide case tracking for the appellate 
courts; and 

The provision of statistical and management information at 
thfa local level. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Sumnary 

The Phase II SJIS grant from LEAA followed immediately the 

expiration of the Phase I grant period. Phase II commenced on July 15, 

1976, anc continued for 24 months. Federal funds for Phase II totaled 

$200,000; non-federal funds added $22,222 to the budget of the project. 

A project manager and an administrative assistant were funded 

out of the grant budget. The grant application proposed the following 

expenditures during the two year project: 

- Personnel 

- Fringe Benefits 

- Travel 

- Equipment 

- Supplies 

- Contractual 

- Office Re-confi.guration 

- Indirect Charges 
(10% Personnel & Fringe) 
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$ 63,800 

6,38l(. 

10,400 

16,020 

48,600 

65,000 

5,000 

7,018 

$222,222 

$ 

~ 
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• 
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Of the total budget specified in the grant, it was anticipated 

that $121,518 (54.5%) would be spent for the development of the 

District Court Reporting System; $41,088 (18.5%) would be spent on the 

development of the Standardized Forms and Procedures; and, $59,616 

(26.9%) on the development of the Courts of App~al Reporting System 
(CARS) • 

No funds were originally allocated for the fourth major project 

task, i.e., the Factual Automated Case Transaction System (FACTS), 

since its funding and implementation were to be handled through the 

district attorney's office in the 16th Judicial District. However, 

some of the SJIS funds were expended for the development of FACTS: 

these SJIS expenditures eventually totalled $30,000. 

2. Plans 

The Phase II grant application enumerated several tasks to be 

accomplished in each of the four major areas of development. 

Accompanying each task was a brief narrative and estimated start-up and 

completion date. These tasks are listed below: 

- The District Court Reporting System: To complete the 
statewide implementation of, to evaluate, and to enhance the 
system developed in Phase I. The specifics included: 

- Complete statewide implementation; 

Enhance report usage instruction; 

- Determine necessary system enhancements; 

- Complete system enhancements; and 

- Implement the system. 

- Standardized Forms arid Procedures: To develop and test a set 
of standardized and simplified forms and procedures for 
state-wide data collection. The specific tasks included: 

- Prepare RFPj 

Survey forms and procedures; 

- Design st.andardized forms; 

Institute user training; 
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- Test forms and procedures; and 

- Evaluate the system. 

_. Factual Automated Case Transaction System (FACTS): To assist 
the district court in Orleans Parish in specifying 
requirements and developing an automated system and, if 
feasible, to test data transfer from that system to the 
state-~ide District Court Reporting System via machine 
readable media instead of printed fo~. The tasks were: 

.- Prepare a workplan; and 

- Test data transfer. 

- Courts of Appeal Reporting System (CARS): To complete the 
design, to develop software for, and to implement a case 
reporting system for the appellate courts. The workplan 
specified the following tasks: 

- Design and development software; 

- Institute user training; 

Test the appellate module; 

- Refine the appellate module; 

- Develop user training; and 

- District test. 

The above mentioned tasks reflect a schedule of the project's 

major milestones. It is also a concise management summary of the 

project's work efforts. 

A more extensive breakdown of the tasks to be performed was 

required of the independent contrac tors who did most of the actual 

development and implementation work. 

The District Court Reporting System was almost completely 

developed by the end of Phase I; pertinent Phase II work plans included 

a detailed implementation timetable. The remaining three Phase II 

tasks were performed by outside contractors: Standardized Forms and 

Procedures by Public Systems, Inc; CARS by Stochastic Systems Research 

Corp.; and, FACTS by the Criminal Justice Institute. Each vendor 

developed detailed work plans to support its endeavors. 
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3. Cu rrent Status 

At the time of the assessment, the- current status of SJIS 

project was best determined by examining each of the four major tasks 

and by examining the status of the specific project sub-tasks 

previously outlined in Section II.A.2. 

- District Court Reporting System: Was fully operational on 
LCIC's UNIVAC 1100, but has been undergoing coversion to a 
Honeywell 6000 since early 1978. As a result, only half the 
reports slated for production were being generated at the 
time the assessment was conducted. During this hardware 
conversion, data collection was purposely restricted to every 
tenth case to reduce the impact on the local clerks and to 
lower operating costs. Several small, rural jurisdications 
have not begun reporting data. No enhancements have been 
added to the system. 

Systems development and implementation were significantly 
affec ted when files containing a years worth of history were 
lost in November, 1977. Partly to regain momentum and partly 
to help instruct the local clerks on report usage, a public 
relations effort was begun, utilizing seminars, newsletters, 
and personal discussions. Also, conversion to the LIPA 
Honeywell computer should provide more satisfactory data 
processing services. 

- Standardized Forms and Procedures: The Phase II grant 
proposed the review, and subsequent re-design, of the forms 
used by trial court clerks to manually submit data to the 
District Court Reporting System. Upon completion of the 
review, it was decided that the existing input documents and 
p~ocedures adequately met their intended purpose and no 
changes were needed. 

- Factual Automated Case Transaction System (FACTS): The Phase 
II efforts intended to test the capability of transferring 
data, via machine readable media, from the local trial court 
to the District Court Reporting System. FACTS was originally 
scheduled to be installed in Orleans Parish, it was later 
decided that the system would be implemented in the 16th 
District, i.e., New Iberia. This task was partially (i.e., 
17%) funded through SJIS. 

Other than the change in districts, FACTS has fully met, from a 

Phase II perspective, its intended objectives. Although this system 

provides only criminal and juvenile information to the District Court 

Reporting System, it does conform to the original objectives in that 
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the infonnation is on machine readable media and, as a side benefit, it 

also contains OBTS/CCH data which is submitted directly from the 
district to LCJIS. 

- Courts of Appeal Reporting 
to be fully operational in 
known bags in the system. 
with FIPS--PUB 33. 

System (CARS): CARS is scheduled 
early October 1978. There were no 
CARS is documented in accordance 

There were two additional systems developed during the Phase 

II grant period. Although neither of these was scheduled as part of 

the original Phase II SJIS grant, both systems were partially developed 

by SJIS personnel. These systems are: 

- City Court Statistical System: Input is entered monthly and 
reports are generated annually reflecting the relative 
case load volumes of the 48 cities reporting. The reports a~e 
used internally by the office of the judicial administrator 
to compile statistical data on the performance of the 
respective jurisdictions and to generate periodic reports. 

- Vouchers Payable System: Based on data supplied by the 
judges and the court clerks, reptlrts are generated 
semi-monthly and include verification of input, list of 
checks, check register, and an ongoing account of expenses 
for the respective judges and judicial jurisdictions. 

4. Control Methods 

Three of the four tasks scheduled for development during the 

SJIS Project Phase II were developed externally by software 

consultants, i.e., Standardized Forms and Procedures, CARS, and FACTS. 

Official instructions and conditions for vendors submitting proposals 
contained the following caveat: 

Vendors will set forth a plan for accomplishing each separate 

task and objactive specified. Offerors should submit a 

time-phased task performance chart indicating the timing over 

each month of the contract work period for each stated task 

and each sub task as identified by him under the stated 

task/objectives. Scheduling and control of the individual 
tasks were thus provided. 

For the fourth task being developed, i.e., District Court 

Reporting System, major milestones were set up and pr0vided a good 
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degree of control. However, since funding for systems deve~opment was 

reduced, the judicial administrator has had to rely on developmental 

services being performed at no charge by LIPA. There was no leverage 

in this situation; tasks are difficult to schedule and control. 

5. User Pa~ticipation 

There are two primary groups of users of the SJIS,>ystem: 

local judges and administrative personnel, and the centralized staff in 

the office of the judicial administrator. Both groups were heavily 

involved in the design of the SJIS systems, but this involvement was 

not always on a formal, scheduled basis. The SJIS Advisory Committee 

has, from a user's viewpoint, provided, on an ad ~ basis, some input 

and feedback for developmental efforts. The centralized judicial 

administrator's staff was naturally involved with the development of 
the project on a daily basis. 

The SJIS Advisory Committee should have met regularly and at 

significant checkpoints in the development process. 

B. System Description 

The Louisiana SJIS Project Phase II encompasses five largely 

independent systems. Each system will be reviewed individually. 

Systems Description--District Court Reporting System and 

Standardized Forms and Procedures 

The District Court Reporting System provides bath managerial 

and statistical data on the state and district level .tor criminal, 

civil, and juvenile cases. The system uses spec ial1.y deve loped 

standardized reporting forms to record raw data. 

R. Processing Approach. The District Court Reporting System 

is being converted from a centralized LCIC UNIVAC 1100 to run on a 

centralized Honeywell 6000 operated by LIPA. FACTS provides input data 

on magnetic tapes from the 16th District; the Standardized Forms and 

Procedures supply source data from the non-·automated jurisdictions. In 

the future output files will be passed to LCJIS to allow for the 

automated transfer of OBTS/CCH data elements. 

VII-17 



a. -

b. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verific~".:ion. Every 

month the district court clerks prepare and submit a spe.cially designed 

three-part standardized reporting form ~ontaining pertinent facts 

covering every tenth criminal, civil, and juvenile case in their 

respective jurisdictions. These forms are mailed to the office of the 

judicial administrator. Originally, data from every case was 

collected. During the system conversion process the court clerks were 

asked to report data only on case numbers ending in zero, thereby 

reducing the impact of the clerks' data collection task. 

There is one notable exception ~n this procedure. The 16th 

Judicial District does not use the standardized forms for data 

collection or data entry, but rather transmits its case data on 

magnetic tape. The tape contains tta information normally found on the 

standardized forms used by other district clerks., 

d. Application Software. The data files are updated monthly. 

Hard COVy reports are generated at LIPA and then mailed from the office 

of the judicial administrator monthly, quarterly, and annually. The 

report content is primarily statistical and is designed to be used ::'1 

the local district administrative officer and by the centralized office 

of the judicial administrator~ Reports include: 

- Transaction errcr listing, 

- Open Case listing and summary, 

Each case uses the multi-part standardized reporting form. One 

section is completed at commencement, one when the case is put on the 

calendar, and one when the case is termin;lted. The commencament, 

calendar, and termination parts are mailed in as soon as each part has 

been completed. The last ccpy is retained by the court clerk for his 
records. - Case flow summary, 

When the completed parts of the standardized forms are received 

by the judicial administrator's office, they are logged in and sorted 

by type of case, i.e., criminal, civil or juvenile. Some verification 

of case numbers is done visually by office staff. Complete data 

validation is done in an editing program. The capacity to make 

corrections to the file exists but has not yet been formally documented. 

c. Data Entr~. After the standardized reporting forms have 

been sorted and batched by staff of the judicial administrator, they 

are then hand carried to the LIPA office where they are keypun.ched and 

transmitted to the Honeywell 6000 (currently at Baton Rouge) for entry 

and update. The file is updated monthly. 

The projected yearly volume of the standardized reporting forms 

after full bnplementation is summarized as follows: 
Civil 

Commencement Copy 120,000 

Calendar Copy 100 ,000 

Termination Copy 90,000 

TOTAL 310 ,000 
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Criminal 

105,000 

100,000 

105,000 

310,000 

Juvenile 

40,000 

40,000 

80,000 

- Civil dispositions and summary~ 

- Criminal disp~~itions and summary, 

Juvenile dispositions, 

- Criminal sentences, 

- Juvenile referrals, 

- Time analysis of terminated cases, and 

- Time analysis by type of trial. 

e. OBTS/CCH. No OBTS/CCH data are currently generated by the 

District Court Reporting system. In Louisiana, th,; office of the 

attorney general, i.e., LCJIS, has been the traditional recipient and 

supplier of OBTS/CCR data. 

f. ~curity and Privacy. Since the systE!m will run on a 

computer owned and operated by a state service bureau, there is a 

problem of data privacy. There is less ~ontrol over access and 

utilization of data when llpdating and reporting on someone else's 

computer facilities. Guidelines for both the proper establishment of 

VII-19 



-----------------------'--~-------------------------------------------------------------------

backup procedures and for controlling data access should be established 

by the judicial administrator's staff. The details of the formal 

contract between the staff and LIPA should include specifics concerning 

security and privacy. LIPA is aware of the problem and believes it can 

be avoided. A possible solution might be to blot out defendant name on 

the standardized reporting forms that are being sent to LIPA. This 

would conform to the federal regulations which require that defendant 

name not be associated with case details in situations where the 

records might become public. 

The storage of standardized reporting source documents cc~uld 

cause d ifficul ty in the future. The source documents, all contai.ning 

defendant name, are stored in a basement facility which lacks adEiquate 

security devices. 

LIPA has two Honeywell 6000's in Louisiana. This backup 

capability could alleviate future processing bottlenecks and potential 

problems caused by down-time. 

g. Computer and Communications Configurations. The Louisiana 

SJIS will be run on a dedicated Honeywell 6000 computer that is 

controlled by LIPA, a multi-agency state service bureau. LIPA was 

selected as the host processing facility because it offered the largest 

variety of support and operational services. The system operates under 

a GeOS operating system, and SJIS programs are written in ANSI COBOL. 

A management contract has not been finalized between the judicial 

administrator and LIPA. Specific contractual obligations must be 

outlined, i.e., how, when, and by whom certain functions should be 

performed. This could alleviate future problems. 

h. Documentation. A requirements analysis and user's manual 

have been written; other documentation is incomplete. None of the 
following can be found in adequate states of preparedness: 

cost-benefit analysis, conceptual design, detail systems design, 

operations manual, test plans, or training plans. It should be noted, 

however, that the office of the judicial administrator is cognizant of 

these shortcomings, and in recent memorandum has scheduled steps to 

offset them. 
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i. Implementation. The District Court Reporting System is in 

a transition phase. Although it was initially fully operational on a 

UNIVAC 1100, the system is now partially operational while in the 

process of conversion to a Honeywell 6000. This conversion is being 

done by state data processing personnel. Because the system has been 

"down" for several months, some credibility has been lost and the staff 

have made plans for an extensive public relations and communications 

effort to overcome the loss of momentum that the system or.iginally had. 

j. Maintenance. Once the system becomes fully operational, 

and once the necessary documentation is produced, the maintenance of 

the system shou.ld not require extensive personnel. The data processing 

specialist on the staff of the office of the judicial administracor 

should be able to handle any modifications and enhancements to the 

system. However, formal procedures which would provide for these 

efforts have not been outlined. This should be done. 

2. System Description--Courts of Appeals Reporting System (CARS) 

CARS provides state-level statistical and managerial data on 

the civil appeals of the four Courts of Appeal. 

a. ~ssing Approach. CARS will be run on a dedicated WANG 

2200 minicomputer housed in the office of the judicial administrator in 

New Orleans. 

b. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification. Pre­

printed forms are completed by the clerks of the four appellate courts 

and mailed to the office of the judicial administrator monthly. The 

receipt of the data is logged in, and entered via a CRT screen. Screen 

entry allows the operator to visually verify and correct the data 

before its entry into the system. 

c. Data Entry. The data are entered in batches, usually on a 
monthly basis, or as needed. 

d. Application Software. At the time the assessment was 

conduc ted i.e., September 1978, CARS was not fully opp.t:ational. 

However, when operational, CARS will consist of editing, file update 

and report writing routines. The implementation of the CARS system is 

presently scheduled for mid-October, 1978. Once fully implemented, the 

reports will be produced on a monthly basis. The~~ are no planned 
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on-line query or response capabilities in the system. Output will 

include the following: 

Appellate Court Report - Time analysis, 

Appellate Court Report - Case flow, 

- Appellate Court Report - Case load per judge, 

- Appellate Court Report - Activity, 

- Appellate Court Report - Rehearings, 

- Appellate Court Report - Dispositions, 

.- District Judge Report - Case flow, 

- District Judge Report - Activity, 

- District Judge Report - Dispositions, 

- District Judge Report - Delinquent listing, 

- Court Reporters' Report - Hours of testimony, 

- Court Reporters' Report - Undelivered transcripts, 

Court Reporters' Report - Caseflow, and 

- Source of Appeals - All cases processed between given dates. 

e. OBTS/CCH. There are no current plans to enter or extract 

OBTS/CCH data elements from the CARS system. 

f. Security and Privacy. The information stored in the CARS 

system is public information; consequently, privacy queations are not 

an issue in this system. The office of the judicial administrator 

acknowledged, and intends to correct, the problem of having backup 

tapes physically located in the same room as the original history files. 

g. Computer and Communications Configurations. The CARS 

system ran on a dedicated WANG 2200. The programs were written in 

BASIC; and the diskettes used for storage were capable of holding 1/2 

million bytes of numeric data. The ~~G minicomputer itself has 16 

thousand bytes of storage in the main memory. 
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The initial decision to utilize the in-house WANG 2200 

minicomputer for the CARS system was based on cost effectiveness. The 

office of the judicial administrator owned the minicomputer, and other 

existing applications did not utilize the hardware to its full capacity. 

h. Documentation. CARS was fully documented, and the 

documentation conformed to FIPS-38 standards. There was a requirements 

analysis, a conceptual design, a detail systems d.esign, a users' 

manual, an operations manual, a test plan and a plan, for training 
users. 

i. Implementation. Implementation is scheduled for October 

1978. One major task remains, i.e., file conversion. 

j. Ma.intenance. Because of the extensive systems and 

programming documentation available, and because of the detailed effort 

that was involved in the design of CARS, when CARS becomes fully 

operational it should be readily maintained and enhanced through the 

efforts of the data processing personnel in the office of the judicial 

administrator. Formalized plans should be prepared to include the 

recording of both the anticipated and the unanticipated system changes 

that inevitably occur after the implementation of a new system • 
3. Systems Description--Factual Automated Case Transaction System 

(FACTS) 

FACTS will provide judicial management information and 

statistics in the 16th District for criminal and juvenill cases. In 

addition it will input data on magnetic tape to the statewide District 

Court Reporting System. 

The Phase II grant application specified that ·the capability of 

transferring data from FACTS to the District Court Reporting System 

would be explored and tested. The operational aspects of the FACTS 

system are the responsibility of the district attorney in the 16th 

Judicial District. Since FACTS was not a statewide system, it was not 

considered to be an integral part of the SJIS project. Consequently, 

the assessment team was primarily concerned with the automated data 

transfer capability from FACTS to the District Court Reporting System. 
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In view of the apparent cost effectiveness of the hardware and 

in view of the way in Which the programs and reports have been received 

by the district attorney's office in the 16th Judicial District, 

several other judicial jurisdictions in Louisiana are currently 

examining the FACTS system to determine its suitability for their 

particular offices. 

a. Processing Approach. FACTS is run on a dedicated NOVA 

3/12 minicomputer. Each month FACTS generates an output tape which is 

sent to LIPA where pertinent data are extracted, reformatted, and 

entered into the District Court Reporting System. The data conversion 

is run on a Honeywe 11 6000. 

b. Data Collection, Preparation and Verification. The clerks 

in the ciistrict attorney's office in the 16th District are resFonsible 

for collecting, preparing, and verifying all criminal and juvenile case 

data submitted to the FACTS system. 

c. Data Entry. The data are entered When acquired via a CRT. 

d. AEplication Software. FACTS is capable of generating 47 

different reports on request. The reports are used primarily by the 

district attorney's office in. the 16th District. Information is 

readily retrievable on all cases and can be viewed on the CRT screen; 

hard copy reports are available. Information concerning defendants, 

charges, witnessess, sureties, motions, scheduling, dispositions, and 

appeals is available through the use of a defendant name or court case 

number. 

e. OBTS/CCH. Copies of the FACTS output files are sent 

directly to the LCJIS Which is responsible for collecting Louisiana 

OBTS/CCH data. FACTS provides court-related OBTS/CCH data for both 

criminal and juvenile cases. 

f. Security ~ Privacy. The operational aspects of the 

FACTS system were not reviewed in sufficient detail to comment 

extensively. However, if OBTS/CCH data are provided to outside 

agencies, their planned usage of this data should be clearly stated and 

acceptable to the district attorney's office and the district court. 

g. Computer and Communications Configurations. FACTS is run 

on a dedicated NOVA 3/12 minicomputer. The NOVA 3/12 has 64K bytes of 

core storage an:l is supported by two disks f each having 10 M bytes. 
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The system is written in BLIS/COBOL. The attractiveness of FACTS is 

further enhanced by the cost effec~~veness of the hardware on which it 

operates. The data reformatting and conversion routines which permit 

the transfer of data to the District Court Reporting System are run on 

a Honeywell 6000. 

h. Documentation. Systems overview, conceptual design, 

systems description, database design, report layouts, operating system 

description, system costs, and users' manual are available. 

i. ImElementation. The system is fully operational. 

j. Maintenance. All maintenance is conducted either in-house 

by the staff of the 16th Judicial District, or by the original vendor. 

4. Systems Description--Vouchers Payable System 

Al though the Vouchers Payable System was not included as an 

element of the Phase II SJIS workplan, it was largely developed and is 

maintained by SJIS personnel, and runs on the WANG 2200 which was 

upgraded with SJIS funds. It enhances the operations of the office of 

the judicial administrator, and seems a good use of SJIS funds. 

The Vouchers Payable System keeps track of the office 

expenditures and travel vouchers of district court judges and clerks. 

a. Processing AEproach. The Vou=hers Payable System is run 

on the judicial administrator's dedicated minicomputer (see CARS system 

description) • 

b. Data Collection, PreEaration, and Verification. Office 

and travel expense statements are prepared and submitted by mail by the 

district and appellate court clerks on pre-designed expense summary 

forms. The data represent expenses incurred during the previous 

accounting period. The forms are sent to the office of the judicial 

administrator bi-weekly_ The payee signs the forms certifying their 

accuracy and content. The judicial administrator counter-signs the 

form. Copies of invoices, bills, or supporting explanations are 

attached. 

c. Data Entry. The completed expense vouchers are mailed to 

the office of the judicial administrator whenever it is convenient, 

usually twice a month. The data are batched and entered twice a month 

onto the CRT connected to the WANG 2200 mini-processor. 
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d. Application Software. The input is validated and 

corrected on the CRT screen or through internal editing routines. 

Reports are generated semi-monthly, including verification listings, 

check printing, check register, and account summaries. The checks are 

mailed to the payee; all other reports are used in-house by the staff. 

e. OBTS/CCH. Not applicable. 

f. Security and Privacz. Backup files are kept in the same 

room where the original files are housed. The staff of the judicial 

administrator re~agnized this as a security problem and have promised 

that corrective measures will be taken in the near future. Unissued 

blank bank checks are kept under lock and key in the accounting office. 

g. Computer and Communications Configuration. See CARS 

system description. 

h. Documentation. Systems documentation is unavailable. In 

a recent memorandum Louisiana SJIS staff acknowledged this shortcoming 

and scheduled steps to correct it. 

i. Implementation. The system is fully operational. 

j. Maint~nance. The absence of do~umentation 

notwithstanding, the maintenance of the system should be all easily 

manageable task, performed by the staff of the judicial administrator. 

5. Systems Description--City Courts Statistics System 

The City Court Statistics System was not in the original Phase 

II SJIS workplan; however, the system was largely developed and 

maintained by SJIS personnel, and it runs on the WANG 2200 which was 

upgraded with SJIS funds. It enhances the op'erations of the judicial 

administrator's office, and it seems a good use of SJIS funds. 

a. Processing Approach. The City Court Statistics System is 

run on the dedicated WANG 2200 minicomputer (see CARS system 
description). 

b. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification. Every 

month the clerks in 48 city courts throughout the state prepare data 

concerning the number of civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases 

filed and terminated. These documents are mailed to the office of the 

judicial administrator where they are logged in, checked and stored for 

later data entry. 
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c. Data Entry. The batched data are keypunched during slack 

work periods throughout the year via the WANG's CRT, in preparation for 

the system update which is done annually. The data are stored on 

diskettes for future use. 

d. Application softw8,re. The data are scanned visually for 

content, then entered. There are no programmed edit capabilities. 

Consequently the output of the system has a questionable degree of 

accuracy. When the system is run, six reports are produced. These six 
reports are: 

- Cases pending by month in each of the cities; 

Cases processed in civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile in 
each of the cities; 

- Criminal cases processed, including state misdemeanors and 
ordinance violations filed and terminated, by city; 

- Traffic cases processed; 

- A percentage breakdown of workload based on terminations of 
civil, criminal, traffic, and juvenile cases, by city; and 

- Juvenile cases processed, including delinquency, neglect, 
special processing, city and state traffic violations, by 
city. 

These reports are used in-house for manpower assignment and 

statistical purposes such as annual reports and summary of activities. 

There are no query/respo~se capabilities in this system. 

e. OBTS/CCH. Not applicable. 

f. Security and Privacy. Backup files are kept in the same 

physical location as original files. This problem will be addressed by 

the staff of the judicial administrator in the near future. Because 

the files contain no names or case numbers, there are no privacy 
considerations. 

g. Computer and Communications Configurations. 
systems description. 
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h. Documentation. The staff of the office of the Judicial 

administrator acknowledged that the documentation for the City Courts 

Statistical System is seriously lacking and should command a relatively 

high priority for future work efforts. In view of the relatively 

limited scope of the processing, the actual documentation needed to 

support this system would probably be quite small. However, it is 

recommended that efforts be undertaken to complete and maintain the 

documentation. 

i. Implementation. The system is fully operational. 

j. Maintenance. The system is currently operational. There 

are no known program bugs. The absence of documentation 

notwithstanding, maintenance should be a manageable task. 

C. Assessment Results 

1. Concerns and Recommendations. 

a. Service Bureau Contract. The actual processing of the 

District Court Reporting System is done on state service bureau 

hardware. A management contract should be finalized containing 

specific items, including the frequency and time liness with which LIPA 

will perform judicial developmental and operational processing; the 

functions and responsibilities to be handled by LIPA, e.g., data entry, 

validation and correction, programming support, system maintenance; 

processing location, e.g., Baton Rouge or New Orleans; responsibilities 

of the judicial staff, e~g., data delivery, performance standards, 

general operating procedures, etc.; primary and backup data storage. 

b. Operational Environment. Not running the District Court 

Repo'rting System on a dedicated in-house computer poses certain 

problems. These problems are the following: data or file loss; 

operational degradation caused by a large number of users; low priority 

in the operations queue. 

c. Advisory Committee Meetings. Although an excellent and 

natural rapport exists between the users of the system and the judicial 

administrator's staff, the formal SJIS Advisory Committee was not used 

extensively nor on a regularly scheduled basis during the design and 
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development phases of the SJIS Project. This advisory committee should 

meet regularly and at significant checkpoints in the project, i.e., at 

the conclusion of the systems planning study, requirements analysis, 

systems specifications, implementation, etc. 

d. Fiscal Funding. Since January 1, 1978, the SJIS Project 

has had no official development funding. No change is seen in the 

immediate future in this policy. Although the authority and 

responsibility for effecting a change in this policy is beyond the 

scope of the office of the judicial administrator, the lack of this 

funding clearly affects the ability of the staff to implement Phase II 

goals in a timely fashion and properly maintain SJIS in the future. 

e. Developmental Environment. The Louisiana SJIS staff has 

limited manpower. Despite the level of individual in-house expertise 

available for systems development and maintenance, a staff this small 

cannot be expec ted to develop and maint,ain an SJIS system of this 

magnitude. Because of the recent cessation of funding for judicial 

data processing development, the judicial administrator has found ;t 

necessarf to rely on various state data processing agencies for free 

programming, systems development, and maintenance efforts. This means 

that there is minimal control over the quality and scheduling of design 

activities. 

f. System Status. At the time this assessment was conducted, 

the District Court Reporting System was not fully converted to the 

hardware on which it was scheduled to run and the Appellate Court 

Reporting System was not fully implemented. Full conversion of the 

District Court Reporting System and complete operational status of CARS 

should be given a high priority. 

g. !ystems Security. Automated backup files do not currently 

exist for the District Court Reporting System. In addition, the backup 

files for all systems using the WANG minicomputer are physically 

located in the same room as the original files. This should be 

corrected. 

h. Systems Privacy. Since the District Court Reporing System 

carries information with case level details, including defendant name, 

and since this system utilizes a computer processing facility outside 

VII-29 



the jurisdiction of the judicial administrator's office, privacy 

problems may develop. Procedures should be established to restrict 

access to sensitive judicial data and possibly to fully remove 

defendant name from the input documents being sent to LIPA. 

i. Systems Documentation. The judicial administrator's staff 

has offered specific plans for completion of the documentation. 

efforts should be continued until all systems have been fully 

documen ted. 

j. Systems Maintenance. Formal procedures should be 

established for systems maintenance and changes. 

2. Exemplary Findings. 

These 

a. Utilization of Existing Resources. Considerable cost 

savings have been realized by continually using an existing 

minicomputer. The WANG 2200 existed prior to the SJIS project and has 

been utilized at least three different t~es by SJIS personnel in the 

development and operation of new systems. CARS, the City Statistical 

System, and the Vouchers Payable System have all been implemented and 

operated on the WANG system. In addition, plans are being made to 

utilize the WANG system as a word processing center, thus further 

expanding services while spreading overhead costs. 

b. Positive Attitude. The Louisiana SJIS staff has been 

thinking ahead towa~d the expansion of several components of the system 

in order to increase both the quantity and quality of data received 

from the clerks. More extensive financial data have been requested to 

facilitate a statewide financial reporting system. More data are being 

requested from the clerks of court to upgrade the sophistication of the 

system in a manner that would be most useful to the clerks. At the 

instigation of the office of the judicial administrator, several 

judicial districts throughout the state were examining the FACTS system 

to determine its potential usefulness and to consider it for possible 

adoption in their respective districts. The staff is looking to 

establish a Computer Aided Transcription (CATS) program. In general, 

the staff has a positive and forward looking attitude, with the 

emphasis on the resolution of problems and continuing progress. 
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c. Organizational Benefits. The entire judicial system in 

Louisiana, from the supreme court down to the city courts, is beginning 

to feel the effects of the SJIS project. This affects the allocation 

of judicial manpower, and provides the judicial department and the 

supreme court with a better understanding of district, appellate and 
city court activities. 

d. Improved Data Validation. Significant strides have been 

made in the improvement of data validation and error correction 

procedures associated with the District Court Reporting System since 

the last SJIS assessment. This trend should continue to insure system 
credibility. 

e. Phase II Workplan. Most of the objectives specified in 

the original Phase II SJIS workplan have been met. According to a 

September 1, 1978, workplan, all of the SJIS project objectives will be 
met in the near future. 

f. Data Input Enhanced. FACTS has been very successful in 

providing all data (Le., specifics from 100% of the cases) to the 

District Court Reporting System on machine readable media. This is 

being done at no additional cost to the judicial administrator. Manual 

reporting systems only provide a 10% case sample, and presently incur a 

cost of $1.50 per civil case submitted; this fee is paid by the 

judicial administrator to the clerks of the court. Future utilization 

of FACTS by other jurisdictions could mean significant cost savings for 

the judicial administrator. In addition, expanded use of FACTS will 

provide greater data capture, i.e., 100% of the cases would be reported 
on rather than every tenth case. 

g. Improvement Despite Obstacles. Since the previous 

assessment there has been tremendous improvement in the status of the 

SJIS project. This has occurred despite obstacles over which the 

judicial administrator's staff had no control. For example: 1) the 

project director resign~d; 2) there was a significant loss of data; 

3) it was necessary to conver.t from one computer system to another; 

4) and financial funding from the governor's office was lost. 
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h. Project Continuity. Despite staff turnover, the project 

has been able to maintain a strong degree of continuity and the new 

staff seems quite capable of successfully completing the project and 

fully implementing the SJIS system. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On November 14, 15, and 16, 1978, an assessment of the Michigan 

State Judicial Information System (SJIS) project was conductedv The 
assessment was conducted by: 

Dr. Hugh Collins, Supreme Court of Louisiana 
Mr. Douglas Somer lot, Supreme Court of Ohio 
Mr. Charles Ferrell, National Center for State Courts 
Mr. Richard Delaplain. National Center for State Courts 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the adminis.trative 

and technical status of the project relative to the requirements of the 

Michigan SJIS grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

(LEAA) and relative to good systems development practices and procedureso 

The primary participants from the Michigan Court of Appeals and 

the administrative office of the courts (AOC) were as follows: 

Michigan Cou=r of Appeals 
Honorable Robert J. Danhof, Chief Judge 
Mr. Ronald L. Dzierbicki, Chief Clerk 
Mr. James Maher, Assistant Clerk 
Mr. Hank Hensen, Systems Analyst 

Administrative Office of the Courts 
Mr. EInar Bohlin, State Court Administrator 
Mr. Richard G. Wilhelm, Executive Director, Judicial 

Data Center 
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The Honorable T. John Lesinski, formerly the chief judge of the 

Michigan Court of Appeals, was also interviewed during the assessment. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Arthur 
Fuldner. 

A. Management SummaEX, 

The Michi,gan SJIS project is currently in Phase II, which began 

on March 7, 1978, and is scheduled to end on March 7, 1979. The overall 

goal of the SJIS project is to develop an automated appellate court 

system that will provide basic management and statistic:al reports as 

by-products of automated record-keeping functions. 

Phase I of the Michigan SJIS project began in June, 1976, after 

initial development efforts had been undertaken in conjunction with the 

Judicial Data Center (JOC) and court of appeals in 19750 

The major goals for Phase I of the SJIS project were as follows: 

- To implement an on-line system for the entry and retrieval of 
case information in the court of appeals. 

- To organize the records of the caseload to facilitate its 
management by: (1) generating case status reports, (2) 
facilitating the review of caseloads for scheduling, and (3) 
identifying cases past due for event updating. 

- To determine the related requirements of the supreme court with 
regard to the appellate system. 

- To provide information to other criminal justice agencies. 

. 
The JDC was established in 1971, within the office 'of the state 

court administrator, to provide data processi~ facili~es for all state 

courts. The JOC provided one analyst/programmer and two contract 
.;. 

programmers to develop the application software for the court of a.ppeals 

system. Detail design specifications were the responsibility of ~e 

court af appeals. Progress during Phase I of the project was impacted 
If' because the JOC lacked sufficient resources to accommodate the needs of , 

the court of appeals, which resulted in the court of appeals taking over . .,. 
~ 

responsibility for systems development at the end of Phase I. The JOe 
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continued to provide computer support but was not involved in the 

software development for the system. The change in responsibilities 

between the JDC and court of appeals was mutually agreed upon by the two 

agencies. 

Phase II of the Michigan SJIS project began on March 7, 1978 and 

is scheduled to end on March 7, 1979. The overall goals of Phase II are 

as follows: 

- To integrate the appellate court system with the lower trial 
court systems. 

- To develop microfilm technology for computer produced and 
traditional source documents in the court of appeals. 

- To reduce clerical tasks through the use of word processing 
techttology. 

- To provide incr~~sed management information and reports for 
the appellate courts. 

The project has hired a systems analyst to supervise two contract 

programmers and develop software for the appellate court system. Word 

processing equipment has been purchased and was being tested at the time 

of this assessment. Computer output microfiche (COM) are generated on a 

weekly basis for all closed and pending case indexes. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

_ 1. Judiciary 

The Michigan court system description has been extracted from the 

pamphlet--One Court of Justice, Michigan Supreme Courtt 1975. Figure 1 

illustrates an organizational structure of the Michigan court system. 

Supreme Court 

The Michigan Supreme Court is the highest court of appeals in the 

state. The supreme court consists of the chief justice and six associate 

justices. Each justice is elected on a nonpartisan ballot to an eight­

year term of office. Constitutionally the supreme court has 

superintending control OVer all courts in the state and is also 

responsible for establishing practice and procedures in all courts. 
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Figure 1 

MICHIGAN COURT SYSTEM, 1976 

SUPREME COURT 
7 justices 
Jurisdiction: 
- Hears cases appealed from all courts. 

COURT OF APPEALS (3 PANELS) 
18 judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- Appeals as a matter of right from Circuit 

Court and Recorder's Court of Detroit. 

I COURT OF CLAIMS 
1 circuit judge serves 
Jurisdiction: CIRCUIT COURT (48) 
- Exclusive jurisdiction of 138 judges 

claims and demands agains t Jurisdiction: 
State. -Exclus ive domes tic relations. 

:;0 jury trials. 
equity, and 

general civil ~er S10,000. 
-Exclusive felony jurisdiction except 

I where there are special criminal courts. I Appeals de novo or on record. 
Jury trials. 

DISTRICT COURT (86) PROBATE COURT (83) COMMON PLEAS COURT of 
185 judges 103 judges DETROIT 
Jurisdiction: Jurisdiction: 13 judges 
- Exclusive civil litiga- - Exclusive jurisdiction Jurisdiction: 

tion under 510,000 ex- of cases pertaining to - Exclusive civil actions 
cluding equity. Small wills, estates, and under $5,000 in Detroit. 
claims under 5300. other related matters. 

- Misdemeanors, ordinance - Exclusive delinquency, 
Civil actions under 

Violations with sentence 
$10, 000. Small claims 

less than 1 year, felony 
dependency and neglect under $300. Landlord 
juris diction. and tenant. 

preliminaries. Jury e.rials in juvenile. 
':ury trials. 

- Criminal arraignments 
in Wayne County. 

Jury trials. 

Indicates route of appeal. 

Source: National Court Statistics Project, NCSC. 
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RECORDER'S COURT OF DETROIT 
23 judges 
Jurisdiction: 
- All criminal within 

Detroit. Felony, mis-
demeanor, municipal 
ordinance viQlations, and 
traffic. 

Jury trials. 

MUNICIPAL COURTS (24) 
- 36 judges 

Jurisdiction: 
- Civil, landlord aad 

tenant under $1,500. 
Some courts handle 
small claima. 

- Misdemeanors, traffic, 
and ordinance violations 
with fine less than $500 
and sentence less than 
3 months. 

Jury trials. .. q 

II 
Ij 
b 
'I 
! 

~I 

Court of Appeals 

The Michigan Court of Appeals is an intermediate appellate court. 

Practice and procedures are establish~d by the supreme court and 

jurisdiction is established by state law. Judges are elected to a 

six-year term of office from districts that are established by the state 

legislature. The chief judge is selected by the court of appeals judges 

every three years. The court of appeals hears cases in four locations 

within the state. 

Circuit Court 

The circuit courts are the general jurisdiction courts in 

Michigan. The state is divided into judicial circuits and judges are 

elected from within a circuit, to a term of six years. The circuit court 

has original jurisdic~ion in all civil cases involving $10,000 or more, 

all felony cases, and serious misdemeanors and also hears cases appealed 

from the district courts. The circuit court has superintending control 

over inferior courts within the respective judicial circuits; this 

control is subject to final superintending powers of the supreme court. 

Courts of Limited Jurisdiction 

District courts were established by legislative act in 1968 and 

became courts of re~ord in 1973. Judges are elected to a six-year term 

of office. District courts have exclusive jurisdiction in all civil 

cases involving $10,000 or less, misdemeanors where punishment does not 

exceed one year, traffic cases, arraignments, preliminary hearings, and 

the setting and acceptance of bail. 

Probate Courts 

A probate court is located in each county of the state except 

where fOllr counties have consolidated to form two probate court 

districts. The number of judges allotted to a county depends upon the 

population of that county, with each district (county) having at least 

one probate judge. Judges are elected to a six-year term of office. The 

probate court supervises the probating of wills and the administration of 
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estates and trusts. It is also the juvenile court, handling cases of 

children under the age of 17 who are delinquent, neglected, or 

abandoned. 

Special Courts 

The court of claims, the recorder's court, and the common pleas 

court are located in the city of Detroit. These special courts will 

remain :i.n existence until abolished by the legislature. 

The court of claims has jurisdiction limited to hearing claims of 

$100 or more against the state of Michigan. Michigan granted consent to 

be sued and established the court of claims to handle these matters. 

The recorder's court has jurisdiction in all criminal cases 

arising within the city of Detroit. It also maintains a traffic and 

ordinance division. 

The common pleas court has exclusive jurisdiction. in all civil 

matters not exceeding $5,000 and concurrent jurisdiction with Wayne 

County Circuit Court in civil cases. 

2. Data Processing 

Computer facilities for the Michigan SJIS project are provided by 

the Judicial Data Center (JDC), which became operational within the 

office of the state court administrator in 1973. The JDC provides data 

processing support for the state courts, and will ultimately provide 

support to all Michigan courts. 

Analytical and programming tasks for the SJIS project are now 

accomplished by the SJIS project staff of the court of appeals. 

3. SJlS Project 

The SJIS project organization is under the direct control of the 

chief clerk of the court of appeals, with project management 

responsibility delegated to an assistant clerk. Under the direct 

supervision of the assistant clerk, i.e., project director, are a systems 

analyst and two contract programmers. 
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The court of appeals has appropriated sufficient funds to absorb 

personnel (two programmers) and ongoing operating costs when SJIS grant 

funds are expended. 

4. SJlS Advisory Committee 

During Phase I of the SJIS project, an advisory committee was 

established that was composed of the chief judge, the chief clerk of the 

court of appeals, and the project director. This committee establishes 

the guidelines and policies related to the development of the SJIS 

project. 

5. Other SJlS-Related Groups 

During Phase I of the Michigan SJIS project a user committee was 

established to review the'progress of the project. This committee was 

dissolved as a result of the delays encountered during Phase I of the 

project. At the time of this assessment, the users committee has not 

been reactivated. There are plans to reactivate the committee in the 

:lear future. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

The latest verified caseload figures available for Michigan's 

court system are shown in Appendix A. 

7. Related Systems 

The Judicial Data Center (JDC) was established by the Supreme 

Court of Michigan to provide computer services to the courts within the 

state of Michigan. The following systems have been implemented by the 

JDC: 

- Basic Michigan Court System (BMCS): BMCS is designed to 
provide on-line services to the larger circuit courts. BMCS 
maintains criminal case records and provides the current status 
of each case and caseflow management information. 

- Case Information Cont~ol System (CleS): CICS is designed to 
work in conjunction with BMCS to provide caseload information 
on a monthly basis to judges and court administrators. 

- Probate Court Advanced System: This system is designed to 
provide the court, administrative, and clerical personnel with 
comprehensive and timely information through terminals located 
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in each court. The system provides the courts with the 
following services: case indexing, calendaring, scheduling, 
and exception reporting. 

- Traffic and Ordinance System (TOS): TOS operates specifically 
for the Detroit Traffic Court. The system is designed to print 
notices and status reports for administrative management 
personnel. TOS also interfaces with the secretary of state's 
computer for on-line access to driver's history files. 

- District Court Advanced System (DCS): This system processes 
traffic and ordinance violations. It is an on-line system that 
allmols access to driver's history records from the secretary of 
state's computer files. On-line inituiry and update functions 
and the production of notices are integral parts of this 
system. 

- Case Activity Reporting System (CARS): 

Probate Courts: The ~~ system is designed to monitor the 
inventories and accounts filed by fiduciaries in the probate 
courts, and to provide reports of significant events that may 
require follow-up by the judge or registrar. 

Circuit and District Courts: The CARS system monitors 
significant events throughout the life of each case. The 
system provides the basic case processing and administrative 
reports needed by the. trial courts. 1 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

Pha.se I of the Michigan SJIS project began in June of 1976. The 

overall goal of the SJIS project was to continue the design and 

implementation efforts that were started in 1975 by the court of 

appeals and JDC. As mentioned in an earlier section of this report, 

delays caused considerable slippage in the project schedules during Phase 

1. 

Phase II of the Michigan SJIS project is designed to continue the 

efforts init.iated during Phase I in order to develop an automated 

appellate court system that will automate all record-keeping functions, 

and prcNide management information and statistics that will facilitate 

the day-to-day operations of the Michigan Court of Appeals. 

IState: of Michigan, State Court Administrative Office, What are the 
SysteDlS?, June 1977, pp. 2-12. 
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2. Functional 

At the time of this a.ssessment, the index/update module of the 

appellate court system was operational. Approximately 3.5,000 closed 

cases and 4,000 pending cases had been entered into the system and were 

available for inquiry purposes. 

A unique feature of the appellate system was the int~gration of 

computer output microfiche and word processing technology. Case indexes 

are produced on microfiche on a weekly basis to reflect the current 

closed and pending cases. The word processing system will interface with 

the appellate database to produce orders, case calls, and motion dockets. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

The overall goal and objective of the SJIS project is to develop 

and implement a compreheusive appellate court management information 

system. More specific objectives of the project are as follows: 

- Integrate the appellate court system with the automated trial 
court systems operating on the JDC computer. 

- Extend the appellate court system to the supreme court, where 
possible. 

- Determine the requirements of other criminal justice 
components and provide these agencies with data applicable to 
the appellate court system. 

- Provide early identification of trends and patterns in 
appellate cases. 

- Develop program personnel and financial subsystems 
f or the court of appeals. 

- Develop the use of microfilm technology. 

- Reduce repetitive clerical tasks through the use of word 
processing technology. 

4. Expected Impact 

The initial seed money provided by LEAA for SJIS was an 

invaluable resource that provided funds for the continued development of 

the appellate court system. The Michigan SJIS project has suffered 

numerous delays that will impact the accomplishment of specific 

objectives of the Phase I and Phase II grants. 
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One of the specific objectives of the Phase II grant has been the 

integration of the appellate court system with the lower trial court 

systems operating on the JDC computers. At the time of this assessment, 

it was the opinion of the assessment team and the SJIS project staff that 

the integration of the appellate court system with the lower trial 

systems would not be accomplished. There are two major reasons for which 

the attainment ~f this objective is unlikely: 

_ Michigan's SJIS project staff felt that the modules of the 
automated lower trial court systems were of little 
value to the appellate court system; therefore, the design and 
programming of the appellate court system were accomplished 
wholly independent of the automated lower trial court systems 
and without regard to interfacing and integrating the appellate 
system with the automated lower trial court systems. 

_ The communications software for the appellate court system is 
not compatible with the communications software used for the 
lower trial court systems; this incompatibility of software 
prevents a direct interface between the appellate system and 
the lower trial court systems. 

The appellate court system, as well as the automated trial court 

systems that are operated on the JDC computers, have suffered degradation 

in response times provided to the users. This problem could pose some 

serious problems to all the on-line users at the JDC in the future. The 

director of the JDC stated that a study is being conducted to determine 

whether or not to upgrade the existing computer to a larger system or to 

purchase minicomputers and establish a distributed network of 

minicomputers. The problem of degradation in response time will be 

resolved in the near future according to JDC personnel. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary 
Phase II of the Michigan SJIS project began on March 7, 1978, and 

is scheduled to end on March 7, 1979. Phase II of the SJIS project calls 

for the continued development of a comprehensive management information 

system for the appellate courts in the state of Michigan. 

The Phase II grant specified the following Phase II activit:i.t~s: 

- Integrate the appellate system with trial court systems 
developed at the Judicial Data Center. 

- Extend the appellate court system tc the supreme court with 
additional developments as required. 

- Identify needs of oth.er agencies for infer'mation from appellate 
courts and develop techniques for providing such information. 

- Provide increased management information to appellate courts. 

- Plan and develop adequate microfilm technology. 

- Reduce repetitive clerical tasks through word processing 
technology. 

2. Plans 

rhe SJIS project director has developed an overall workplan that 

projects the It,onth of completion for each objective. The workplan does 

not provide specific milestone completion dates in order to determine the 

relative status of accomplishing a specific objective. State funding has 

been appropriated to take over two grant-funded positiOns (two program­

mers) and data proces~ing operating costs when federal funds are expended. 
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3. Current Status 

The SJIS project has progressed as well as could be expected 

considering the delays encountered during Phase I of the project. 

Software developmant, testing, and implementation were ongoing 

activities at the time of this assessment. As mentioned earlier in this 

report, the generation of computer output microfiche of closed and 

pending case indexa9 was operational. Word processing equipment had been 

installed and was undergoing systems tests at the time of this 

assessment. 

4. Control Methods 

A letter of understanding that was mutually agreed upon between 

the Michigan Court of Appeals and the Michigan Judicial Data Center 

establishes specific responsibilities for each agency with regard to 

software development, computer support, security of data files, and cost 

accounting procedures. 

A serious problem exists, however, in that there are no formal 

guidelines or a requirement for system documentation. The only 
I 

documentation available to describe or provide information relating to a 

specific application program is a machine compilation listing of ,each 

program. The assessment team felt this lack of overall system 

documentation could present serious ramifications if the system analyst 

and/or programmers were to seek employment elsewhere than the court of 

appeals. 

5. User Participation 

During Phase I of the project a formal users committee was 

established to provide advice for initial a·:.sign efforts of the system. 

When the project suffered delays during Phase I, the clerk of the court 

deactivated this committee. At the time of this assessment. the committee 

had not been reactivated. The assessment team felt that the committee 

should be reactivated as soon as possible before the system design and 

implementation efforts progress much further. 

B. System Description 

1. Processing Approach 

The appellate court system operates on one of two Burroughs 4700 

computers. Computer support for the system is provided by the Michigan 
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Judicial Data Center (JDC), an. agency within the state court 

administrator's office. The JDC was established in 1971 to provide 

computer and technical support to the state courts. The appellate court 

system is an on-line system with terminals located in the four appellate 

court locations. When the appellate system is fully implemented, it will 

support 22 active CRT terminals, and provide printed reports to each 

appellate court location. 

2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

Case filings are accepted at any office of the clerk by mail or 

by personal delivery. Initial case information is entered via a CRT 

terminal located in each appellate court office. Additional information 

is entered at such time the filing has been perfected and the original 

case from the lower trial courts is delivered to the appellate court. 

Information entered is automatically edited for format structure and 

validity, and subsequent periodic manual verification by a clerical 

supervisor constitutes an additional verification process~ 

3. Data Entry 

All data entry for the appellate court system is in an on-line 

mode. Data are entered on a daily basis. Access to the database is 

accomplished through appellate court case number, trial court case 

number) trial court judge number, attorney number, or party name USing 

SOUNDEX methodology. 

4. Application Software 

At the time of this assessment approximately 20% of all 

application programs had been developed. The assessment team felt that 

development of management information and statistical reports should have 

been given more priority in order to provide judges and clerical staff 

information that would facilitate the day-to-day operation of the courts 

of appeal. 

All programs are and will be written in COBOL. 

5. OBTS/CCH 

At the time of this assessment there were no plans to provide 

OBTS or cca transactions to other criminal justice related agencies. 
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6. Security and Privasr 

The Michigan SJIS system is designed to be reasonably secure 

against the following types of ha,zards: 

- Physical entry to premises. 

- Hardware failur~. 

- Software modification. 

Passkeys are required for entry into the various rooms (computer, 

tape library, etc.) at the JDC. In the event of hardware or software 

failure, the SJIS system files can be restored from magnetic tape files. 

Transaction files, if lost or damaged, can be restored from transaction 

log tapes or by re-entering the data from source documents. 

Passwords are required to gain access to the SJIS files. Access 

is limited to designated appellate court personnel. All updates or 

additions to the database are logged by individual password codes. 

Inquiries are also logged by the system to identify the individual 

accessing the database. 

7. Computer and Communications Configuration 

SJIS is processed on one of two Burroughs 4700 computers that are 

operated by the Judicial Data Center, an agency within the administrative 

office of the courts. The 4700's each contain 524 K bytes of main 

memory, and support approximately 184 interactive devices (terminals and 

remote printers). The Burroughs computers operate under Master Control 

Program V (MCPV), utilizing Network Definition Language (NDL) as their' 

communications software. The Burroughs 4700 supports COBOL, FORTRAN, 

and other specialized software packages. 

8. Documentation 

The assessment team was concerned about the lack of systems 

design documentation and program documentatio~ The assessment team 

stressed the importance of documentation to the SJIS project staff during 

this assessment. 

The project staff has developed a well written user's manual that 

is used for training purposes. 

9. Implementation 

Each module of the SJIS system is thoroughly tested and debugged 

prior to actual implementation on-site. When a new or revised module is 
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implemented, the user will operate under the old or manual system in a 

parallel mode with the new or revised module until such time as 

changeover to the new or revised system can take place. 

Formal on-site training sessions are conducted by the SJIS 

project staff. The training sessions are supplemented by a written 
user's manual. 

Modifications to an existing module are not documented by the 

programming staff. The assessment team stressed the importance of 

maintaining a written record of changes to programs and modules for 
continuity purposes. 

C. Assessment Results 

This section will review the current status of concerns and 

recommendations made by the assessment team and will describe the 

reactions of the assessment team to the Phase II Michigan SJIS project 

efforts in terms of the prospects for ultimate satisfaction of the 
project goals and objectives. 

1. Concerns of the Assessment Team 

a. The appellate court system was designed to be independent 

of the lower trial court systems. It should be noted that the appellate 

system was started at a time when the JDC resources were (and still are) 

committed to the development of trial court systems. It is unfortunate 

that the appellate system and trial court systems cannot be integrated in 

order to eliminate redundancy in data capture and utilization. The 

assessment team's concern relates to the unlikely prospect that the 

Michigan SJIS system will become an integrated statewide judicial 

information system in the near future. 

b. The assessment team was concerned with the lack of systems 

and program documentation. The absence of detail design speCifications, 

program specifications, and program documentation could b~ detrimental to 

the continued developmental efforts and future existence of the appellate 

court system if the technical staff were to seek employment elsewhere 
than the court of appeals. 

c. The users committee was deactivated during Ph.ase 1. of the 

project, and had not been reactivated at the time of this assessment. 

VIII-IS 

-



The assessment team expressed concern that the users committee had not 

been reactivated in order to review the input and output products being 

developed. 

d. The primary goal to be achieved by the appellate court 

system is to store all closed and current cases filed in the appellate 

courts in the state of Michigan. The assessment team expressed concern 

that too low a priority has been given to developing management 

information reports that could facilitate the management and operation of 

the appellate court officeso There were no plans for the SJIS project to 

develop a case scheduling module or a statistical reporting module. 

2. Recommendations of the Assessment Team 

a. Integration of Systems. The assessment team recommends that 

an analysis of the appellate court system and automated lower trial court 

systems be conducted to determine the most feasible method{s) of 

integrating these systems. 

b. Documentatio~ The assessment team recommends that a 

guideline for documentation of the system and application programs be 

developed and implemented immediately. Documentation of a system and 

associated programs are ongoing tasks and should be treated as such. 

c. Users Commiteee Reactivated. The users committee should be 

reactivated as soon as possible before development of the system proceeds 

much further. The users of the system have to work with the system on a 

day-to-day basis and their expertise can provide invaluable information 

that could enhance the design and eventual operation of the system. 

d. Management Information Reporting. The assessment team 

recommends that more emphasis be given to the development of management 

and statistical reports that could facilitate the management and 

operation of the courts of appeal in Michiga~ 

3. Exemplary Findings 

a. Computer Output Microfiche(COM). The SJIS project staff has 

done an excellent job in integrating COM capabilities with the appellate 

court system. This capability will prove to be a very cost effective 

method of producing output reports and indexes. 

b. Word Processing. The SJIS project staff will establish 

an interface with word processing equipment and the appellate court 
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system that will result in a reduction of repetitive clerical tasks. 

4. Conclusions 

Michigan's SJIS project has suffered from severe slippages in 

relation to the Phase I and Phase II grant specified timetables. The 

project probably will not attain all the objectives specified in the 

Phase I and Phase II grants by the scheduled conclusion of the SJIS 

project in March, 1979, because of the delays encountered during Phase I 

and Phase II. 

Since the time of the assessment visit to Michigan, the SJIS 

project has made significant strides in satisfying several of the 

assessment teams' concerns. The appellate system, as of May, 1979, has 

been enhanced to provide the users with management information reports, 

the computer output microfiche and word processing interfaces have been 

implemented, and the users committee has been reactivated. 

VIII-17 

--



MICHIGAN SUPREME COURT 
Court of last resort 

7 justices 
January 1, 1976 - December 31, 1976 

Cases: 
Appeals •••••••••••• • eo •• UI ••••••••••• 8 • 

Total appealsb ...................... 
Other cases: 

Orig'ina1 prooeeding's ............... 
Requests to a!?pea1~ 

Applications ..................... 
Total other cases ................... 

Total cases ••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••• 

Beg'inning' 
pending 

143 
143 

(cl 

253 
253 

396 

Filed 

70a 
70a 

(el 

975 
975 

1,045 

Disposed 

87 
87 

(c) 

834 
834 

921 

Bo1dzace heading's indicate ~he classifications used by the NCSP. 

a70 appeals were g'ranted from the total 1,045 cases filed in 1976. 

End 
pending 

126 
126 

(c) 

394 
394 

520 

The denied appeals a!?pear as requests to appeal. 
bCourt indicates that "approximately 99 percent of all appeals to the 

Michig'an Supreme Court are discretionary. Appeals of right exist only for 
certain State Bar GrieVance Board cases and for judicial disciplinary cases. 
The few a~ea1s of rig'ht are accounted for in this report as if they were 
applications for discretionary appeals." 

c~here is approximately one case per month, on an average, that is 
handled as an original proceeding, according to the information obtained from 
the clerk's office. 

Source: Onpub1ished document titled: "Status Report, Part I: Number of Cases 
in Each Stage," provided by clerk of the supreme court. Document 
gives calendar year data for 1974, 1975, and 1976. Statistics are 
from the unpublished data except that totals have been computed where 
necessary, and revisions have been made during verification by the 
clerk of the supreme court. 

~ FROM NATIONAL COURT STATISTICS PROJECT 
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~c:::nCAH C:J0i:! OF A2?!AI.S 
!~ez~ediaca ~ppellaca ecur: 

J ~~e13, L3 judge5 
J~~ L, 1975 - Oee~er 31, L975 

C-ues: 
Apptals: 

Civil ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 
C:i=i:al •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~c~41 a~.al~ .•..••..••••.••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ol:!:= e:.:ses: 
Qri;i::.&l &:=c:::ed.i:p: he.... ~:::ru.s .............................................................. . 

~.nez:u, ........................................................ . 
Su~c:i==e:ai:; e=ne:ol •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

t'Clt:.zl •..•.•..•.•.•.•.••..••.•..•••......•••...••..•.•••.•......•• 
:ile~.:se3 :c ~'PPe&l: 
Ci~ zppLi~~i~ •••••••• ~e •••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••• c·....:· l' , ( ~~~ &iV ~C3~=:. dal~1edl ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C~:zl £~l~~t~c= ••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
C:i=i:zl a~~li~~== (~41~7ed) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

':ec:Ll ............ " ......................................................... . 
~a:~ ec:er e:ses •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1,1.39 
2,396 
j,.J~J 

3 
9 

1S 
30 

L39 
61 
80 

ZSl 
--H7 

HZ 

1,096 1,001 1 f 2:!4 
1,111 2.:a8 l.Q99 
r,::;n' J,':mV j,.J~ 

11 La 4 
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U3 10.5 31 
%1% 189 '3 
666 S5a 257 

61 SO ' 71 
229 2:8 31 
369 J,SO :21 

l,;ll 1,186 -·.:n 
l,.iJ7 l,Ji.5 i~* 

... -------.--.--.---~---.. --.. ----..... --.--. 
•••••••••••••••••••• ............... 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~ 

Ot:e= ~~oeel~i:;:: 
!ei:e~-=; '7'1ue.:st::.1: . 

!!a'l!!.c:tS := :ahe ... ,,::.:" ~ ..... ~.; ..•....••. ~ ............................. . 
~Qtiaas ~cr ~.h.~-i:~ Q~ o~·-~~-t - .. L 0 I; r"-"~· ........................................ . 

.C_4 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Or::ei:' ::.a::ar:: 

::!Q\~i cu co dismi.s.s 01: u::.::: .............................................. v ........ .. 

~~c.!l~~~ :ocions .•••••.••..••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• c •••••• 

C'ui.l::r ;:lea ~\!!):is,:Ji= Q1:I. :uic .... "" ............... _ ................ . 
t'ac:~L •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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l73 L73 
J!!,3 J!!3 

758 758 
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!!ill. hl}! 
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MICHI~~ COURT OF CLAIMS 
Court of general jurisdictiona 

1 circuit judge serves 
July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Beginning End Filed Disposed Eending pending 
Civilb: 

Administrati'lle ....................... 30lc 441 356 386 
Appealsd ... " ......................... 0 546 145 401 -

Total civil ........................... 301 987 501 787 

Grand total ............................ 301 987 501 787 

Boldface headings indicate the, classifications used by the NCSP. 

. a~ata.fo~ this court are included in the general jurisdiction courts 
s~nce c~rcu~t Judges serve. Effective 1/1/79, the jurisdiction of the court 
of claims will be assigned to the 30th Judicial Circuit. 

bCivil cases are counted with the filing of a cetition or complaint. 
cSeginning pending figure for 1976 does not eq~al the end pending 

figure for 1975. 
~hese are appeals under the Vietnam Era Eonus.Section Act. 

Source: State Court Administrator, Annual ReEort 1975-76 (Lansing, Michigan). 
Statistics are from the annual report except that totals have been 
computed where necessary. 
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MICHIGAN CIRCUIT COURTS 
Court of general jurisdiction 

48 circuits, 138 judges 
July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Auto tort .III ••••••••••• e ................ • •• 

Domestic relations: 
Oi vorce ...........................•. 

Other civil: 
Other general civil ••••••••••••• • ••• 

A-p--eals •••••••• .111 •••••• <;) ••••••••••••••• 

Total civil ........•••.••.••••.• ·••···• 

CriminalC : 

Felony: 
Criminald ........................... 

Appeals ............•.............. ~ ..• 

Total criminal ........••....•••..•... ·• 

G~and total •••.••••.• ~ ••••••••••••..•••• 

Beginninga 
pending 

20,847 

46,613 

38 , 478 
430 

106,368 

10,811 
548 

ll,359 

117,727 

Filed 

10,472 

60,591 

55,302 
559 

126,924 

25,821 
605 

26,426 

153,350 

Disposed 

10,147 

59,529 

49,791 
481 

119,948 

24,962 
613 

25,575 

145,523. 

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by the NCSP. 
NB = This classification is not handled in this court. 
-- ='Not applicable. 

End 
pending 

21,172 

47,675 

43,989 
508 

113,344 

11,670 
540 

12,210 

125,554 

aBeginning pending figures for 1976 do not equal end pending figures for 1975. 
bCivil cases are counted with the filing of a petition or complaint. 
cThe criminal unit of count is the number of defendants on the information, 

indictment, or complaint. 
, ~his category includes some high misdemeanors which are punishable by more than 

one year in prison. 

Source: State Court Administrator, ~nnual Report 1975-76 (Lansing, Michigan: 1976). 
Statistics are from the annual report except that totals have been computed where 

~ necessary. 
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RECORDER I S COURT OF DETROIT, MICHIGAN 
Court of general jurisdiction 

1 court, 23 judges 
January 1, 1976 - December 31, 1976 

Criminala~ 
Felony!:' ..• CI •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Misdemeanor: 
Misdemeanor Division ••••••••••••••• 
Traffic and Ordinance 

Division misdemeanors ••••••••••••• 
Total ...................... · ........• 

Ordinance violations ••••••••••••••••• 
Felony preliminary: 

Traffic and Ordinance 
Di~ision felonies ••••••••••••••••• 

Beginning 
pending 

4,592 

N/A 

2,563 
2,563d 
N/A 

130 

Total criminal .•....•.•.•.••••.. •••·•• 

Filed 

13,005 

8,240 

7,045 
15,285 

850,388 

54 

878,732 

Disposed 

10,959 

6,810 

6,439 
13,309 

N/A 

55 

24,268d 

End 
pending 

6,417C 

N/A 

3,169 
3,169d 

N/A 

129 

9,715d 

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by the NCSP. 
N/A = This case type is handled by the court, but the data are unavailable. 

aThe criminal unit of count is the number of defendants on the 
information, indictment, or complaint. 

bThe felony category includes a few high misdemeanors. 
CChange in pending does not equal the difference between filings and 

disposi tiOl:1S. 
dNot all categories of cases were available for inclusion in total. 

Source: Recorder'S Court of the City of Detroit, Michigan, 1976 Annual Report 
(Detroit, Michigan). Statistics are from the annual report except that 
totals have been com~uted where necessary, and additions have been made 
during verification by the state court administrative office. 
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MICHIGAN DISTRICT COURTS 

Court of limited jurisdiction 
86 courts, 185 judges 

.July 1, 1975- June 30, 1976 

Civila : 
Law: 

Civil ....................... 
Small claims .... ·, ......... 0 ••• 

Property r igh ts: 
Landlord surnmazy •••••••••••• 

Total civil . .., ................. . 
Crimina1b: 

Traffic ...................... . 
Other cr iminal: 

Non-trafficd .•••..•.• Q •••••• 

Total crirrJinal ••••••••••••••••• 

Grand total •••••..•.•••••••••••• 

Beginning 
pending 

38,810 
9,642 

3,313 

51,765 

191,874 

67,246 

259,120 

310,885 

Filed 

95,906 
42,752 

34,088 

172,746 

1,291,319 

231,787 

1,523,106 

1,695,852 

Disposed 

93,133 
42,940 

33,035 

169,108 

228,547c 

1,675,206 

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by the NCSP. 

End 
pending 

41,583 
9,454 

4,366 

55,403 

205,642 

276 1 128 

331,531 

aCivil cases are counted with the filing of a petition or complaint. 
bThe criminal unit of count is ~~e number of defendants on ~~e 

information, indict."tlent, or comp1alint. 
cFor criminal disposii:ions, 644,061 traffic cases and 17,082 

non-traffic cases were disp<:~sed by the Traffic Bureau. 
dNon-traffic cases inc:lude misdemeanors, ordinance violations, and 

preliminary hearings~ 

Source: State Court Administrator, Annual Report 1975-76 (Lansing, Michigan: 
1976). Statistics are from the annual report except that totals have 
been computed where necessary. 
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.. 
I , MICHIGAN MUNICIPAL COURTSa 

Court of limited jurisdiction 
24 cour~s, 36 judges 

July 1, 197~ - June 30, 1976 

Civilb: 
Law: 

Civil ................ -!) ......... . 

Small claims •••••••••• o •••• ~ •• 

Property rights: 
Landlord summary •••••••••••• 

Total civil ................................... .., 

Traffic ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other cr iminal: 

Non-traffice •••••••••••••••• 

Total criminal ••••••••••••••••• 

Grand total .••••..••••.••••••••• 

Beyinning 
pending 

1,999 
4 

494 

2,497 

86,452 

23,953 

112,405 

114,902 

Filed 

13 ,005 
441 

3,144 

15,590 

188,679 

40~689 

229,368 

245,958 

Disposed 

12,546 
434 

2,969 

16,049 

J.42,277d 

39,253d 

181,530d 

197,579 

Boldface headings indicate the ciassifications used by the NCSP~ 

End 
pending 

2,358 
11 

669 

3,038 

134,854 

25,389 

160,243 

163,281 

aThere were no data reported for the courts in Grosse Pointe and 
hyominS' Civil cases are counted with the filing of a petition or complaint. 

cThe criminal unit of count is the number of defendants on the 
information, indictment, or complaint. 

dof the criminal dispositions, 99,457 traffic cases and 18,618 
non-traffic cases were disposed by the Traffic Bureau. 

*=Non-traffic cases include misdemeanors and ordinance violations. 

Sourcer State Court Administrator, Annual Report 1975-76 (Lansing, Michigan: 
1976). Statistics are from the annu~l report except that totals have 
been computed where necessary. 
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MICHIGAN PROBATE COURTS 

Court of limited jurisdiction 
83 courts, 103 judges 

July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Civilb : 
Domestic relations: 

Adoptions •. 40 •••••••••••• 0 •• 5 •••••• 

Mar:iages ••••.••.••.••••••••••••••• 
Miscellaneousc ...••.•• ~~ ••••• O.$ ••• 

Total ......................................... 0 ............ e .. 

Probate: 
Decedent's estates ••••••••••••••••• 
Guardianships .•..•.....•.•.•••...•• 

Total .......... (t ............. 0 .. fA ........................... .. 

Mental health ••.•.. o.~e •••••••••••••• 

Mental commitments and 
restorations .•.•.••. eo •••••••••• ce 

Total civil •••••• a •••••••••• ~ ••••• $ ••• 

Juvenile: 
Deli,nquencye .. 0 • 0 ..................... . 

Depengency and neglect: 
Neqlect/abuse •••.•.•.••••••• : ••.••• 

Total juvenile •..• _ ••••.••••.•••••..•• 

Grand total •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Beginninga 
pending 

N/A 
N/A 

60 
60d 

180,721 
103,392 
284,113 

2,450 

286,623d 

N/A 

_N/A 

N/A 

286,623d 

Filed 

5,503 
4,5-30 

10,075 
20,108 

30,963 
9,892 

40,855 

6,748 

67,711 

21,074 

4,549 

25,623 

93,334 

Boldface headings indicate the c1assif.ications used by the 
N/A = This case type is handled by the court, but the data 

Disposed 

5,190 
4,532 
9,963 

19,685 

34,270 
8,455 

42,725 

3,679 

60,089 

18,156 

4,779 

22,935 

89,024 

NCSP. 
are unavailable. 

End 
pending 

N/A 
N/A 

172 
rnd 

177,414 
104,829 
282,243 

5,519 

287,934d 

N/A 

~/L. 

N/A 

287,934d 

aBeginning pending figures for 1976 were computed from. filings, dispositions, and 
end pendings. 

bCivil cases are counted with the filing of a petition or complaint. 
cCondemnation, paternity, name change, and othp.r a4e grouped under the single 

heading of miscellaneous. 
dTotal domestic relations, total civil, and grand total figures do not include 

pending cases for adoptions or marriages. 
enelinquency includes status offense cases. 

Source: State Court Administrator, ~nnua1 Report 1975-76 (Lansing, Michigan: 1976). 
~ Statistics are from the annual report except that totals have been computed where 

necessary. -- : .' 
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.~,--------~--------.---'----.--~----------------------~~------------------------------------~----------------~------------------.--------------------------------.--~-------------------

",. ... .. DEl'ROIT COURT OF COM110N PLEAS, MICHIGAN 
Court of limited jurisdiction 

1 court, 13 judges 
July 1, 1975 - June 30, 1976 

Civi1a : 
Law: 

Regular: 
Principal ••••...••••.••••••.•••••• 
Ga,rnisrunent .................................... .. 

Total ..................... ". ...................... e 

Small claims: 
Principal .................................................. .. 
Garnj.shIuent ............. G ............................. c:J • 

Total ........... ~ ............................................... .. 
Property rights: 

Rent cases ............................... Cl ................ .. 

Land contract ....••••••••••••••••••• 
Jury cases ....................................... <II ....... .. 

Toi:a~ ................ lit ........................................... .. 

Total civil ...... , ........................... 11: ................ .. 

Gr and total .........•... G ••••••••••••••• 

Beginning 
pending 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

18,612b 

18,612b 

Filed 

53,917 
83,603 

137,5:r.J 

1,997 
468 

2,465 

30,641 
912 

35 
31,588 

171,573 

171,573 

Disposed 

56,685 
76,513 

133,198 

1,951 
452 

2,403 

.It 
X 
X 

29,576 

165,177 

165,177 

Boldface headings indicate the classifications used by ~~e NCSP. 
N/A = This case type is handl~ by the court, but the data are unavailable. 

End 
pending 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

25,691a 

25,691a 

X = The data for this case type are known to be included in the tcta1 but were not 
availab1~ by category. 

apending totals do not include data for prooerty rights cases. 

Source: Scate Court Administrator, Annual Report 1975-76 (Lansift9, Michigan: 1976). 
Statistics are from the annual report except that totals have been computed where 
necessary~ 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On August 22 and 23, 1978, a performance assessment 
was made of the Minnesota State Judicial Information System 
(SJIS) Project. The assessment was conducted by: 

Mr. C. Ray Judice, State Court Administrator~ 
Texas. ~ 

Mr. Garland R. Goff, Management Information 
Systems Officer, Office of the State Court 
Administrator, Montana. 

Mr. Richard W. Delaplain, National Center for 
State Courts - SJIS Project. 

Mr. Ray G. Speight, National Center for State 
Courts - SJIS Project. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. 
Arthur Fuldner. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the 
administrative and technical status of the project relative 
to good systems development practices and procedures. Emphasis 
was placed on the project's progress during Phase II of its 
development, but the assessment covers the period from June, 
1976, when the first performance assessment was conducted. 
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Minnesota's SJIS assessment team hired an outside 
consultant to review some portions of Minnesota's Phase II 
SJIS Project work. Specifically, work conducted with Phase 
II grant funds regarding the analysis of financial and per­
sonnel reporting standards for the state was assessed by 
an independent management analyst, Mr. Gerald B. Kuban. 
Minnesota contracted with the National Center for State 
Courts' North Central Regional Office to perform this grant­
funded work. Since this SJIS assessment is being conducted 
under the auspices of the National Center's SJIS projec~, 
Mr. Kuban was retained to assess the work done under th~s 
contract to avoid any conflict of interest that might arise 
were the National·Center's SJIS Project staff involved in 
an assessment of work done by a National Center's regional 
office staff. Mr. Kuban's assessment report is attached to 
this report as Appendix A. 

The primary participants from the office of the 
state court a.dministrator of the Minnesota Sup""eme Court 
were: Mr. 'Laurence C. Harmon, State Court Administrator; 
Mr. James Rebo, Director, Information Systems; and Mr. 
David Osborne, Project Mandger, Information Systems. The 
courts' current programming consultant from Analysts Inter­
national, Inc., Mr. Roger O'Daniel, was interviewed by 
the\~ssessment team. Mr. Don Love, Director of the Criminal 
Just~ce Reporting System for Minnesota's Department of Pub­
lic Safety (Bureau of Criminal Apprehension) was also con­
tacted. 

A. Management Summary 
The Minnesota SJIS Project is currently in Phase 

II of its development efforts. Phase II began October 1, 
1977, and was scheduled to end on September 30, 1978. A 
no cost extension of the project until June 30, 1979, has 
been granted by LEAA. 

During Phase I of Minnesota's SJIS Project (which 
\'las scheduled to begin on October 1, 1974, and end September 
30, 1976', but was extended to September 30, 1977) Minnesota 
chose to ,enter into a contract with Arthur Young and Company 
to provide the court with a requirements analysis, con­
ceptual design, detailed system design, programming speci­
fications, and supervision over the programming efforts. 
Actual programming was to be done under contract with the 
Minnesota Information Systems Division (ISO), which is 
Minnesota's state-level centralized data processing facility. 

, 
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ISO is an executive branch agency. By the end of Phase 
I, the original SJIS grant specified that Minnesota would 
have designed, documented, programmed, pilot tested in 
several counties, and been well on the way to statewide im­
plementation of a state judicial information system. 
Minnesota's SJIS was to process, on a batch basis, trans­
action-oriented data regarding civil, probate, and family 
case types. Juvenile, conciliation, small claims, traffic, 
and misdemeanor case data would continue to be reported 
on an aggregate basis. 

Transaction-oriented reporting for criminal 
cases (felonies and gross misdemeanors) has been in effect 
since 1973. This reporting system is based on forms sub­
mitted by clerks of courts to the Minnesota Criminal 
Justice Reporting System (CJRS), which is operated by 
the Minnesota Department of Public Safety's Bureau of 
Criminal Apprehension (BCA). The courts' CJRS data are 
then edited and entered (via both batch and on-line ITIodes) 
by BCA peJ~sonnel into automated files maintained by ISO 
and controlled by BCA. Criminal case pending report:s are 
produced from the SJIS database from machine-readable 
transaction information fed periodically from BCA into 
the SJIS dat.abase-_ BCA collects data pertaining to 
transactions it deems significant, specifically those 
transactions which affect charges on a criminal case or 
result in disposition of the case. SJIS is designed to 
record all transactions on a case. This major difference 
in philosophy reflects the difference in the two systems. 
BCA's CJRS system is designed to compile OBTS and CCH 
information. SJIS is designed to be a management infor­
mation system for the courts. Data entered into CJRS 
by court clerks provide_ the judiciary's portion of OBTS 
and CCH to Minneso'ca' s OBTS and CCH systems, which are 
operated and controlled by BCA. State-level court admin­
istration has had very little to do with the plans for or 
development of the CJRS reporting system. 

On June 24 and 25, 1976, a Phase I assessment 
was conducted by an SJIS Project assessment team. This 
assessment team's repc1zt indicated: 

«At the time of the SJIS assessment visit, the 
requirements analysis and conceptual and detail 
design had been completed; however, programming 
has not begun. The Supreme Court plans to 
utilize the Information Systems Division data 
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processing personnel for programming and 
processing. It is anticipated that the 
system will be completed by January 1, 1977." 

Minnesota's Phase II grant, which began October 
1, 1977, was written with two basic assumptions in 
mind. First, it was known at the time the Phase II 
grant application was written that a new state court 
administrator (SCA) would be appointed shortly to 
replace the SCA who had written the. Phase. II grant 
application. Hence, the grant was ~ntent~onally vague 
in terms of work products to be produced so as to pro­
vide the new SCA with some latitude in setting prior­
ities for work to be done under the Phase II grant. 
Second, at the time the Phase II grant application was 
written, it was assumed that the design provided by 
Arthur Young and Company, and the programming provided 
by ISO, would be implemented during Phase I of the pro­
ject so that SJIS efforts during Phase II would be 
directed at expanding and fine tuning the basic SJIS 
developed during Phase I. The primary emphasis stated 
in the Phase II grant application was for work to be 
completed on financial and personnel a~coun~ing.pro­
cedures and reporting systems. Expans~on and f~ne tun­
ing of the assumed existent SJIS was to b7 a minimal 
portion of grant work to be completed dur~ng Phase II. 

ISO began programming Minnesota's SJIS some 
time in late 1976. ISO mandated that the system be 
programmed to function on its version of the TOTAL 
database. Therefore, the program specifications from 
Arthur Young (which were for a batch oriented stand 
along system) were modified by ISO to allow storage 
and retrieval (in batch mode) from the TOTAL database. 
In January of 1977, the current SCA was appointed. In 
the spring of 1977, ISO reported that prograrr~ing was 
completed on the SJIS programs. Pilot testing of the 
input forms was conducted in several counties, but it 
is \lnknown whether or not any data were ever actually 
entered into the ISO database. Arthur Young completed 
its contract (following ISO certification) in the spring 
of 1977. By late spring, 1977, the court was left with 
a supposedly completed system, but without any in-house 
staff to manage the system. The SCA's office had no 
personnel available to provide training and liaison for 
clerks of court, or to provide ongoing, technical 
liaison with ISO. 
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In mid 1977, Mr. James Rebo was hired as Director 
of Information Systems, with overall responsibility for 
manual and automated statewide and trial court infor­
mation systems. Specifically, he was responsible for 
implementi.ng and administering what was thought to be 
a semi-operational SJIS. This position was partially 
funded by SJIS funds during the last six months of 
Phase I and the first six months of Phase II. It has 
subsequ7ntly been funded by the state. In August, 1977, 
Mr. Da~~d Osborne was hired as the Project Manager, In­
format~on Systems for the Supreme Court. This is a 
state-funded position. Mr. Rebo, with the assistance 
o~ ~~. Osbor~e, was to.be responsible for implementa­
t~on, expans~on, and f~ne tuning of the SJIS package 
developed during Phase I of Minnesota's efforts. 

Following Mr. Rebo's and Mr. Osborne's arrivals, 
chey raquested documentation from ISO as to what pro­
grams were completed/along with the normal data process­
ing documentation (including programming listings) that 
ISO was expected to have. ISO was quite reluctant to 
provide program listings, but eventually did. Examples 
of test output reports were requested from ISD and the 
SJIS staff were informed that the output programs would 
not function. 

At approximately this same time (mid 1977), 
analysis by SCA personnel indicated that the volume of 
input documents, which would be received from a fully 
operational SJIS, would be approximately fifteen times 
the number estimated by Arthur Young and Company. The 
ori~inal estimate had been approximately 26,000 trans­
act~ons per year. The revised estimate was just over 
400,000 transactions per year. 

At the start of the Phase II grant period 
(October, 1977'), SCA personnel were faced with a number 
of problems which caused them to reassess plans to im­
plement the SJIS that was designed during Phase I. 
These problems included: a fifteen-fold increase in 
the estimated volume of transactions to be processed 
by the system; a lack of adequate system documentation; 
non-functional output report programs; and the inability 
to provide timely access to the database because of the 
system's being designed to operate in batch mode. 
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In addition to these procedural problems, 
there were basic system design problems discovered in 
the proposed SJIS. Included were the following prob­
lems: 

- The proposed SJIS could not contain history 
information on a case; the latest entry on 
a case overlayed (wrote over) the earlier 
entries to a case. 

- The master file, which controls access to 
the database, was designed in such a way 
as to make it almost impossible to update. 

- The system's batch-oriented design precluded 
its use in a flexible and timely fashion. 

In short, SC1~ personnel were faced with an apparently 
inadequately designed and non-operational system. 

Wit:h the latitude provided in the Phase :r:I 
grant, emphasis was shifted from personnel and financial 
systems to eassentially reworking the entire SJIS siystem. 
This reworking would entail redesigning the database to 
provide for historical records for each case, creating 
an easily updated master file; redesigning output reports; 
redesigning input forms; and designing the system to allow 
on-line entry and retrieval of case records (which would 
require programming to access and utilize the front end 
teleprocessing capabilities available through the IDS's 
statewide network). It was decided that emphasis would 
be placed on ease of on-line data entry and data validity 
checks, and only secondarily on on-line access to manage­
ment. information. Two positions specified in the Phase II 
grant, a personnel director and a financial director, were 
eliminated in favor of using this money to contract with 
the National Center for State Courts' North Central Regional 
Office to provide analytical services and system design 
work regarding personnel and financial accounting proce­
dures and standards. The elimination of these positions 
provided approximately thirty-nine thousand dollars, which 
was allocated to the contract with the National Center 

~for State Courts. The remaining grant funds were allocated 
to work on rewriting the SJIS modules. 

A local consultant firm, Analysts International, 
Inc.rof Minneapolis, was retained by the court to rewrite 
all the programs necessary to provide for on-line input 
and access to SJIS records. Each output report program 
was rewritten in COBOL. ISD's TOTAL dataoase could 
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support a commercially available report writer known 
as SOCRATES; however, the manner in which ISD structured 
the generation of the SJIS databases made usage of 
SOCRATES unfeasible. Approximately $80,000 of Phase II 
SJIS funds were allocated to consultant services for 
the modification of Phase I system design, and to accom­
plish all necessary programming. 

During the past year, the SJIS Project Manager, 
in conjunction with the consultant, has produced a new 
detailed design document, and programming has been com­
pleted, tested, and implemented to support on-line data 
entry and limited inquiry capabilities for civil, pro­
bate, and family case types. The transaction reporting 
forms utilized by the clerks of court have been ~ede­
signed, and extensive training has taken place in all 
of the 87 counties serviced by the SJIS system. Six 
data entry operators and two SJIS field representatives 
(who provide ongoing training and liaison with the dis­
trict courts) have been hired with state funds. The on­
line SJIS has been pilot tested in several counties and, 
effective August I, 1978, all courts were reporting 
civil, probate, and family case type information on the 
SJIS transaction forms. Modified SJIS output reports 
can be produced, but because of the limited volume of 
data (cases) in the database at the time of this assess­
ment, they are not expected to be fully operational (in 
terms of routine production and distribution) until the 
end of 1978 or early 1979. 

Major impacts of the decision to develop an on­
line action-oriented SJIS have included: a basic change 
in local court reporting procedures from monthly aggre­
gate statistical reports to reporting on every trans­
action on each case; the need for additional staff in 
the SCA's office (data entry operators and field rep­
resentatives); and the ability of the SCA to provide 
more accurate and timely caseflow statistics for state­
and local-level judicial administration purposes. 

Criminal case data from the CJRS is provided 
to SJIS by BCA on a monthly tape basis. }~.t the time of. 
this assessment, there were still some bugs to be worked 
out regarding SJIS's ability to read BCA's tape formats. 
However/ these problems were deemed to be minimal. 
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Continued expansion of SJIS to handle all case 
types, including the assumption of the judicial segment 
of the CJRS criminal case reporting system, is antici­
pated. This will allow the SCA ~o :eceive a~d edit 
criminal case data and to store ~t ~n SJIS f~les. Data 
for CCH and OBTS will then be provided to BCA via tape. 
It will be essentially the reverse of the current situa­
tion in that the judiciary will own and operate the 
criminal case reporting system (as a module of SJIS) 
and provide data to BCA rather than receive data from 
BCA. It is anticipated that this plan will aid in solv­
ing some of the data validity and timeliness of ~eport­
ing problems that have occurred when BCA dealt d~rectly 
with the clerks of court. 

The Minnesota SJIS effort has suffered very 
serious time delays in implementirg its SJIS project 
because of the reasons discussed a,ljove. At the end of 
Phase II (ignoring the extension to June of 1979), 
the project is approximately at the developmental stage 
that should have been reached by the end of Phase I. 
It is the COnsensus of the assessment team that staff 
from the SCA's office has done an outstanding job of 
salvaging a project .'c.hat ,'las obviously in serious trouble. 
The amount of work completed during Phase II of Minnesota's 
SJIS effort, and the professional manner in which it 
was accomplished, indicate that one of the biggest prob­
lems facing the Minnesota SJIS has been solved. The 
state court administrator's office now has on board 
hicrhly capable staff who can, and have, planned and 
implemented a successful SJIS operation. In many 
respects, the system implemented is in its infancy; how­
ever, the assessment team is confident that staff on 
hand, along with additional staff being sought, will be 
able to continue to expand and fine tune Minnesota's 
SJIS operation. From discussions held during the assess­
ment, it a.ppears that legislative and other funding 
sources in Minnesota are quite supportive of the SJIS 
effort and have indicated that they will continue to 
support the SJIS effort when Phase II funding runs out. 
In addition, they have indicated a wi.llingness to sup­
port expansion of the current SJIS in accordance wi~h 
plans which have already been developed by SJIS ProJect 
staff. 

Specific recommendations regarding Minnesota's 
continued SJIS efforts are presented beginning on page 48 
of this report. 
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B. Organizational Structure and Processin~ 

1. .Iudiciarv • 

The Minnesota J'udiciary is described as follows in 
the 1976-77 Minnesota State Court Report: 

THE MINNESOTA STATE COURT SYSTEM 

The Minnesota state court system has streamlined 
~ts organizational structure in recent years t~ 
~ncrease the quality of judicial work as well as 
the efficiency with which justice is dispensed. 

Minne~ota now has three basic types of courts. 
The Supreme Court is the highest court--the court 
of ~a~t resort--to which appeals from lower court 
dec~s~ons are taken. The remainin~ two levels of 
courts, the district and the county' -:ourts com­
prise the trial courts of the state and ha~dle 
the vast bulk of the judicial business. 

The district court is the court of general civil 
and criminal jurisdiction. The state is divided 
into 10 judicial districts, each of which is 
served by three or more district court judges. 

In counties other than Hennepin (Minneapolis and 
s~bur~s) and Ramsey (St. Paul and suburbs), the 
d~str~ct court exercises concurrent jurisdiction 
W~ th the co~nty courts in the follovling areas: 
(a) proceed~ngs for the administration of trusts 
or e~ta't::.es en:.: a.ctions relating theret:o; (b) pro­
ceed~ngs for dissolution of marriage, annulments, 
and separate maintenance, or actions relatinq 
thereto; (c) proceedings under the Reciprocai 
En~orce~ent of Support Act; (d) proceedings to 
qu~et t~tle to real estate and r~al estate mort­
gage foreclosure actions. The district court 
has ~~sive jurisdiction over the foregoing 
classes of cases in Hennepin and R~nsey Counties. 
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District Courts 

Although the district courts have original juris­
diction in all criminal cases, in practice hereto­
fore th~v have limited their jurisdiction to gross 
misdemeanors and felonies. Under the CourtReorgan­
ization Act of 1977 a judge of either the county 
or district court may hear any kind of case to which 
the Chief Judge of the district may assign him or 
her. In addition to their primary trial responsi­
bilities, the district courts hear appeals from de­
cisions reached in the county courts. The district 
couxt is empowered to review final decisions of 
certain administrative agencies under rules set 
forth in Minnesota's Administrative Procedure Act. 

A family court division of the district court is 
created by statute for the second (Ramsey County) 
and fourth (Hennepin County) judicial districts. 
In the second judicial district, the judge of fam­
ily court is c~pointed by that district's chief 
judge from among the district court judges, and 
usually serves a one-year term. In the fourth 
judicial district, the family court is presided 
over by a district court judge selected by the 
chief judge for a term not exceeding two years. 
The fa::i~ily court judge may not serve consecut~ ve 
terms. 

A probate court is established in each county, and 
except in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties, the probate 
court is a division of the county court. In Henne­
pin and Ramsey Counties a separat!e probate court 
exists. Article VI of the Minnesota Constitution 
was amended in 1971 so that the probate court is 
no longer a constitutional court. 

The juvenile court judge in Ramsey and Hennepin 
Counties is a judge of the district court. In Hen­
nepin County, the juvenile court judge is designated 
'District Court Judge--Juvenile r!ourt Division' 
on the general election ballot. In all other 
counties of the state, the probate court is also 
the juvenile court. 
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County Courts 

Except in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties (described 
abovp\ the county courts in the remaining 85 
counties consist of fOlJ.r divisions: probate, fam:­
ily, civil and criminal. Each county must estab­
lish a conciliation court within the civil divi­
sion and may establish a traffic and ordinance 
violations bureau within the criminal division. 

The f~mily court divi$ion determines cases and pro­
ceedTngs arising under the juvenile court act and 
all cases within the jurisdiction of the court 
arising out of or affecting the family relation­
ship, including the civil commit~ent of ~ersons 
under chapter 253A of Minnesota Statutes. 

The probate division determines cases and proceed­
ings relating to the administration of estates of 
a deceased person and of persons under guardian­
ship. The civil and criminal divisions determine 
all cases within the jurisdiction of the county 
court not vested in another division. 

Conciliation courts may determine all civil claims, 
wherein the amount in controversy does not exceed 
$1,000, by simple and informal procedure and with­
out a jury trial. An individual claimant may ap­
pear pro ~ (by himself) to file a complaint or 
counterclaim on forms provided by the court. 

Municipal Courts 

Municipal Courts in all counties other than Hennepin 
and Ramsey were abolished under the County Court Act 
of 1971. 

The Municipal Courts of Ramsey and Hennepin Counties 
are created under chapter 488A of Minnesota Statutes. 
Their jurisdiction in a civil action is limited to 
case£ wherein the amount in controversy does not ex­
ceed $6,000. These courts have jurisdiction to hear 
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charges of violations of the criminal laws of 
the state constituting misdemeanous, ordinances, 
charter provisions, rules and regulations of 
any subdivision of goveJ:nment, including the Met­
ropolitan Airport Commission. Other limitations 
on the jUJ:isdiction of these courts are set forth 
in the statute creating them. 

Administration of the Co~rts --
In order to provide fo~ the efficient admini­
stration of justice, the chief justice of the 
state supreme court supervises and coordinates 
th~ work of the courts of the state. He exercises 
general supervisory powers with respect to the 
fiscal affairs of the courts, personnel,act~ as 
chief representative of the court systa~ and li­
aison with other government branches, and super­
vises the administrative operations of the courts. 
The Chief Justice also considers all recommenda­
tions of the state court administrator relating 
to the assignment of judges, and issues directives 
to judges in order to facilitate the efficient dis­
position of court business. The state court ad­
ministrator is aFPointed by the supreme court and 
serves at the pleasure of the\court. The responsi­
bilities of the state court administrator include: 
examination of administr~tive methods employed in 
the courts, caseload management: for all courts, 
statistical collection and analysis, budget prep­
aration and fiscal management, monitoring of dock­
ets and caseloads, recommendations to the legisla­
ture for the improvement of the judicial system, 
submitting of annual report of activities of court 
administrator's office, administration of uniform 
requirements for court budget and information 
system and preparation and administration of uni­
form standards relating to C01~.:Ct personnel. These 
administrative duties are carried out through the 
professional staff of the state court administrator's 
office and through the ten district court admini­
strators,who provide administrative services to the 
district and county courts within their judicjal 
districts. 1 

Supreme Court of'Minneso~a, Minnesota State Court Report 
1976-77, p. 19. 

IX-12 

" 

I 

(Figures 1 and 2 provide organizational charts of the 
supreme court and the Minnesota state court system, re­
specti vely . ) 

2. Data Processing 

Computer facilities for the Minnesota SJIS are 
provided by Minnesota's Information System Division (ISD) , 
which is the state centralized data processing facility 
operated by the executive branch of government. An­
alytical and design work are done by the SJIS Project 
staff with the assistance of outside consultants. Actual 
programming is done by outside consultants. Maintenance 
of the SJIS data base is provided by ISD with the assist~ 
ance of ou·t:side consultants. On-line access to the SJIS 
database is provided via a statewide teleprocessing net­
work, which is operated by ISD. The nonconversational 
version of TP EXEC that SJIS uses is operated by ISD, 
but under the control of the Minnesota Department of 
Public Safety's Bureau of Criminal Apprehension (BCA). 
There are no current plans for the state court adminis­
trator's office to acquire its own computer facilities. 

3 . SJIS P!.S'.j ec;.'S 
The SJIS Project organization is shown in Figure 

3. T'n(~ proj ect is under the direct control of the state 
court administrator and the deputy state court administrator, 
who SE.'rves as the director of the courts' information sys­
tem. The SJIS Project is one c~mponent of this information 
system, along with two other p:~jects being conducted to 
establish weighted caseloads and to provide records manage­
ment assistance to local courts. The specific elements of 
the organization are as follows: 

- Directdr Information System: This person has 
overall responsibility for the development of 
management information systems for the Minne­
sota judiciary. He is responsible for manage­
ment of the SJIS Project, the Weighted Caseload 
project, and the R~cords Management Project. 
These three projects work together to develop 
management information for the state court ad­
ministrator, supreme court, and district trial 
court administration. 
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Figure 3 

Minnesota SJIS Organization Chart 
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- Project Manage.r Information Systems: This person 
is responsible for the day-to-day operation of 
the existing SJIS as well as coordinating all plans 
and design work for expansion of the existing sys­
tem. He will also perform the duties of a systems 
analyst as defined below. 

- Syst$QS Analyst(s). Recruiting for this position 
is currently underway. This person will be res­
ponsible for the detail design work needed for 
planned expansion of the existing SJIS as well 
as design work for management information reports. 
It is planned that ClL second systems analyst will 
be added to the staff at some time in the future. 

- SJIS Field Representatives (2): These people pro­
vide ongoing liaison with the loc-al trial courts 
for the purposes of training and assistance in 
error correction on input forms. It is planned 
that when the SJIS is fully expanded to receive 
data on all case types from all. courts, two addi­
tional field representatives will be added to the 
staff. 

- Data Entry Operators (6): These people perform 
the on-line entry of data from the transaction 
reports received from the local courts. It is 
anticipated that when the SJIS is fully expanded, 
as many as ten ~dditional data entry operators 
will be added to ths staff. These people are 
responsible for data editing and error correc­
tion. 

- Technical Services: 
programming and'data 
formed by an outside 

Technical services such as 
base modifications are per­
consultant firm. 

All of the above indicated staff are physically 
located within the state court administrator's office. 
For the foreseeable future, it is planned that all data 
entry and verification will take place within this cen­
tralized location. 

4. SJIS Advis0EY. Committee 

During Phase I of Minnesota's SJIS Project, an advisory 
committee (composed of local judges and clerks of court) 
was used to work with staff of the state court adminis­
tra·tor's office and consultants from Arthur Young and 
Company in the development of the conceptual design of 
Minnesota's SJIS. A formal ad~lisory committee has not 
been used dl.tring Phase II of this project. Decisions 
affecting SJIS during Phase II have been informally 
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discussed with the Council of Chief Judges (the chief 
judges from each of the state's ten judicia~ districts) 
and the district court administrators. Dur~ng Pha~e 
II of .the project, there has been no fo~al mechan~sm 
for soliciting user input to system des~gn or output 
report content. 

5. Judicial Workloads 

The latest verified caseload figuz'es available for 
Minnesota's court system are from calendar year 1976: 

Figure 4· 

1976 Caseload Fi9:ures 

Beginning End 
Pending Filed Disposed Pending 

8,261 21,643 21,234 8,666c 
1,763 8,919 8,634 2,043c 

District Courts 
Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Total 

--data not available for juvenile--

County Courts 
Civila 
Probate 
Criminal 
Juvenile 
Total 

Municipal CO'lrts 
Civil 
Criminalb 
Total 

Conciliation Courts 
Small Claims 
Total 

STATE TOTALS 

10,024 

14,624 
28.,007 
60,779 

6,635 
110,045 

1,066 
8,962 

10,028 

~., 346 
4,346 

------
134,443 

30,562 

64,934 
9,281 

92,068 
37,423 

203,706 

13,129 
99~142 

112,271 

37,934 
37,934 
------
384,473 

29,868 10,709c 

63,165 l6,460c 

9,524 27,800c 
69,118 85,572c 
36,126 8,234 

177,833 138,066° 

13,028 987c 

95~853 12,251 
108,881 13,238c 

39,446 2,834 
39,446 2,834 
------ ------
356,128 l64,847c 

aIncludes law, small claims, and domestic relations cases. 
bTncludes traffic eases. 
CChange in pending does not equal the difference between filings 
dispositions. Figures are as reported in 1976 annual report. 
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6. Related Systems 

The Minnesota Department of Public Safety's Bureau 
of Criminal Apprehension (BCA) designed and has 
operated on OBTS/CCH system called the Minnesota 
Criminal Justic Reporting System (CJRS) since 1972. 
CJRS collects arrest, charge, and court processing 
data from the appropriate segments of the criminal 
justice system. CJRS ca~ track adult offenders 
who are charged with felonies or gross misdemeanors. 
It provides updated criminal history files and 
produces monthly, quarterly, and yearly Uniform 
Crime Reports. 

The court's role in the CJRS system begins when a 
copy of the Arrest Entry Form, filled out by the 
arresting agency, is received as an arrested subject 
appears before the court. The court will then file 
a Judicial Proceeding Entry Form describing the 
nature of the pxooceeding. This form is filed with 
BCA each time there is a court proceeding that does 
not result in a termination and sentence. After 
all court procedures and actions are completed and 
sentencing has been done, the court completes a 
second portion of the form, Judicial Sentencing. 
This system also includes procedures for update 
and correction of errors. The CJRS system is run 
on one of three IBM 370/l58s at the Information 
Systems Division (ISD). SJIS is run on the same 
computer. 

The data and information collected by the CJRS 
system is used to produce an annual report and 
provide OBTS data to the state's Statistical 
Analysis Center, which is an executive branch 
agency. CJRS criminal case data is spooled to 
the SJIS system where it will be processed to 
produce the reports required by the state court 
administrator, including an age of pending cases 
report for all active cases. 

At the time of this assessment, tapes from BCA 
were being received, but the SJIS staff was en­
countering difficulties in reading the tape for­
mats. It is anticipated that these minor tape 
formatting problems will be resolved shortly. 
Future plans for the expanded SJIS call for the 
CJRS forms to be modified and all data to be 
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sent to the state court administrator's office 
for data verification, error correction, and 
data entry. Information necessary to update 
BCA's CCH and OBTS files would be provided as 
a by-product of the SJIS data entry. Figure 
5 depicts the current processing relationship 
between SJIS and CJRS. Entry to both systems 
is now done on an on-line basis rather than via 
keypunching. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

The Minnesota state court administrator has 
collected summary caseload data from local courts 
since 1964 under statutory authority. (The 
specific duties of the SCA have been deline-
ated earlier in this report.) The data were 
first processed manually. For the last eight 
years aggregate district court data have been 
processed by a computer owned and operated by 
'the state's Information Systems Division. 
Aggregate county court data has been processed 
by computer since 1974. This computer processing 
consisted of data manipulation and report gen­
eration based on month-end summary reports sub­
mitted by the individual clerks of court. 

An OBTS system was developed under the dire<::tion 
of the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension, a law 
enforcement ~gency, and has been operational 
as a computerized system since 1972. Clerkls of 
court report critical events that occur during 
court processing of felonies and gross mide­
meanors, beginning with the filing of the in­
dictment o'r complaint. This OBTS system (which 
is known as the Criminal Justice Reporting Sys­
tem and was described earlier in this report) 
maintains records on all charges by state 
statute number and the sentences for all cri­
minal case defendants. It is the basis of 
the BCAls Computerized Criminal History files. 

In 1974 the state court administrator's office 
initiated Phase I of its SJIS Project. A con­
sultant group was hired to conduct a require­
ments analysis and to provide all system design 
documents and program specifications. Pro­
gramming was to be done by the state's Infor­
mation Systems Division. According to the 
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Phase I grant application, this batch system was 
to serve the dual goals of providin,g greater mana­
gerial control over the state's courts while at 
the same time minimizing the increase in over-
all clerical workload. Specifically, a database 
was to be established that would enable the state 
court administrator to periodically produce: 

disposition statistics, 
case trend analysis, 
speedy trial information, 
projection statistics for budget and new 

judgeship purposes, 
pre-trial release information, 
jury management data, 
judge transfer information, 
change of venue data, 
case scheduling and docket aids, and 
planning data for. state planning purposes. 

Reports' containing tilis information were to have 
been distributed to persons listed on a particular 
report's predetermined distribution list. 

The system was to be designed to benefit courts 
at all levels. The design would initially collect 
data at the district and county court levels and 
transmit this data to the supreme court. A state­
wide uniform case numbering system was recommended 
to simplify this procedure. The reSUlting database 
was to be utili tzed to provide pel.'iodic inquiry 
and special reports as well as form t.he basis for 
the development of addi'l:.ional systems such as 
financial and personnel information systems. 

The Phase II grant application for Minnesota's 
continued SJIS effort was written on the assump­
tion that work scheduled for Phase I would be 
completed on time. As was discussed in some 
detail in section 2 of this report (Management 
S~~EYL' system development and implementation 
did not occur during Phase I. The SJIS that 
is operational in Minnesota was essentially 
developed during Phase II of the project. 

2. Functional 

At the time of this assessment, the SJIS modules 
that process civil, probate, and family case trans­
actions were fully implemented in all district and 
county courts. Criminal case reporting is still 
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accomplished via the Bureau of Criminal Apprehen­
sion's CJRS system. Limited data on criminal cases 
are fed into the SJIS database from machine readable 
tapes provided to'SJIS by BCA. Juvenile and con­
ciliation (small claimsl case types a.re entered 
into the SJIS database from monthly aggregate 
reports provided by clerks of court. Minor crimi­
nal cases (specifically traffic cases)are also 
reported on an aggregate basis. Futur~ plans 
call for the inclusion of conciliation cases in 
the SJIS on-line transaction system. It has not been 
decided whether juvenile and traffic cases will 
'be changed from their current aggregate report­
ing st.atus. 

All district and county courts mail transaction 
report forms for civil, probate, and family cases 
to the state court administrator's office on a 
daily basis. These forms indicate what transactions 
took place for each case processed by the court. 
There is one form completed for each transaction 
in each case. Once the forms are rece::,ved, data 
entry operators review the forms for obvious errors 
and contact the appropriate clerks if errors are 
detected. The clerk who filled out 'the form is 
listed on each transaction report form. Following 
this initial dat.a validation, data from the forms 
are entered on-line into SJIS via CRTs located 
within the state court afuninistrator's office. 
(See Figure 6 I The curren'l:. Minnesota SJIS has 
placed heavy emphasis on on-line entry and editing 
of data. The on-line query ability provided by 
the system is currently of limited utility. Six­
t.een additional CRT terminals have been funded, 
and mos'C of them will be placed in the offices of 
the district court administrators to facilitate 
their review of specific cases or courts. Their 
initial inquiry capability will be restricted to 
accessing all of the records associated with one 
case (if they ~ave the case number) or accessing 
all of the transactions that were reported for one 
court on one day. This lirnited~on-line query 
ability is supplemented by a series of monthly 
batch output reports, which will be distributed 
to SJIS staff, SCA staff, district trial court 
administrat.ors, and others. 

Output reports produced by the syst.em are designed 
to be primarily of value to stat.e-Ievel court ad­
ministrat.ion and district trial court administra­
tors rather than to local judges and clerks of court 
Anothe7 set of batch output. reports are designed 
to mon~tor data entry operator activity and to 
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identify courts where additional clerk training 
may be required. 

The current Minnesota SJIS is oriented towards 
facilitating data e~~ry and providing state-level 
management information. Plans for an expanded 
SJIS include additions and modifications to the 
system to provide more timely and useful data to 
the local trial courts. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

The overall goal of the Minnesota SJIS is to 
provide accurate and timely information about 
the work of the Minnesota courts to those who 
need it, including I b'lt not limited to I the 
supreme court~ local courts; local criminal 
justice agencies~ state criminal justice agen­
cies~ and state justice planning agencies, in­
cluding the legislature. Specific objectives 
of the Minnesota SJIS Project are defined by 
the following list for Phase I efforts: 

to prov~~e'management-oriented statistical 
reports'~' 

to ,promote increased specificity regarding 
criminal offense and civil case types, 

to identify prosecutor negotiations in 
crirr.inal negotiations, and 

the collection'.of workload data to aid 
persoi;mel in local and state-level court 
admir.istration. 

Goals and objectives ide~tified in the Phase II 
grant application are summarized as follows: 

The prllnary goal of this projec~ is to 
introduce management tools in the finan­
cial and personnel areas of the Minnesota 
court system in order to improve the base 
of information upon which policy 'decisions 
are made~~t the state and loca~ levels. 

within this general goal, the following specific results 
to be achieved were identified: 

- Devise a method to provide accurate, 
timely information about existing per­
sonnel staffing patterns and compensa­
tion packages in local courts on a 
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continuous basis so that responses to 
queries can be made at the time of che 
requests rather than six months later. 

- Establish a uniform personnel classifi­
cation system for court personnel which 
can serve as a guideline for local courts 
and can provide a framework for a per­
sonnel system in the event of state 
funding. 

- Provide guidel.ines for the determination 
of desirable non-judicial staffing pat­
terns which can be applied by local courts 
to assess staff strength. 

Provide data to assess compliance with 
affirmative action program. 

- Provide and store data on the training 
needs of non-judicial personnel. 

- Collect the data necessary to establish 
a system to determine judges' needs 
objectively. 

- Establish a uniform chart of accounts 
for local courts so that data can be 
collected and reported on a uniform 
basis. 

- Devise a method for local courts to col­
lect the financial data as part of their 
daily routine. 

- Devise forms and procedures for local 
courts to report the financial data to 
the state court administrator. 

- Design reports to convey the financial 
status of the courts to the legislature. 

With regard to the SJIS system, the grant specifies 
the following goals and objectives: 

In accordance with the recommendation of 
the SJIS assessment team (in 1976), an in­
formation system director will be hired to 
protect the interests of the court in deal­
ing with the state Information Systems 
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D~vision and to provide technical exper­
t~se to ensure correct maintenance and 
modification of the present SJIS system. 

- The cour~ will expand the computer data­
base to include data relevant to a syste­
matic determination of judicial staffing 
needs for civil and criminal courts. 

- The court will explore and, where feasible, 
implement system modifications which will 
provide local courts with additional man­
agement information concerning their case­
loads. 

- The information system director will con­
tinue to train and monitor the reporting 
efforts of local courts so that data en­
tered into the database is accurate and 
complete. 

4. Expected Impact 

The initial L~pact of SJIS has been to alter the 
means of reporting data to the state court adminis­
trator's office. Clerks had been reporting data on 
a.monthly aggregate basis, but are now reporting 
c~vil, probate, and family case data on a case-by­
case,transaction-by-transaction basis. Juvenile 
conciliation (small claims), and traffic cases a;e 
still reported in the aggregate mode. The impact 
of changing from aggregate to case-by-case trans­
action reporting has been lessened by the fact that 
clerks.were accustomed to providing this type of 
report~ng for all major criminal cases via the 
Bureau of Criminal Apprehension's CJRS system. 

An~ther ini~ial impact has been the staffing re­
qu~rements ~mposed on the state court administrator's 
office. ~wo professional positions and six data 
entry operator positions have been added to the 
state court administrator's staff to operate the 
existing SJIS. Responsibility for quality control 
and data validity has shifted from the clerks of 
court to the staff in.the state court administrator's 
'::>ffice. 

Implementation of the system has had the impact of 
upgrading the quality and timeliness of detailed 
.caseload statistics. These detailed caseload sta­
tistics were previously unavailable for either state 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Sununary 

Phase II of the Minnesota SJIS Project began on 
October 1, 1977, and was scheduled to end September 30, 1978. 
A no-cost extension of the project wltil June 30, 1979, 
was granted by LEAA in August of 1978. Phase II called 
for the development of management information tools in 
the areas of financial and personnel management for the 
state's courts. A portion of the Phase II funds were to 
be used to support the SJIS operations developed in Phase I 
and some modifications and additions to the Phase I SJIS 
were anticipated. The specific goals and objectives of 
the Phase II grant have been listed earlier in this report 
in Section I.D.3 (Goals and Objectives). 

The Phase II grant specified the following Phase II 
activities: hiring additional personnel (information 
system director, personnel director, financial director) i 
preparation of a detailed workplani preparation of ques­
tionnaires regarding current financial "and personnel pro­
cedures in the local courts; continued training and monitoring 
of local court reporting personnel; development of a 
survey instrument to identify additional SJIS data require­
ments of local courts; development of model personnel and 
financial reporting systems r including appropriate reporting 
methodology; programming mOdifications to the weighted 
case load system; pilot testing of financial and personnel 
reporting systems; and continued training activities for 
all users of SJIS. 
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2. Plans 

As described in Section A of this report (Hanagement 
SummaEZ) , the Minnesota SJIS Project has not progressed ~-­
according to the plans specified in the Phase I grant. 
Therefore, the plans which were specified in the Phase II 
grant have been altered accordingly. During Phase I, a 
requirements analysis report and conceptual design document 
were produced by Arthur Young and Company. While the 
existing SJIS system has b-een extensively modified (most 
specifically in the area of data entry) I it still conforms 
roughly to the designs provided during Phase ~. 

The detailed workplan that was to be produced 90 days 
after the initiation of Phase II was not produced. Rather, 
a smmnary workplan was produced as a part of the first 
Phase II quarterly progress report required by LEAA. This 
one-page workplan is attached as Figure 7 entitled "SJIS 
Implementation Workplan". 

This workplan is the result of the state's decision 
to integrate three separate projects which are currently 
underway. As stated in the quarterly progress report that 
covered progress to 9/30/77, 

liThe most important occurrence has been the decision 
to integrate the activities of what had been 
originally set as three separate projects. These 
projects are: the implementation of the State 
Judicial Information System (SJIS), which is being 
funded by an LEAA discretionary grant; the Court 
Records Management Study, which was funded with 
~976 block grant moneYi and the Weighted Caseload 
System Project, which was funded with 1977 block 
grant money." 

According to this quarterly report, the reasons for 
integrating these projects included: the interrelationship 
of all of the projects in that they were all efforts to 
develop analytical tools to enable the proper conceptualization 
of the voluminous management data to be collected by 
SJIS; and the ability to pool manpower available from the 
three projects to provide analytical resources and liaison 
with all 87 counties in Minnesota. 

A second major decision for the project was also 
identified in this quarterly report. Following substantial 
field work in the local trial courts to review clerical input 
and SJIS transaction definitions, most of the remaining 
SJIS design problems were resolved. As a result of these 
field work activities, the decision had been made that the 
SJIS design should be upgraded to on-line mode. 
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The advantages of this design enhancement were 
described in the following manner~ 

- It is contemplated that the field data collection 
effort to be experienced in the implementation of 
SJIS will be very difficult. The coordination, 
training, liaison, and communications effort that 
will have to take place in the offices of 87 
apprehensive clerks should prove to be a formidable 
undertaking. Therefore, it is thought that 
the limited resources available to us should be 
concentrated to the maximum extent feasible on 
this liaison effort, necessitating relative ease 
in the interaction with the compu~er system. 
It is felt that having an on-line record creation 
and update capability will provide us with the 
interactive ease with the computer that is needed. 

Even though on-line data entry activities will 
take place under the auspices of state court . 
administration in St. Paul using manual transact~on 
forms prepared and submitted by the clerks, 
we will have the advantage of being a part of 
the presently operational Justice Information System 
teleprocessing network being operated by the 
Minnesota Department of Public Safety. This will 
permi t us to place CRTs in aJ.I of the district 
administration offices throughout the state, 
enabling on-line record inquiry for purposes of 
assignment and caseload management. The funding 
for the CRTs, along with their associated TP 
communications costs, has already been appropriated 
by the legislature. Also, being on the state 
justice teleprocessing network will e~able inquiry 
a.::cess to all the other justice-rela'ced applications 
which are presently operational on the network. 

Being in on-line mode on the state network will 
serve as a solid foundation for the building of 
information system applications that will be of 
greater operations management use to the trial 
courts. The present SJIS design is primarily 
for the purpose of providing management information 
statistics to the supreme court, state court 
administration, district trial court administrators, 
and the legislature. SJIS will now have greater 
enhancement potential for the development of 
information systems products that will directly 
support the recordkeeping and case load management 
functions of the local trial court administrations. 
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- Generally, being in on-line update mode will 
be conducive to the maintenance of case tracking 
files that should be of far greater accuracy 
and timeliness. 

During the reporting period,in response to the 
decision to enhance SJIS to on-line mode, we 
have already completed the documentation of the 
necessary detailed design specifications. 
Further, in cooperation with the Minnesota 
Info~ation Systems Division (ISD), we are in 
the process of awarding a contract to a private 
contractor to write the additional application 
programs necessary for the system enhancement 
pursuant to the specifications. Taking this 
approach, we anticipate remaining on schedule as 
delineated in the SJIS implementation workplan 
which is illustrated in the LAC request a.ttached 
tl;) this progress report. (See Figure 7.) 
A(~cording to our curre--1"\t workplan we anticipate 
l'Laving limited statistic&l products representing 
caseflow activity throughout the state, some 
time during late autumn of 1978. Because at 
least one year from the point where tp~ last 
county commences its transaction submJ::.ssions is 
needed to properly build a complete SJIS data­
base, complete statistical products from SJIS 
should be produced during the fall of 1979. 

At the time of t:_':'s assessment, the Phase II 
project appears to be operating roughly on schedule in 
accordance with the workplan discussed above and shown 
earlier in this report in Figure 7. 

3. Current Status 

In accordance with'the designs provided in Phase I 
of the project and the workplan for Phase II (as discussed 
above), the project has progressed through the requirements 
analysis, conceptual design, forms design, detailed systems 
design, programming, testing and implementation phases of 
the SJIS efforts. The emphasis on financial and personnel 
systems development that was the "primary goal" of the 
Phase II grant application has been reduced. Approxi­
mately $39,000 of the grant's $220,000 total has been 
allocated to personnel and financial systems work. This 
work is being done by the National Center for State 
Courts' North Central Regional Office in St. Paul, 
Minnesota. Since the assessment of Minnesota's Phase II 
efforts is being conducted under the auspices of the 
National Center for State Court-s' SJIS Project, an 
outside consultant was retaineci to provide an assessment 
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of the financial and personnel system work done under 
Minnesota's Phase II grant.' His independent assessment 
is attached as an Appendix to this report. 

As stated in the management summary section of 
this report, the Minnesota SJIS project is currently at 
the developmental stage that was to have been reached 
at the end of Phase I. Hence, the project is approximately 
two years behind schedule. While this is obviously a 
serious slippage, it is the assessment team's conclusion 
that the professional staff of Minnesota's SJIS project 
has done an outstanding job of salvaging an inherited 
project that was in serious trouble. The M~nnesota SJIS 
Project is operational in all district and county courts 
throughout the state (although the aggregate reporting 
system is still operating in parallel mode). Training 
has been completed and'ongoing liaison with clerks of 
court has been established. Relatively detailed workplans 
covering the expansion of the current SJIS to include 
criminal and conciliation cases has been completed. 
Current staff in the state court administrator's office 
appear highly competent and quite able to implement their 
projected plans on schedule. The legislative funding 
sources in Minnesota appear to be supportive of these 
efforts. 

In short, while the project has suffered some 
serious setbacks, it now appears to be "on track" and on 
schedule, given the change in emphasis and direction from 
what was specified in the Phase II grant application. 

4. Control Methods 

Until the initiation of Phase II of this project, 
project control methods were essentially non-existent. 
Current project staff have demonstrated an ability to 
plan, design, and implement project deliverables on 
schedule and according to specifications. Documentation 
and project control mechanisms are in accordance with 
the PRI~E-oriented Policies, P~ocedures and Standards 
Manual which is mandated by Minnesota's Information 
Systems Division for all projects operating on the 
state's computer system. 
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5. User Participation 

User participation in system design was accomplished 
via a formal advisory committee during Phase I of this 
project. During Phase II, no formal advisory committee 
was appointed. A relatively "soft sell" approach to 
clerks of court has been taken during Phase II and 
appears to have been successful. Informal liaison has 
been established with the Council of Chief Judges (a 
group consisting of the chief judge from each of the 
state's ten judicial districts) and the newly-appointed 
district court administrators. The current SJIS has 
been designed to provide information that is of benefit 
primarily to state-level court administration. However, 
future plans call for the system to be expanded and more 
information to be produced that will be of value to 
local trial courts. It is the assessment team's view 
that the current informal user liaison will not be suffi­
cient to provide the necessary user input to facilitate 
the system's expansion so a,s to be truly beneficial to 
the trial courts. A user committee or committees should 
be created consisting of local clerks of court, chief 
judges, and trial court administrators, for the purpose 
of reviewing plans to expand the SJIS as well as specifying 
the type of systere input and output that will b~ of maxi­
mum value to local trial courts. The current system of 
u~er liaison does not appear to provide for sufficient 
input from clerks and local judges as to the design needs 
of the proposed expanded system. 

System Description 

1. Processing Approach 

SJIS operates on one of three IBM 370/158/MVS 
computers owned and operated by Minnesota's Information 
Systems Division (ISD) , which is an executive branch 
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agency that supplies centralized data processing services 
to all st'ate agencies. Within the 370/158, SJIS operates 
within the TOTAL database management system. Access to 
TOTAL is from the state cou:c't administrator's CRT type 
terminals via a front end teleprocessing system (TP EXEC) 
which is owned by ISO and controlled by the Department of 
Public Safety's Bureau of Criminal Apprehension. There are 
currently 6 data entry terminals located within the state 
court administrator's office. Sixteen additional CRT 
terminals have been funded and most will be placed in the 
offices of district court administrators to provide them 
with on-line access to case records being processed 
in the local courts for which they are responsible. 

Several potential problems face the Minnesota , 
SJIS project, and all are related to the current ~1d pote~t~al 
capabilities of the state's ISO. With the planned expans~on 
of SJIS to include criminal, conciliation, and possibly 
juvenile cases, the volume of transactions and number of 
inputs and inquiries to the system can be expected to 
expand significantly~ SJIS project staff do not appear 
as yet to have conducted adequate studies to ascertain 'the 
effect of this increased volume of records and system 
activity on the overall SJIS system. This analysis is 
particularly important since IDS's current computer 
facilities appear to be at or near the saturation point. 
In addition, the teleprocessing network that SJIS relies 
on (an ISO-Developed version of TP EXEC) is also at tr.c 
saturation point and is not smoothly compatible with 
ISO's ~OTAL data base. These conditions have resulted 
in periodic slow response times (system degradation) 
and excessive scheduled and unscheduled system down time 
of from 1 to l~ hours per day, and up to 25% of a normal 
workshift. Given the court's reliance on (but lack of 
control over) ISO, these conditions can be expected to 
cause potentially serious problems for Minnesota's SJIS. 
Prior to any expansion of the current SJIS system/both 
ISO's computer power and teleprocessing capabilities 
should be thoroughly reassessed to avoid implementing 
a system that will be so degraded in terms of user 
availability as to greatly diminish its usefulness 
to state and local court administration. 

2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

As discussed earlier in this report (see Figure 6), 
data collection is on forms suppled to local courts by 
the SJIS Project. Transaction forms are completed for 
each significant event occuring in a case and forwarded 
to the state court administrator's office for data verifica­
tion and data entry. Data editing and validation techniques 
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appear ~o,be a~e~~ate to assure a high degree of accuracy 
and val~di ty w~ th~n the SJIS database. Plans for the 
expanded SJIS indicate it will operate in the same manner 
as the currently operational segments of SJIS. 

3 > Data Entry 

. , When transa~tion forms arrive at the state court 
a~~n~st7ator's ?ff~ce, the information is input to SJIS 
v~a on-l~ne te~nals. As a backup to on-line access 
to SJIS, the system has the capability to input data on 
a remote. job entry basis via the same CRTs. In this 
mode~ data entry operators input data that are stored 
on d~sk and then r 7ad into SJIS at night as if they were 
a b~tch entry. Th~s mode of data entry is used during 
pe7~ods of scheduled down time or unscheduled system 
fa~~ure. Data on,each transaction form are manually 
rev1e~ed,by data ~np~t operators to spot obvious errors 
or om~ss~ons of requ~red data. Any such errors are 
corrected by a phone call to the clerk who filled out the 
form. Extensive e~iting is ~one by the SJIS system when 
data are entered e~~er on-l~ne or via the RJE option. 
~h:cks are made dur~ng data entry regarding proper format, 
~l~egal,data val~es (e.g., a month value higher than 12) 
and log1cal cons~stency with existing case records ' 
(e.ge, a trial event could not be recorded on. a case 
record before a first appearance had been recorded) . 
Automate~ and manual logs are prepared that will assist 
SJI~ ~roJect 7taff in identifying and providing additional 
tra~n~ng,to e7t~er data entry operators or clerks of court 
who are 1dent~f~ed as excessively error prone. 

4. Application Software 

a. Processing Modules 

The SJIS system uses two TOTAL databases: Terminal 
Session an~ the SJIS database. The Terminal Session 
(oper~t?r ~atabase) serves the purposes of supplementing 
the l~~tat~o~s of the t 7l 7processing network to provide 
for conversat~onal capab~l~ty for the SJIS on-line programs 
accumulating on-line update report records for the current ' 
day, and accumulating civil case additions for off-line 
update at the end of the day. 

~he SJIS database contains two basic types of 
transact~on data: criminal information from BCA's 
Criminal Justice Reporting System (CJRS) and non­
crimi~al pr?ceedings entered on-line. SJIS is broken 
down ~nto e~ght (8) sub-systems: 
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- on-line applicatiqns, 
daily batch processing, 

- file restore, 
- judicial edit/update, 
- judge edit/update, 
- criminal batch edit/update, 
- summary statistics processing, and, 
- monthly reports. 

Brief definitions of these sub-systems as listed 
in the SJIS detailed design document are provided below. 

(1) On-line Applications: The on-line 
applications of SJIS is by far the largest and most . 
diversified sub-system of SJIS. The sub-system cons~sts 
of seven (7) modules that allow for inquiry and update 
of the SJIS database. 

All file maintenance information for the Civil 
Files of SJIS is supplied by means of the Civil Transaction 
Form. The information su,pplied by· this form is processed 
by the Civil Add Module and the Civil Update Module. 
Both the Civil Add and Civil Update Module call the 
Statistics Update Module, which is used to maintain 
the Daily Statistics File. 

The five remaining modules are used for inquiry 
into the SJIS database. Direct access to the Civil File 
is obtained by using the Civil Inquiry and/or the Detail 
Inquiries. The criminal File can be accessed directly 
by using the Criminal Inquiry. Two index inquiries are 
available for SJIS. They are the Docket Index and Date 
Filed Index. 

(2) Daily Batch Processing: File maintenance 
and transaction reporting are included in the Daily 
Batch Processing sub-system. 

- Transaction Reporting Module creates reports 
that list and tally the previous work dayfs 
on-line activity. 

- Back-up. 
- Statistics Initialization brin~p" the Daily 

Statistics File up to date by c~eating a new 
record for each day since the last time the 
module was run. The process includes zeroing 
out all the new counters except those for 
pending cases for which it transfers the 
previous day's figures. 
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(3) File Restore: Used to restore the file 
in the event of system problems that may have destroyed 
its validity. 

(4) JUdicial Agenqy Edit/Update: The Judicial 
Agency Edit/Update is used to initially load the Judicial 
File and for any subsequent changes that may be applied 
to the file. The Judicial Agency Edit/Update is run on 
an 'as needed' basis. 

(5) Judge Edit/Update: T:.e Judge File is 
loaded and maintained by the Judge Edit/Update sub-system. 
The Judge sub-system is run when needed. 

(6) Criminal Batch Edit/Update: BCA CJRS 
transactions are passed to SJIS and are processed by the 
Criminal Batch Edit/Update sub-system. The sUb-system 
maintains the Criminal Files of SJIS and produces a report 
listing update acti'vi ty against the file. To update the 
file, the Statistics Update Module is called to maintain 
the Daily Stat~stics File. The Criminal sub-system is 
run on a monthly basis. 

(7) Summary Statistics Processing: On a 
monthly basis summary statistics are sent to SCA from the 
courts. These statistics cover all cases that are not 
reported on a transaction basis for civil and criminal 
cases. These reports are processed through the Summary 
Statistics Processing sub-system and applied to ~he 
Daily Statistics File. 

(8) Monthly Reports: Reports are produced on 
a monthly cycle in four categories: (1) statistics, 
(2) cases pending, (3) judge list, and (4) system activity 
report. 

(9) Operating Environment: All batch programs 
are written in COBOL and all on~line ~pplications are written 
in ALC" The system is written using TOTAL Database ~tonitor 
and TP EXEC as the teleprocessing monitor. 

b. Inputs - Outputs 

Input formats are such that data entry is as 
straightforward as possible. CRT screen formats approximate 
the positioning of data on the reporting forms. 

Current output formats (on-line) are oriented 
towards providing verification information for data entry 
operators. On-line case inquiry capability is somewhat 

IX-39 



limited at this stage of the system's development. In 
order to access a case record on-line, a terminal operator 
must know the statewide SJIS number assigned to that 
particular case or the case number assigned at the local 
trial court level. Cases cannot be accessed by any of 
the participants' names. Generally, on-line inquiries 
for an information system allow the user to specify 
types of cases, dates of events, and other such options 
to make the inquiry capability as flexible as possible. 
Minnesota's SJIS system, because of concerns about bogging 
down the saturated ISD computers and teleprocessing 
network, has greatly restricted the amount of file searching 
and custom report preparation that can be accomplished on­
line. As discussed earlier, this situation may negatively 
impact the system's utility to trial courts if the system 
is expanded to include on-line access from trial courts. 

Ba.tch output reports, which are produced on a 
monthly basis, are divided up between system activity 
reports, management-oriented statistical reports, and 
judge-oriented reports. System activity reports and 
judge reports were designed during Phase II of the project. 
Management-oriented statistical reports are essentially 
those designed by Arthur Young and Company during Phase I 
of the project with modified formats. SJIS output reports 
will be described below. 

(1) System Activity Reports: These reports 
include: 

- Civil Update Transaction, 
- Civil Operator Activity Report, 
- Criminal Update Transaction/Er:t'or Report, 
- Judge Update Edit Report, 
- Judicial Update Report, 
- Operator File Edit List Report, and 
- Operator File Listing Report. 

All of these reports are designed to provide 
information to SJIS project administrators regarding the 
amount and quality of work done by data entry operators. 
They also identify areas where additional training is 
needed because excessive errors are being attributed to 
one specific court or court clerk. 

(2) Judge Reports: These reports provide 
alphabetical listing of all judges and their locations. 
They can also be produced with alphabetical judge listings 
by county. 
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(3) Management Oriented Statistical Reports: 
These reports include: 

- Pending Case Analysis (Criminal): This report 
lists all pending criminal cases for each court. 
It provides the defendant's name, case number, 
date arrested, date and judge at last reported 
activity, and the number of days pending since 
arrest. 

- Pending Case Analysis (Civil): This report 
lists all pending civil cases for each court 
by case type. It provides case number, date 
filed, last activity date and status, and number 
of days pending from filing. 

- Courtroom Activity Report (2 reports, one for 
district and one for county courts): These 
reports provide summary statistics regarding the 
number of each type of transaction (e.g., jury 
trials) that have occurred in a given courtroom 
in the last month, for civil and criminal cases. 

- Civil Caseload Statistics: This report provides 
the civil caseflow statistics for each court 
during the past month including the manner of 
disposition. 

- Calendar Caseload Statistics (Civil/Probate): 
This report provides caseflow information for 
each court during the last month regarding civil 
and probate cases. It provides information on 
the number of active cases and the stage of 
processing they are at (e.g., number with trial 
activity during the month) for both the court 
and jury calendars in each court. 

- Probate Caseload Statistics: This report 
provides the monthly caseflow for each court's 
probate caseload subdivided into cases involving: 
supervised administration, unsupervised administra­
tion, guardianship/conservatorship, and commit­
ments. 

- Family Caseload Statistics: This report provides 
the monthly caseflow, including stage of processing 
for family case types in each court. Caseflow is 
provided for: dissolutions, support cases, 
adoptions, a..'"ld other family cases. 
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- Aggregate-Based Conciliation Caseload Statistics: 
This report provides the caseflow of conciliation 
(small claims) cases in each county, including 
whether cases terminated during the month 
required any courtroom activity. This rEport 
is based on summary reporting forms. 

- Aggregate-Based J'uvenile Caseload Statistics: 
This report provides the juvenile casef10w for 
each court during the last month. It subdivides 
the juvenile casef10w into delinquency cases, 
traffic cases: and cases involving neglect, 
dependency, or ter.mi,na tion of parental rights. 

- County Criminal Caseload: This report provides 
the monthly caseflow for criminal cases in each 
county court during the previous month. Caseflow, 
including whether cases terminated during the 
month required any courtroom activity, are broken 
down into: misdemeanors; traffic; game, fish, 
water, and DNR violations; and all other violations. 

- District Court Criminal Caseload: This report 
provides the prior month's criminal case flow 
for each district court. It provides general 
crimina.1 caseflow plus information on the manner 
of disposition and the stage of disposition for 
cases terminated in the prior month. 

- Probate Case10ad Statistics (2 reports): These 
reports provide statewide casef1ow, sorted by 
court, for cases involving: supervised adminis­
tration, unsupervised administration, guardia~ship/ 
conservatorship, and commitments during the last 
month. All counties are compared on this report. 

- Family Caseload Statistics (2 reports): These 
reports provide summary casef10w data, sorted 
by court, for family cases involving: dissolutions, 
support, adoptions, and other family matters 
during the last month. All COUkts are compared 
on this report. 

- County Court Criminal Case1oad: This report 
provides the county court criminal casef10w 
for each county court during the last month. 
Case types are divided up into: misdemeanors; 
traffic; game, fish, water, and DNR violations; 
and all other. All county courts are compared 
on this report. 
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_ Juvenile Case load Statistics: This report 
provides all juvenile caseflow for the state, 
sorted by court for the last month. Each court's 
caseflow is subdivided into juvenile cases 
involving: delinquency; traffic; and ~ase7 
involving dependency, neg~ect, ,or term~nat~~n, 
of parental rights. All Juven~~e court act~v~ty 
in the state in the past month ~s compared 
on this report. 

- Summary Statistics: This report provides 
summary caseflow statistics for all district or 
county courts in the past month. It also 
provides information on the number of cases 
being added and deleted from each court's 
judge trial and jury trial calendars. 

5. OBTS(CCH 

OBTS and CCH ~ata in Minnesota are provided via 
the Bureau of Criminal Apprehensions CJRS system. This 
system has been operational since 1972. Plans for the , 
expanded SJIS call for SJIS to take over th7 data ~ollect~on 
and input tasks which are currently accomp1~shed v~a 
CJRS. Liaison has b~en established with BCA personnel, 
and they have been assured that OBTS and CCH dat~ currently 
collected. by SCA will also be collected and prov~ded to 
BCA should SJIS take over collecting the judicial portion 
of these systems. 

6. ~urity and Privacy 

The Minnesota SJIS system is designed to be 
r~asonab1y secure against the following types of hazard. 

- Hardware failure l 

- Erroneous data entry of new information, 
Update of existing data outside an operator's 
authority, and 

- Unauthorized access. 

The backup of the Minnesota SJIS database is on the 
same basis as the rest of the BCA network. The same data 
logging recovery procedures are used for the SJIS syst7m. 
Batch processing required to maintain the SJIS system ~s 
included in the same job stream as the other BCA network 
batch processes and catalogued in the same PR?C module. 
This assures that the batch programs are run ~n proper , 
synchronization with the file back-up. All pr~grams wh~ch 
update TOTAL files tempora.rily lock the records-so tr;.ere , 
can be no contention pr,oblems that could affect the ~ntegr~ty 
of the SJIS data base. 
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The programs that update and add new information 
contain validity checking logic to reject incorrect 
information before it can affect the accuracy of the data­
base. The input forms for civil/probate adds contain 
SJIS numbers pre-numbered with a cceck digit during 
printing. The judge number also contains a check digit. 

Besides the physical security already provided 
by ISD, several other security measures are programmed 
into the State Judicial Information System. The majority 
of the application security procedures are handled by 
the Operator Master File. 

In addition to the physical terminal security 
required by contract with BCA, the terminal operation 
using SJIS files requires operator security. The Operator 
Master File contains one record for each authorized user 
of the system. The Operator File is accessed by the 
operator code; without this code, nobC'9.y can obtain 
access to the SJIS files. 

When access is attempted using an operator code, 
then the system front end performs additional security 
checks based on the code. Each operator record contains 
a restriction code that indicates the level of activity 
permitted (inquiry, update; delete, etc.) for that 
operator. A check is made to insure that the operator 
is not trying to perform a function he/she is not allowed 
to perform. In addition, the operator record contains 
a table of allowable terminals for the specified operator 
code. No access is permitted to SJIS files from terminals 
other than those listed for that operator code. Finally, 
there is a table of authorized counties, used to restrict 
access to only those records that are within that operator's 
jurisdiction. 

Also included is a method of training security. In 
order to prelJ'ent accidental updates t,o live data by trainees, 
two methods are used to insure file security. The first 
is a special trainee operator code. While using this code, 
an operator can use the system within the assigned security 
restriction code. The second is a special county designation 
that is used by trainees to actually create ~~d update 
records that are designated for training purposes and are 
ignored by other production programs. These special 
records are purged once a month. 
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A daily report prints listings for audit purposes 
of civil and probate cases affected by the current day's 
activity. In addition, a daily report is printed showing 
the number of times the entry key was used, number of 
updates, screens executed j and the number of error screens 
returned-for· each operator. This will identify attempts 
to "experiment" as well as point out the need for further 
on-job training. 

All terminals are located in secured areas accessible 
only by authorized employees. 

A complete set of system back-up tapes are main­
tained by ISD in case of massive system failure. However, 
these tapes are stored in the same building that contains 
ISD's computer facili ti.es. In the case of a natural 
disaster such as an earthquake or major fire, the entire 
ISD data base could be lost. 

7 • Computer and Communications Configurations 

SJIS runs on one of three IBM 370/158/MVS computers 
that are operated by Minnesota's Information Systems 
Oivi~ion. Each ~58 \~~s 2 megabytes of core storage. 
ISO ~s an execut~ve branch agency that provides centralized 
data processing' services to all state agencies. 

Minnesota's SJIS operates within Version 7 of the 
TOTAL Database Management SY.stem. 

Access to the TOTAL database is via a front end 
teleprocessing network (TP EXEC) which is operated by 
ISO but controlled by the Department of Public Safety. 
CRT terminals (6 currently, with expansion to 22 planned) 
are Uniscope Model 200'5. 

As indicated earlier in this report, ISO's computer 
and teleprocessing facilities are operating at or near the 
saturation point. This is likely to Dose problems for the 
expanded versions of SJIS. that are pl~ned. The courts 
have little administrative control over ISO since they are 
but ?ne of the many agencies requesting services from ISO. 
ISO ~s a large bureaucracy employing over 300 persons. 
Conversations with SJIS staff and tileir consultant programmer 
leave the impression that getting ISD to imo:.::ove its 
service to users has been ~ persistent and ongoing problem. 
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8. Documentation 

The existing SJIS system is well documented. The 
PRIDE project control and documentation methodology has 
been employed by the SJIS project. During Phase I and II 
of Minnesota's SJIS project, the following documentation 
has been produced: 

- Requirements Analysis and Conceptual Design: This 
doc~ent was prepared by Arthur Young and Company 
dur~ng Phase I development efforts. It includes: 
background on the Minnesota judicial system, 
propo7ed alternatives for SJIS development, 
funct~onal performance requirements, input and 
output requirements, file types and estimated 
sizes, and estimates of necessary hardware. This 
~esi~ has ,been modified considerably in the 
aeta~l des~gn that was developed in Phase II 
when the system was altered to operate in an 
on-line mode. 

- Detail Sys'tem Desi9:!!,: This document describes 
the general purposes of the SJIS, the operational 
modules, the detail processing logi,c for 
each module, detail designs for input and outp~t 
report (for both batch and on-line input and 
output), file restore procedures, and system 
security and privacy provision. This document 
is based on the PRIDE project control and 
documentation methodology, and is updated to ,­
reflect any modifications to the existing 
system. 

- User Manual: A well-documented user manual 
has been prepared and distributed to all 
system users'. It provides clear examples 
of how clerks are to fill out and process all 
SJIS forms. 

- Program Listings: Complete program listings 
for all SJIS programs are maintained by the 
SJIS project staff. 
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C. Assessment Results 

This section will review the current status of 
concerns and recommendations made by the 1976 assessment 
team and will describe the reactions of the current 
assessment team to the Phase II Minnesota SJIS project 
efforts in terms of the prospects for ultimate satisfaction 
of the project goals and objectives. 

1. Concerns and Recommendations of the 1976 Assessment 
Team 

a. The state court administrator's office was 
planning on using one person to edit the SJIS transaction 
input sheets. The team felt that this resource would have 
to be expanded to adequately handle the anticipated 
80,000 transaction reports per year (estimate provided 
by Arthur Young and Company) • 

Current Status: Minnesota currently has six full­
time staff involved in data entry and verification. 
Current transaction volumes average between 
1200 to 1500 per day. This is approximately 
four times the number of transaction reports 
estimated during Phase I. As the system expands, 
the SJIS staff plan to hire additional input 
operators. In addition, a number of on-line 
edit checks are provided that would not have 
been available with the original batch design.. 

b. Since the court relied entirely on Arthur Young 
and Company for all technical liaison with ISD d' ":"ing Phase I, 
the assessment team recommended that the project hire a 
technical coordinator with a strong systems background 
to act as liaison with ISD and BCA. 

Current Status: The SJIS now has two full-time 
personnel directing the in-house efforts of 
SJIS. Both of these individuals have proven 
to be very competent in designing, developing, 
and implementing the state's SJIS. Both of 
these positions are permanent, full-time 
positions that are now funded by the state. 
One additional systems analyst is currently 
being recruited, and another analyst slot is 
planned for the future. 
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c. The state court administrator's office has not 
conducted any study to determine the likely error rates on 
transaction reports and their effect on subsequent late 
output reports. 

Current Status: Error rates were not assessed prior 
to implementation of SJIS. However, extensive 
field training and data validation are conducted 
by SJIS staff. Error rates appear to be within 
normal and m~,ageable tolerances. SJIS staff 
feel that they are operating an exceptionally 
clean database. Output reports are currently 
in the initial stages of implementation. It 
is not known if monthly reports will prove to 
be timely. 

d. Only verbal agreements between the state court 
administrator and the Bureau of CrL~inal Apprehension 
existed regarding access to the CJRS database for the 
purpose of supplementing SJIS information. The assessment 
team was concerned, since the CJRS database was owned by 
BCA, that a change in personnel at BCA could lead to 
restriction or elimination of the courts' access to the 
criminal case data contained in BCA's database. 

Current Statua: This situation has not changed 
since 1976, although relations between SJIS 
staff and BCA personnel remain quite cordial 
~ld cooperative. BCA is currently providing 
machine-readable input on all criminal cases 
to the SJIS database. 

e. Concerns were expressed about the lack of a 
formal training schedule and methodology for training clerks 
of court regarding SJIS input transaction forms. 

Current Status: Extensive formal and informal 
training has been completed with all clerks 
of court. Two full-time SJIS field represen­
tatives provide an ongoing liaison and training 
source for clerks of court. 

f. No written agreement between the state court 
administrator and ISD existed for data processing services. 
Such arrangements were not provided for any state agencies 
receiving data processing services from ISD. The assessment 
team recommended that the state court administrator attempt 
to enter into a written agreement with lSD, identifying 
areas and levels of data processing services to be provided 
as well as schedules of performance to be adhered to. 
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Current Status: No formal agreement exists between 
the state court administrator and ISD. 

2. Recommendations of Current Assessment Team 

a. Formalized Agreement with ISD 

While there are political and bureaucratic problems 
inherent in attempting to enter into a formal contract 
with lSD, it is the assessment team's recommendation that 
such an agreement be sought to specify the levels of service 
and priorities of processing to be provided to the courts. 
As stated in this report, the computer capabilities and 
teleprocessing capabilities of ISD are at or near the 
saturation point. If ISD cannot secure funding for additional 
hardware to support all of the state's operating systems, 
then some or all of the currently operating systems are 
going to be degraded in terms of response time and system 
availability. Currently SJIS suffers from I to l~ hours 
of system down time-during each work shift. During system 
up time, SJIS suffers from periodic excessive response 
times. A contract will not solve these current problems 
(although it will not increase them). However, should 
ISD decide to sacrifice certain systems in order to provide 
better service to others, a contract would protect the 
courts' interests. In addition, a contract should be 
worded so as to guarantee the courts' right to expand the 
capabilities Jf their current SJIS. If response times 
continue to be degraded and system unavailability continues 
to ,be a problem, then ISD is in a perfect position to 
decide that the courts' system cannot be expanded. 

b. Formalized Agreement with BCA 

Relations with BCA are currently quite cordial and 
cooperative. However, sh0uld personnel change at BeA, this 
spirit of cooperation with the courts could cease. An 
agreement should be entered into with BCA that would 
ensure the courts' access to the CJRS database and also 
ensure continued access to the BCA-controlled teleprocessing 
monitor on which the courts are dependent for on-line 
access to SJIS. Plans for the expansion of SJrs to include 
entry of criminal transaction data into SJIS rather than 
into CJRS will require careful negotiation between the 
courts and BCA. This would be an ideal time to 
formalize this relationship. 
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c. Expand On-Line Inquiry Capabilities 

As indicated in the report, the current Minnesota 
SJIS is designed to facilitate on-line input of data 
rather than on-line ouput. As explained by SJIS staff, 
the limited on-line inquiry capability is due primarily 
to the concerns over the saturated status of the state's 
teleprocessing network. In~uiries tha~ entail on7line 
sorting of records or spec~al process~ng do requ~re 
more computer power and teleprocessing capability. As 
long as the system remains static--so long as SJIS,plans 
on providing management information on a,batc~ bas~s--the 
current situation is adequate. If SJIS ~s go~ng to be 
expanded in such a manner that access by local clerks 
and district court administrators is encouraged for local 
managment information, then the current on-line ~nq~iry 
capabilities are going to prove inadequate and d~ff~cult 
to use. The general inquiry program functioning in SJIS 
should be expanded to include the capability to access 
case records by the names of significant participants, 
by case types, and by event types over specified ~ime spans. 
Management information required by local courts d~ffers 
significantly from state-level management information. 
Most specifically, local trial courts demand much,more 
timely information, which generally precludes rel~ance 
on batch reports produced on a monthly basis. If the 
system developed is to be of utility to the local cour~s 
and local district court administrators, then the on-l~ne 
inquiry capability must be expanded. 

d. Records Management Analysis Should Take 
Precedence over Expanded SJIS . 

Minnesota is currently working on three interrelated 
projects: SJIS, a weighted caseload study, and a records 
management study. Current plans call for SJIS to be expanded 
concurrently with the continued efforts at developing a 
weighted case load procedure and a continuing analysis 
of local records management procedures. It is the assessment 
team's recommendation that the continuation of the records 
management analysis, weighted caseload study, and financial 
and personnel studies be given precedence over the immediate 
expansion of SJIS. A thorough analysis of local trial 
court policies and procedures (work and paperflow) will 
enable the SJIS staff to develop a state-wide system that 
will be of utility to local courts. If SJIS is expanded 
before a thorough analysis of thetse local court procedures, 
is completed, it will quite likely lead to the implementat~on 
of a system that will be of limited value to local courts and 
will require significant reprogramming to adapt to local needs. 
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e. Isn System Support Should B'e Continually 
Re-evaluated 

As indicated previously, the system support provided 
by ISD to the courts leaves a great deal to be desired. 
With ISD's computer power and teleprocessing network at 
or near the saturation point, it is recommended that the 
court continually re-evaluate ISD's ability to provide 
adequate systems support. This is particularly crucial 
when the SJIS expansion efforts are undertaken. System 
users will not use or support a system that suffers 
from excessive down time or excessive response times. 
With the increased volume of input and output that will 
be required by the expanded SJIS, the assessment team has 
serious concerns regarding ISD's ability to adequately 
support the system. It is the assessment team's recom­
mendation that the courts' data processing consultant 
perform periodic assessments of ISD's system support 
capabilities. If ISD cannot guarantee adequate system 
availability and response times, then expansion of SJIS 
should not be undertaken. Should this situation arise, 
the assessment team recommends that the court seek alternative 
data processing resources, which could include a stand-
alone computer system operated by the judiciary, or con­
tracting for data processing services with a local data 
processing service bureau. 

f. An Ad Hoc Report Writer Program Should Be 
Developed 

As SJIS is expanded and more users (and other 
agencies such as legislative committees) gain an under­
standing of what types of information are available from 
the system, SJIS staff should anticipate that there will 
be increased demand for ad hoc reports from the system. 
The system, as designed, is unable to respond to these 
ad hoc requests. Each output report must be individually 
written in COBOL. This is not the most efficient, and 
certainly not the most inexpensive way to produce reports 
from the system. Whil~ the TOTAL data base, which SJIS 
operates under, can generally support a generalized 
report-writing program known as SOCRATES, it is the 
assessment team's understanding that the manner in which 
ISD has generated SJIS within its TOTAL data.base pre­
cludes the feasible use of SOCRATES or other commercially 
available report writing programs. It is recommended 
that the SJIS staff explore with ISD the possibility of 
its adapting a report writing program to the current SJIS 
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database. If this cannot be done, it is the assessment 
team's reconunendation that alternative sources be explored, 
includiLg the possibility that a tape copy of the SJIS 
data needed to produce a report be processed by a service 
bureau or some other state data processing f.acility that 
has access to a generalized report writing program. 

g. Establishment of a Formal Advisory Committee 

During Phase I of the project a formal advisory 
committee consisting of local clerks of court and judges 
was used to review design plans and to establish the types 
of input and output report forms that would be appropriate 
for SJIS. During Phase II of the project an advisory 
corrmdttee has not been used, although informal discussions 
have been held with the Council of Chief Judges (the 
chief judge from each of the state's judicial districts) 
and the district court administrators. As SJIS is 
expanded to serve the needs of local judges and clerks 
o~ court, it will be crucial to have input regarding systems 
design, output reports, and on-line information requirements 
from the intended users of the system. While the records 
management study will provide some of this information, 
it is necessary to actively involve the actual users of 
the system in its design. A system that is developed 
and implemented from the state. level down is likely to be 
perceived as an imposition on the local courts rather than 
a service. In addition, if local courts are afforded 
the luxury of identifying the expanded system as "your" 
system rather than "our" system, it is likely to produce 
a fair amount of passive resistance from local court 
personnel. Section 5.0 of the workplan for the expanded 
SJIS indicates that an SJIS advisory co~nittee will be 
formed to "appraise the impact of new systems, determine 
desired outputs, advise methods to facilitate the design 
in regard to clerical processing, voice the concerns of 
the users, and review and approve the final product based 
on the original concept." It is the reconunendation of 
~the assessment team that this advisory committee be formed 
as soon as possible and that it become an integral part 
of continued SJIS development efforts. 

IX-52 

3. Exemplary Findings 

a. Staff Competence. The state court administrator's 
office has obtained the services of competent professional 
data processing personnel to manage the design, development, 
and implementation of its SJIS project. This hiring of 
professional staff who are knowledgeable in both courts 
and data processing areas will be a major factor in the 
continued successful development of Minnesota's SJIS. 

b. User Training. SJIS staff have done an 
excellent job of providing systematic training for user:; 
of the SJIS system. As an acknowledgement that trainin'g 
is not a one-time phenomenon, the state court administrator's 
office has two permanent personnel who spend full time in 
the field providing ongoing training and liaison with 
local courts. The users manual provided to clerks of 
court is a very clear and concise training and reference 
document. 

4. Conclusions 

Minnesota's SJIS project has suffered from severe 
slippages in relation to the Phase I and Phase II grant 
specified time-tables. The project is currently at the 
stage that it had planned to be at the end of Phase I 
(1976). It should be noted that during the period since 
the end of the Phase I grant there has been a complete 
personnel changeover in the state court administrator's 
office, including the state court administrator himself. 
Prior to Phase II, there was no in-house SJIS staff within 
the state court administrator's office. Current SJIS 
staff have been hired within the last 1 to l~ years. 
It is the assessment teamfs view that these personnel 
have done an excellent job of salvaging and turning around 
a project that was in serious trouble. 

So long as this caliber of SJIS staff is maintained 
by the state court administrator's office, there is every 
reason to believe that Minnesota's SJIS Project will continue 
to be successfully expanded and implemented. 

The major problems facing Minnesota's SJIS project 
revolve around its reliance on other agencies to provide data 
processing services. Should service provided to the courts 
continue to degenerate, the courts may well be forced to 
seek alternative data processing resources. 
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ASS~SMEN'l' OF ?E..~OIiJNEL Fo.llD FnlANCIAL !NFO~.A'!'Ic.~ PORTICN 

OF TEE MINNESOTA SOPRL'1E COORT STA'I'E .ronICDL nlFORlA.ATION SYS~1 

(SJIS GRANT) by Gerald S. Ku.ban, Management Analyst 

This assessment was performed. at the request 'Of the National. Center Fer 
State C'Our-uS during the period August 23, 19i8, t.i.:r:'Ough Septeml:er 3, 
19i5. The purp'Ose 'Of the assignment was to evaluate t.."lat portien 'Of 
Minnesota I s state. Juc!icial InfoClation System grant ef:orts t."lat are 
being conducted by the National Center For State Courts' ~or"'~ central 
Regional. Of:ice. Specifically, the censoJ.ltant evaluatad these effor"'...s 
dire~ed at studying and developing personnel and financial systems. 

The repert 'KaS te include: 

-An assessment 'Of 'l'1hether 'l'1ork is being completed 
in accorCi with. the stated goals 'Of the S~J.S grant 
application. 

-An assessme.."'lt' of whether 'Nork is being completed 
in accerd with grant spec~fied milestenes. 

-An assessment 'Of 'l'1hat work has been completed. 

-An assessment 'Of general caliber 'Of wor!(. 

The materials reviewed prier te the en-site visit included: the 
grant agreement be~l'1een the ~o1innes'Ota Supreme Cou---t (grantee) and the 
• tinnes'Ota Crime Centrel Planning Seard (Grantor) i the Hational Center 
E'or State Courts' llroject Prepesal and 'I'ask/Staf:: Hour Anal ysis; ar.d 
t.."le u:AA Comprehensive Data Systems Guidebeok. 

'I'na materials reviewed subsequent te the en-site visit included: 
t~e original :eqaest for preposal issued by t.~e Minneseta State 
Court ~~strater's 'Office; Questiennai:es issued by the Natienal 
Center E'or State Ceurts cevering l} position descripti'Ons; 2) fringe 
be.."'lefitSi 3) personnel~practices/crqanization; 4) budgeting practices~ 
data summaries 'Of the questiennaires. and erganizatien cha-~s; and 
lastly the drafts 'Of the prej ect reperts "ihicn were completed. as of 
the date of assessment including t~se coveri."'lg persennel s'candards, 
current budqeting practices and budgeting standards. 

The on-site visit 'HaS conducted en August 23, 19i5, and consisted 'Of 
meeti!l.gs with t.."le ether members of the SJIS assessme."'l~ teem as 'l'1ell as 
State Ceu~ Aeministrator L~urence C. E~enf Direct'Or of t.~e Ner"'-h 
Central Regienal Office, :':ancis Srem.sen, and :'renk and Sue Desal., 
~atienal C~nter for State Ceurts staf:. 
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3. TSE SJIS GRAI.'IT rl.GRE:E:!1ENT <'Be~.;een t.~e Minnesota Cri!ne Control Planning 
Soard and the Minnesota Supr~e Court) 

The orimary goal 'Of the project as stated in the grant agreeme.t'lt is 
to "inuoduce management tools in the f:L"'lancial and persennel areas to 
ce Minnesota ceurt system in 'Order to improve the base 'Of L""l.fe:c::tation 
upon which policy decisiens are made at the state and lecal levels." 

Specifically, the personnel segment 'Of the grant agreement is indicated 
as being concerned with the fellowing areas: 

1) --Oevise a method to provide accurate, timely 
info~tion about existing personnel staffing 
oa~e-~s and compensati'On packages in l'Ocal 
~ourts en a continu'Ous basis s'o that :espcnse 
to aueries can be made at the time of t.."le 
:~ests rather than six months later. (:Emphasis supplied.) 

2) 

3) 

4} 

5) 

6) 

--E~~lish a uni£e~ personnel classi:ication system 
for ceurt oers'Onnel which can serve as a guideline fer 
local courts and can previde a framew'Ork for a 
personnel system in the event of state funciing. 

\ \ 
\ . 

--~rovide guidelines fer the de~eI~ation 'Of 
nen-judicial staffL"'lg ?atterns that" can be 
by local courts te assess staff stre."'lgth. 

desi:able .... 
apolied. - \ 

--~rQvide data te assess compliance wit.~ affu~tive 
action programs. 

~-~revide and store data en the training needs of non­
juciicial pers'Onnel . 

--Collect the data necessary te establish a system 
to dets-'""!Ui.."'le judges' needs ebjec::.ively. 

!t should be r.oted that items 1 and 4 were the 'Only ~1'10 ma~ters 
cevered L"l the REP issued by the State court Administrater' 5 'Office. 

'rne fi:'lancial s99Ile."'lt of th.e graJ'lt agre~~ent is indicated as being 
cencs-..-ued with: '1 

--The establishme.."'lt of a unifo~ chart 'Of acceunts fer 
local ceurts so that data can be collected and reperted 
en a unife~ basis. 

--oevising a ~et..~d fer lecal courts to collect the financial 
data as !'ar':. 'Of thai: dai.ly 

-Oevising fcr.:ns and precedures fer lecal ceurts to 
rer:ert the financial data te the State Court ,i\d!llinistrat'Or. 
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--Designi-~g reports to convey the financial sta~us of 
~~e courts to the legislature. 

The grant agreement fu..~ provides that the existing computer 
data base T"'i.l~ be expanded to include data relevant to a systematic 
detecnination of judicia~ staff~~g needs for civ~ and criminal 
courts anc t.~at, as part of the workplan, ll1od~ personnel and 
financial repo~ing systems will be developed.. A deteJ:minati~n 
of the reporting methodology, manual or ccmputerized, is to be ;na.de. 

C. 'rs:E: REQm:ST :'OR ?B.OPOSAL AS DRAE'TED BY 'rSE MINNESOTA STA~ COURt' 

ADMDttS'rnATOR I S OFFICE 

The aFP of 't.'le Minnesota state court aCministtator's of:ice further 
refbes the goals set :orth. in tb.e grant agreement. SpeciZically I the 
R..'I:'P r&:!tliJ:es that a p~oposa.1 address the foD.owing areas: 

-t\ oersonnel inve.ntorv t.'1at worud collect and classify 
~ent non-judiciai p~sonnel data such as n1JIl1l:lel: and 
t'2'Pes of fu.1.l anti pa-"'""'C- time personnel, salary levels, 
as well as 5'rocedures relating to 5'romotion, ev~uation, 
recruit:ent, in-se..~ce training and discipl~~e. 
orqanization charts are to be 5'rdvided as a by-~roduct 
of this segment. 

--'!he developnent. of statewide standards for rec--u.it:nent, 
prcmotion, evaluation, discipline and L~-ser::ice 
t:::'aini.n.g of non-judicial personnel. 

--~ecommendation of a design for a statewide 5'ersonnel 
info.rmation system. to collect data annu~ly' to :ttonit::lr 
changes in the pel:sonnel st-...-ucture and compliance , ... i ~"l 
standards. The recommendation is ~so to i..~clude a 
doc:ume..~ted com'Cuter feasibilitv studv. (Emphasis supplied.) 

--A documentation of ~~ent court audget preparation 
and 5'resentation procedures by identifying actors, 
time frames, budqet 5'olicies ,and sUP5'orting fil'lancial 
records. 

--The develo~e..~t of statewici.(\ standards for local budget 
preparation including reco~~endations for lo~ court 
accounts. 

--A recommended financi~ ;n~or.mation reporting system 
which will provide the state court administrator and 
the leqisla~~e with t~ely,accurate data and t..~e local 
courts with data to sup~ort budget ~reparation. The 
reporting system is to be sufficiently detailed to allow 
for t.:.e preparation of a u..~ifor.n court audget at a =u~ure 
date. 
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D. 'J:EE RES:ElONSE TO 
ST~ COURTS 

MnTNESCTA PROPOSAL 3Y TEE NATIONAL ~rr:..R FOR 

~e National Center for State Courts as ~he successful bidcer on the 
projeet listed the following in t:.h.eir propos~: 

--To conduct a personne~ inventory and stl.."""Vey of person.~el 
practices. 

--To su..-vey current fL~cial budgeting ~ractices of 
lower courts. 

--To develop uni£o:r:m statewide personnel and budget standards. 

--To evaluate infor.mation repo~ing system design alt~a­
tives for the collection of cur=~~t and reliable trial 
court personnel and financial data on an on-:roincr and .-
timely basis. (Ezphasis supplied.) 

Project. d~liveral:lleSl were listed as reports on the following items: 

--NUmbers and costs of personnel. 
--current personnel pra~~ces. 
--current financi~ budgeting practices. 
--Draft or uni£o~ personnel and budget preparation 

standal:ds and o!?erational tnaIluals. 
--A modruar infor.ruation needs an~ysis and conceptual 

systems design. 

E:. ANALYSIS - CCA"1:E'L.I;illCE tiITE PP.OJECT GOALS AND :1ILESTONES; 
S'I'AT'O'S OF t-10RK PRODTJC.'TS 

The assessment of compliance • ... ith the stated goals of t.."'le grant agreement 
must eonsider not only the grant agreem~~t but also the RFP and response 
to it as furt~er de:ining project tasks and setting of project milest::lnes. 
It should be further i."'ldicated here that the project was to begin L"litial­
lyon October 1, 1977 I and. te...""lllinate Auqust 31, 1978. Celays 1...'1 star:-up, 
however, pushed the star"'..ing time to December 1, 1977, and. the te.r:ni.Ila­
tion date to October 31, 1978. The total amount of ~roject time avail-
1:11e thus remained the same. 

The propos~ of ~"'le National Ce.~ter for State courts sets fort.h t.."'le 
fol~o~~g project tasks: 

Task 1. Project start Go/Phase I Data Collection 
Milestone~ Detailed 'N'ork?lan 

Comment: The proposal itself sets forth a detailed wor!~lan 
based on ~~e 5'roject tasks. ~ ... o days after the 
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proj ect cont:'act '..tas signed (Oc-:ober 26, 1977) 
a meetinq was held w~th the state court admL~­
seator to discuss the proposed workp1an. It 
was at ~~ time that the project task dealinq 
'..tith the development of statewide uniform person­
nel standards was indicated as havinq t.i.e qreatest 
priority- This priority was based on t.~e Minne­
sota statutory prov~ion which obligated the state 
court a~_strator to file a repo~ on the unifo~ 
standards a:lld procedures with the legislature by 
June 30 r 1975.~ More will be said about this 
priority in a later comment. 

A subseqaent meetinq with t.~e state court admini­
seator on December 2, 1977, furt..i.er ! .fined 
the TNOrkp lan. 

Task 2. Develo? Phase II Data Co1lecti9n Inst--uments 
Milestone: rl.pproval of dau collection Ulst::.Jments 

Comment: The National Center for State Courts staff ccmpliea 
with this milestone by memo to the state court 
administ::::ator on December 8, 1977, <..thic!l requested 
approval of the position description questionna4 ·e, 
frinqe b~~efit qaestionna~.-e,and clerk's office 
orqanization questionnaire. 

Task 3. Test Data collection Instruments - -
Comme.~t: .i!o.,n analysis of the collection L'"lst...-cments indi­

cates ~~t they are adequate in providing project 
infomation. 

Task 4. Gather Information 

Comment: This 'NaS at 19-20 ·..reek period durinq the projec"C. 
'I"'..te items with regard to this task des6-""Ve comment. 
E"irst, approximately midway throuqh this period th.e 
research associate left ~i.e project for o~er enp1oy­
men-to '!'he employee was not replaced and this facto:::', 
it is felt, caused slippaqe on other project ~asks 
since it became di£ficult to keep all tasks up to date. 

Secondly, as of the data of this assessment 15 on­
site audits renaL." to be done for verification of 

1M•S • 430.15 sued lOa: ~he court administrator shall ~re9ara unifo~ 
standards and proce~ures for the rec:::uit:::1ent, evaluation, promotion, in­
ss-..-vice traini..'"lq anc. discipline of all personnel i:I. the court system other 
t."1an judges, referees, judicial officers, court repor~ers and court ser.vices 
officers. The cou-~ a~inistrator sh~tl file a report on the unifo~ 
sta...dards and ,procedures with -:he legislature by June 30 I 1978_ 
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personnel data. T"..tenty sites were targeted for 
this activity at the onset of the project. 

Task S. Ccm'Cile' and Anal',,:!! Data 

Milestones: Persor.nel Invento~l Report 
Personnel Practices Repo~ 
Pinancial/Budqet Practices Report 

comment: As of the date of this assessment, t.i.e personnel 
inventory and related salary costs has not been 
completed. A sample of the representative format 
of this re!=Qrt has been examined and appears to be 
adequate except for the conversion of full and part­
time positions to ~.T.a. (Full T~e ~quival~~t) 
fiqures. 

FUrther, a total of 97 organization charts are 
expected to be completed as part of this task. 
To date, 20 cha.rt:s have been drawn based on 
questionnaire responses and field :isi ts. 'rhese 
charts set for-~ a qraphic representation of each 
court location and function. .!\s of this .... .1%'i ti:lq 
67 charts are awaitinq completion. 

The personnel practices report has oeen integrated 
into t.~e oersonnel standards re~ort which is covered 
under Task 6. The financial/budqetinq practices 
report has been completed and upon ~~amination 
proved. to be a. definitive stateme.~t of the cur:ent 
situation. 

Task 6. l?reoare Recommendations :or Statewide Persor.nel 
Standards 
Milestone: Preparation of report on personnel standards 

Comment: ~ task was oriqinal~y scheduled for 4 weeks 
of proj ect time. Eowever, approxima"Cely 18 'lIe-s..l(:s 
of the proj ect time was ultiInately spent on this 
activity. This time difference ha.s impinqed. upon 
the completion of other project tasks but can be 
properly explained. E"irst, the statutory require­
ment of the report by June 30th ::eouired t.."1at the 
task be made a top priority by the state cou-~ 
aCminiseator and project staff. Second, it is 
possil::lle there was some misunc.erstandi...'"lq as to the 
c:ontent, nature and ultj...mate use of the report. 
The report does not merely set for-~ acceptable 
cersonnel standards for Mi.'"lnesota courts. !t goes 
further in that it id~~tifies issues which will be 
of leqislative concern relative to state f~c.L'"lg 
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of t..~e courts and alterna'l:ive approaches. 1'!lis 
e,)..";)ansion of the report from one which sets fo:r:t.~ 
the c~ent personnel si.tuation and standards to one 
which identifies issues for l~islative action caused 
an inc:ease in the amount of time requi:aci to com­
~lete t..1Us task. The repore, in its draft for.n, is 
a very acceptal:lle statement on the c:ur:'ent status as 
well as the futw:'e' of Minnesota cou-~ personnel and 
related state funding i~sues. 

Task 7: Preoare Procosed Standa-..-'d,s For Local cudC'et 
Pre'Caration 
Milestone: Drafting of Sudgeti."lg Standards and. 

!4anual 

Comment: The draft of the report on budgeting standa-...as 
is completaci ar.d. 'lias reviewed as part of t.loJ.is 
assessment. This document 'N'as prepared. as a 
tra;n~ng manual for court personnel and contains 
basic budgeting standards, monthly budgetary field 
reporting fOl::I1s and a na.:r:=ative on a medel Einan­
ciaJ. system. 'l'his model. fi."'lancial system sec~ion 
of the report, it is felt, should be integrated as 
part of the conceptuaJ. sys'Ce!llS design contemplated 
in tasks 8, 9 and 10. 'nle budgeting standards 
manual does not in any 'N'ay set fOr'l:h a uni'::or.n 
chart of accounts which was indicated. in the grant 
aq:reement as being an ol::ljective. The manU2'.l in­
cludes reporting f01~ for budget ~~enditures but 
does not include forms for the reporti.."'lg of 
court reV~"'lues. A reference is made L"'l t..'le d::'ait 
to proposing such a system at a later date. At the 
ti:ne of the assessment, another report eitled "Sudget 
ManuaJ." was unavallable for review. Thus it is i:n­
poss~le to tall how the "Budgeting Standarcs ll pu.b­
lication and'- the I·cudgeti."lg Manual I' publication re­
late to each other or what the final con'l:ent :light oe. 

Tasks 8. Determine Personnel and Fi.."lancial Information 
Reauirements 
!<lilestone: Infor.nation needs analysis 

9. Preoare prelimin~ Conceotual Svstems Oesian ~or 
Personnel and Financial/Eudgetinq Modules 
Milestone: prel.im.ina....ry conceptual design 

10. pilot Test Concactual Desian 
Mi.lestone: :oinal conceptual design 

comme.."'lt: :Oor the ptll:'l=ose of this discussion tasks 8,9, and 10 
wi~ be dealt with toget~er. ~l of ~~ese tasks relate 
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to t~e feasibility of a computerized personnel 
and fi"''lanciaJ. b,formation report:i."lg SYS'l:eI1l, a 
needs anaJ.ysis.and a conceptuaJ. systems design 
and testing. 

Tl'lere ap~eared. to be a significant misunderstanding 
bet"N'een the proj ec': director a.nd the state court 
administrator concerning the necessity for ~~e 
completion. of these three tasks. There was some 
indication or feeling that these tasks had been 
a~"'l.ateci as project pursuits because of t.~e 
heavy emphasis placed on completion of the "'Oer­
sonnel standards" segment of the project. The 
consultant was assured by the state court admini­
strator that these are L...,.deed tasks which reC'Ui:e 
completion although time is not of the ess~"'l~e in 
their per£ormance. 

It is signi'::icant t..~at approximately 36l hours of 
proj ect time were scheduled to be devoted to 
t..~ese tasks but as of the date of t!le assessm~"'lt 
no staff work had !::lean underta.k~"'l in these areas. 
This is especially significant since as of August 
31, 197a, it ap~ears that only $4,000 of the total 
$39,306 project budget will be left to spend for t..~e 
wrap-up of the project. It appears that, apart from 
tasks a, 9 t and 10, there are a n'l.lmber of items left 
to do during the remaining months of the proj ect 
(Sept-oct). These items include: 1) the com'Cle­
tion of t:.~e personnel inventory in tn::eci form ~ 2) t..'le 
preparation of 67 organization charts, 3) fifteen 
field audit visits, 4} the completion of the budget 
manual, 5) the revision of t.~e nraft sec~ions of 
the report which are completed :egard:L"lq personnel 
standards, ~~ent budqet~"lg practices and budget­
ing standards, 6) t.'le preparation of the fi."lal 
report. 

It would appear t.loJ.at based on average billing rates 
for ~ational Center staff, t..~ere could be a 
$5,052 to $6,137 project overrun. This is calculated 
on the 361 staff hours estimated L"l t..~e crocosal of 
the National C~"'ltar that have been identifi~d as 
necessar/ for the completion of tasks 8, 9, and lOa 

It may be possible to minimize this overrun by 
inqu,iring of those states 'N'hich have i.."'lstalled 
automated personnel/financial information systems 
about the possibili~! of transferrL"lg computer 
programs, fOl::I1s and report for:na.ts. It is suggested 
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that t."le state court acimi."listrator I s office 
in tlle states of Coloraldo, South Da.~ota, ~rew 

Mexico and Kansas ~ight be contac~ed for t."lis 
~w:pose. 

A.part fl:'om tasks a, 9, and 10 (the infor.nation system feasilJility 
study, infor.mation needs analysis, and conceptual systems design 
and testing) the ~roject reports which have be~"l completed. represent 
high cal:i.Cer ·NOl':'!~ a:~though some gaps exist relating to ~roj ect 
delive.·.·ahles as of t:he date of assessment. These gaps have been 
identified in the foregoing material. Since the ~roject is still in 
the final stages it undoubtedly will be possible to complete these 
items. 

--
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On January 3, and 4, 1979, an assessment was made of the New Jersey 

State Judicial Information System (SJIS) project. The assessment was 

conducted by: 

Mr. David Osborne, of Minnesota; 

Mr. Greg Janowski of the National Center for State Courts; and 

Mr. Ray Speight of the National Center for State Courts. 

The purpose of this assessment was to appraise the administrative 

and technical status of the SJIS project relative to the re~uirements of 

the New Jersey SJIS grant from LEAA and relative to good systems development 

practices and procedures. 

The primary participants from New Jersey's Administrative Office 

of the Courts (AOC) were: 

The Honorable Arthur J. Simpson, Jr., Acting Director. 

Administrative Office of the Courts; and 

Mr. George J. Sikora, Chief, Judicial Management 

Information SystBms (JMIS), and Project Director, SJIS. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Art Fuldner. 

A. Management Summary 

The New Jersey SJIS project is currently in Phase II, which began 

on March 7, 1978, with a completion date of March 6, 1979. The purpose 

of the project was to provide the judiciary with a minicomputer dedicated 

to satisfying some of the unmet information processing needs of the 

judiciary; to develop and implement administrative suppcrt systems for the 

AOC; and to complete the requirements analysis for five on-line SJIS 

subsystems. 
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The project is currently awaiting the responses of minicomputer 

manufactures to the judiciary's request for proposals. A requirements 

analysis has been completed for the Central Ethics Information System, 

an administrative support system. Three of the five requirements 

analyses for the on-line SJIS subsystems have been completed. 

This report is divided into two major sections. The first 

provides an overview of the project and the environment in which it is 

being undertaken. The second provides a more detailed description and 

evaluation of the project. This includes a description of the project 

planning and management control methodology, description of the system 

being developed, and summary of the assessment team's findings. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. Judiciary 

As Figure 1 indicates, the New Jersey court system is composed 

of a court of last resort (Supreme Court), an intermediate appellate 

court (Appellate Division of the Superior Court), two trial courts of 

general jurisdiction (Superior Courts and County Courts), and three 

courts of limited jurisdiction (county district courts, juvenile and 

domestic relations courts, and municipal courts). 

The Supreme Court is empowered to make rules governing both the 

administration of all courts in the state and, subject to law, the 

practice and procedure in all such courts. A 1974 constitutional 

article vested the control of all courts with the Supreme Court, and 

established the Chief Justice as administrative head of the system. 

The position of the Administrative Director of the Courts was created 

to aid the Chief Justice in his administrative duties. 

2. Data Processing 

The New Jersey state government operates five data centers, 

each run by one of the following state agencies: the Deparbnent of 

Labor and Industry, Deparbnent of Transportation, Department of Health, 

Department of the Treasury, and Department of Law and Public Safety. 

Any state governmental unit requiring systems development efforts or 

data processing {DP} services will be assigned to one of these five 

data centers. The judiciary's DP workload is processed by both the 

Treasury. Data Center (TDC) in the Department of Treasury, and the 

X-2 

~ _ ~iOOlAW DlVISIOO /lW 

98 ju:Iges authorized 
Juri3:!ictia1: 
- r.- clLvision hears civil <:aU!!!eS. 

chancery division hears general. 
equity I nat:rimxdaJ., prcbate. 

- Law divisiat hears c:ri!ni.nal 
causes. 

• Jury t:rial.s in law division. 

T 

Figure 1 

t18'1 JERSEY COURT SYST8-1, AUGUST 31, 1976 

~~aut:OOri2Jed 
Jurisdic:t:iau 
- Final ~ in <:a!st:itutialal. 

qr.JeISt:iaIs, c:apitl!ll causes, certi­
fi.cat:iaIs, di.uents in appellate 
d.1visial, and IUS P.«IYided by law. 

T 

T 
amry 0l1RT <2J.) 
l03 juiqes alJtlDri2e:l 
JUrisdi.ct:icn: 
- General. j1.Irl,sdict:ia1 in civU cases 

Oller $3,000. Catt:ested prtlbate. JIdoptioos. 
- General jurisdict:iat in crirrd..nal cases. 
l\ppeal.s in bast:amy procee:Ungs ani appeals 

fro1I lIUIicipai. CXlUrts ani Wage ani !bur 
Sect.i.al of LaI:cr and In:1ust::y. 

Jury trial!!. 

,1\ 

rumiATES (21) 
21 Sllrl."O<]ates 
Jurlsdict::l.all 

I1fHCIPI'L rom (526) 
382 :iu39!!S 
Jurisdiction : 

- tlna:n\':est:ed probate. 
Serve IUS clerk of probate 
division of county CDUrt. 

- Bast:arc:ty ~.,. 
- Pttlbable cause hearl~ on 

indictable offenses. Traffic, 
miror criminal, ordin.'UlCe 
violations, fish and g~-e. ani 
naviqat..ioo violations. 

No juty trial.. 

Source: National Court Statistics Project, NCSC. 
t Iniicat:.es rout:e of ~. 

X-·3 



criminal Justice Data Center (CJDC) in the Department of Law and Public 

Safety. There are 18 independent, batch information systems being 

processed for the judiciary by the TOC, while the CJDC processes an 

on-line appellate court information system. The judiciary's systems 

development efforts are done either in-house, by AOC staff, or by the 

development staff of the CJDC. 

Both of these state data centers are operating at close to 

maximum capacity. Dozens of state agencies, including the AOC/constantly 

vie for limited resources. Consequently, production deadlines are 

relatively inflexible; developmental resources are limited; priority 

scheduling is difficult; and judicial data privacy/security is a 

concern. 

The AOC has certain DP requirements that cannot be met by the 

state-run data centers. The AOC has some highly confidential files 

that must be processed in a secure DP environment under the control 

of the judiciary. Examples of these files include the Judges' Weekly 

Bench Time Reports, Performance Evaluation files, Ethics files, files 

containing gubernatorial nomiIlations for judicial appointments, character 

reports for Bar Exam applicants, etc. 

The AOC plans to meet some of the judiciary's special information 

processing needs and to provide for security and privacy concerns by 

installing a dedicated minicomputer in the AOC office in the spring of 

1979. 

3. SJIS Project 

The New Jersey SJIS project--Phase II is a l2-month endeavor 

which began March 7, 1978. The purpose of phase II is twofold. The 

first is to permit the AOC to acquire both the necessary judicial DP 

personnel and computer facilities to process automated judicial applica­

tions. The second purpose is to implement automated judicial systems 

on the minicomputer that would support the administrative functions of 

theAOC. 
The ultimate responsibility for the S~IS project lies with the 

Acting Director of the Administrative Office of the Courts, the Honorable 

Arthur J. Simpson, Jr. Day-to-oay operational responsibility for the 
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SJIS project has been delegated to the project director, ~. George J. 

Sikora. 

Figure 2 represents the project's proposed staffing. At the 

time of the assessment some of these SJIS project positions were vacant. 

The5e positions have intentionally been left vacant until the installa­

tion of the judiciary's minicomputer in the spring of 1979. When hired, 

the new staff would report to the SJIS project director and would De 

responsible for operating the systems that will be processed on the 

minicompu+:er. 

4. SJIS Advisory Committee 

In the beginning of Phase I, i.e., 1975, the Acting Director 

of the AOC appointed an SJIS Steering Committee composed of individuals 

interested in the progress and outcome of the project. The Steering 

Committee was to provide policy recommendations, overall review, and 

guidance for the project. Its members were the following: 

- Acting Director, Administrative Office of the Courts; 

- Deputy Director of the Administrative Office of the Courts; 

- Assistant Director, Ethics and Professional Services; 

- Chief, Judicial Management Information Systems (JMIS); and 

Assistant Chief for Statistical Information. 

This committee provided guidance from the judiciary's top 

management~ however, as the project entered the detail design phase, 

the need for guidance from top management was replaced by a more 

specific need for input from middle management. As a result, the SJIS 

Steering Committee was discontinued. A working committee known as 

the Requirements Analysis and RFP Evaluation Committee was established 

to assist the AOC's staff in preparing an RFP to acquire a minicomputer. 

Members of this committee include: 

- Two JMIS OF analysts; 

- Two technicians from the Division of Data Processing and 

Telecrmmunications, Department of the Treasury; and 

- One functional manager from the judiciary's Central Ethics 

Division (a primary user of the administrative support 

systems being developed during Phase II). 
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It is the opinion of the assessment team that when designing 

an SJIS, extensive input is needed from clerks, administrators, etc. 

In addition to the Requirements Analysis and RFP Evaluation Committee, 

additional working committees should be used to channel the comments 

and reactions of the ultimate users of the system, i.e. the first-line 

supervisors, clerks, administrators, etc., back to the systems design 

staff. 

5. Other SJIs-related Groups 

In New Jersey the ultimate budgetary control of the DP hardware 

and software used by all five state-run data centers rests with the 

Director of the Division of DP and Telecommunications of the Department 

of the Treasury, Mr. Leroy Webber. His office coordinates the purchase 

and use of all state-~wned DP facilities (including TDC and CJDC). 

The SJIS Phase II workplan acknowledges the role of Mr. Webber's 

office with the following statement . . • "procurement of hardware and 

software will be coordinated with the Department of the Treasury." 

The Criminal Justice Data Center and the Treasury Data Center 

are the two state-run DP facilities that handle the judiciary's information 

processing requirements. The TOC provides batch processing services. 

Most of the AOC's on-line systems development and production efforts 

are performed in cooperation with the CJDC staff. Hence, the AOC's 

on-line systems development efforts are partly limit,ed by the availability 

of CJDC analysts and programmers. Any modifications or enhancements 

to an on-line application must be approve a by CJDC staff before being 

implemented. This approval process has slowed the aevelopment of the 

AOC's on-line applications. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

Figure 3 reflects the statewide volume of judicial dispositions 

from September 1, 1975, through August 31, 1976. 

7. Related Systems 

In cooperation with the AOC, the state attorney general's (AG) 

office is implementing a statewide prosecutor management information 
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system (Mini-PROMIS). The AOC plans to develop a statewide local trial 

court information system as a by-product of the prosecutor's system. 

This trial court system will be called Mini-PROMIS/GAVEL. All of New 

Jersey's 21 counties will get operational trial court information from 

the clustered minicomputers that will be installed to support Mini-PROMIS 

and Mini-PROMIS/GAVEL. Summary data will be transmitted to SJIS. An 

LEAA grant is funding the AG's efforts. 

The New Jersey Appellate Division of the Superior Court has an 

Automated Docketing and Management Information System (ADAMIS) that 

was implemented in 1976. Although not a direct product of the SJIS 

project--Phase II efforts, ADAMIS represents an integral, yet independent, 

part of New Jersey's judicial management information system. ADAMIS 

gives the AOC and the appellate court staff automated recordkeeping and 

case monitoring capabilities for appellate court cases. ADAMIS is an 

on-line system developed, operated, and maintained in a cooperative 

effort by the AOC staff and the CJDC staff. 

There is also a ten~year-old, automated, batch caseload reporting 

system that produces monthly statistical summaries for the AOC. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

!n 1974, New Jersey submitted an SJIS Phase I grant application 

to LEAA. The application stated that the overall purpose of the SJIS 

project was to provide the AOC with a detailed set of plans, procedures 

and forms, and to define and model a fully integrated statewide 

judicial management information system. The database generated for 

SJIS was to be used by judicial planners and decision makers to further 

efficient administration for all levels of the courts. 

The methods used to achieve the stated purpose of the project 

differed from Phase I to Phase II. During Phase I, project staff 

worked primarily on defining the statewide, on-line, criminal and civil 

information requirements. During Phase II the work emphasis shifted 

to the acquisition and operation of a minicomputer dedicated to judicial 

DP needs. 
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2. Functional Description 

In addition to the acquisition of the judiciary's minicomputer, 

the SJlS project--Phase II is concerned with both the implementation of 

existing automated judicial systems onto the minicomputer and the 

development of new judicial systems to be processea. on the minicomputer. 

At the time of the assessment, there were 80 computer programs, 

in 18 SJIS-related, automated job streams, operating to help meet the 

AOC's information needs. These 18 judicial systems are now processed 

by the Treasury Data Center (TOC) and will be transferred to, and 

processed by, the judiciary's minicomputer when it becomes fully 

operational. These systems, which include both summary case load 

reports and the AOC's administrative reports are the following: 

statistical Services Reporting 

Judges' Weekly P~ports 

District Courts 

Law and Chancery Divisions of the Superior Courts 

Juvenile and Domestic Relations Courts 

Juvenile Complaint Reports 

Juveniles in Need of Supervision 

Domestic Relations Reports 

Reciprocal Support Complaints 

Municipal Court Reports 

Comparative Analysis of statewide Case load 

Weighted Case load 

_ Judicial Education Regist~ation Reports 

_ Personnel System - Employee Time Reporting 

- Pre-Trial Intervention Client Registry 

- Central Appellat,e Research Statistics 

_ Clients' Security Fund Billing and Accounting Reports 

New Jersey Bar Examination Processing Reports 

- Probation Research and Development Statistics 

- Juvenile Delinquency Education Reports 

At the time of the assessment, efforts to develop new conlputer 

applications for the judiciary's minicomputer had been temporarj.ly 
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postponed by the AOC until the technical specifications of the minicomputer 

could be identified. This is scheduled for the spring of 1979. 

Development on the Central Ethics Information System (CEIS) 

is a primary objective of Phase II and has progressed through the 

detail design stage. When operational, CElS will be a state-level, 

judicially controlled, automated information system designed to support 

the Central Ethics Unit of the AOC. The Central Ethics Unit maintains 

files for all ethics and fee arbitration complaints emanating from the 

judicial process, and for any complaints against judges or attorneys 

made to the Advisory Committee on Judicial Conduct. For all complaints 

filed, CEIS will provide the AOC with case data for filings, backlogs, 

aging, status, dispositions, penalties, fines, disciplines, etc. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

'rhe Phase II grant outlines two distinct types of project 

activities. As a result, there are two distinct groups of objectives. 

Some Phase II activities are a continuation of Phase I tasks which 

were not finished during Phase I. lhese tasks involve the completion 

of the requirements analysis for five on-line SJIS subsystems: Criminal, 

Matrimonial, General Equity, Probate, and Attorney Conflict Scheduling. 

Because Phase I activities have not been completed, the following 

Phase I project goals also apply in phase II: 

_ to design an on-line system capable of capturing 

misdemeanor and high misdemeanor (felony) data on 

each arrest and subsequent cases filed and disposed of 

within all the trial courts of New Jersey (both 

automated and non-automated qounties); 

to design an on-line system capable of capturing 

civil case data from the Law Division and Chancery 

Divisions (General Equity, Matrimony, and Probate) 

on each case filed and disposed in the trial courts; 

to test implementation of the trial court seglnent 

of the system in two co~~ties, one without any 

existing automated support of its recordkeeping 

process and the other with an existing autom~ted 
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(computerized) trial court information system 

(criminal and civil); and 

_ to collect the court data required for transfer 

from the SJIS data base to the OBTS/CCH subsystem. 

In addition, two other major objectives unrelated to Phase I 

tasks were specified for Phase II. These objectives are the following: 

_ to provide the AOC with judicial personnel and DP facilities 

to satisfy some of the unmet information needs of the 

judi ciary ; and 
_ to develop and implement information systems to enhance 

internal accountability of the judicial personnel, 

finance, and central ethics units. 

4. Expected Impact 
By the spring of 1979 the primary benefits anticipated from the 

successful completion of the SJIS project--Phase II should be evident. 

The judiciary will be better able to establish data processing indepen­

dence and to develop certain internal administrative systems. 

The minicomputer will offer the AOC application independence 

and reduce batch processing response time. The judiciary will be better 

able to process confidential information systems such as the judges' 

time reports, performance evaluations, character reports, etc. All 

existing batch summary caseload and administrative support systems 

will be converted to a court-dedicated computer environment. It is 

expected that the services of the TOC, which currently processes all 

the AOC's batch programs, will no longer be required. Ths on-line 

appellate court system, ADAMIS, will still be processed by the CJDC. 

~fuen the Central Ethics Information system is implemented, it 

is expected that the AOC will be able to support the recordkeeping 

functions of the Central Ethics Unit. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary 

The SJIS project--Phase II was originally scheduled to begin 

on July 1, 1977. However, because of the slow pace with which Phase I 

'funds were expended, several extentions of the Phase I grant were 

requested and approved. Phase I was continued through March 1978. 

Because a judicial data center could not be established, further 

development on the statewide SJIS criminal and civil modules was 

postponed, and the AOC returned approximately $35,000 of unspent 

Phase I grant monies to LEAA. 

l~e SJIS project--Phase II commended on March 7, 1978, with 

a completion date of March 6, 1979. 

LEAA awarded $200,000 for Phase II with another $22,222 

provided as matching funds by the state. $66,234 (29.8% of total) was 

earmarked for personnel and fringe benefits; $134,982 (60.7% of total) 

for equipment expenditures; and $21,006 (9.4% of total) for supplies, 

travel, contractual, and indirect charges. Clearly, the major goal 

of the SJIS project-~Phase II, in terms of funds allocated, is the 

acquisition of a court-dedicated minicomputer. 

2. Plans 

The Phase II workplan that accompanied the grant application 

specified that Phase II activities be p,artitioned into three major 

phases and eight major areas of activity; 
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First Phase--Set-Up 

I. Project Organization 

II. Requirements Analysis 

III. Procurement of Hardware and Software 

Second Phase--Design and Progranuning 

IV. System Design for .New Systems 

V. Programming of New Systems 

VI. System Conversion of Time-Sharing Programs 

Third Phase--Implementation 

VII. Installation of Hardware and Software 

VIII. Operations Follow-up 

In the workplan each of these eight major areas of activity was 

explained, scheduled, ass;3Iled estimated manpower requirements, and 

divided into sub-tasks. 

The workplan also contained an updated task schedule for the 

continuation of five unfinished Phase I tasks. These Phase I tasks 

included the completion of a User Requirements Document for the 

following SJIS subsystems: Criminal, Matrimonial, General Equity, 

Probat~ and Attorney Conflict Scheduling. 

Aided by hind-sight, it is easy to say that some of the 

estimat~s of mcm-days required for individual Phase II efforts were 

overly optimistic. For example, the preparation of an RFP for the 

judiciary's minicomputer was budgeted at 20 man-days; the definition 

of output specifications for the new systems (i.e., personnel, financial, 

and central ethics) was budgeted at 25 man-days, etc. Current progress 

in Phase II indicates that these tasks have taken considerably longer 

than initially planned. 

3. Current Status 

At the time of the assessment, the New Jersey SJIS project 

Phase II was behind schedule. This was due to a three-month delay in 

the approval of the request for proposal (RFP) for the judiciary's 

minicomputer by the Director of the Division of Data Processing and 

Telecommunications, Department of the Treasury. As a result, subsequent 

Phase II tasks were similarly delayed. 
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The minicomputer RFP was distributed to computer manufacturers 

on October 12, 1978. At the time of the assessment, the deadlines for 

the vendors to reply had not passed. 

The Functional Requirements Document for the Central Ethic 

Information System (CEIS) was developed and finalized on August 16, 1978. 

Further development on CEIS, including input/output specifications, 

database design, program specs, etc., has been re-scheduled, and is to 

begin after the minicomputer hardware has been identified. This has 

been re-scheduled for the spring of 1979. 

Certain Phase I tasks ... ,ere only partially complete at the 

beginning of Phase II and required additional effort. The following 

Phase I efforts were finaliz~d during Phase II: 

- The User Requirements Document of the Law Division 

of. the Superior and County Courts (an SJIS/Civil Subsystem) 

was revised and published on April 17, 1978. When operational, 

this subsystem will capture internal case processing events . 

for each civil case in the Law Di'I!ision of the Superior Courts 

and in the County Courts. On-line inquiry capabilities will 

be available. 

- The User Requirements Document for the Criminal Proceedings 

of the Superior and County Courts (an SJIS/Criminal Subsystem) 

was revised and published on June 12, 1978. When operational, 

this subsystem will process information on the criminal 

proceedings of the county and superior courts as well as 

appeals from the municipal courts, wage/hour appeals, and 

bastardy appeals. The system will contain final disposition 

data, and will provide on-line inquiry capabilities. 

- The User Requirements Document for the Chancery Division ,. 
(Matrimonial) of the Superior Courts (an SJIS/Civil Subsystem) 

",as revised and published on November 24, 1978. When operational, 

this subsystem will include case processing information and 

on-line inquiry capabilities for the Chancery Division (Matrimonial) 

of the Superior Courts. 
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The development of two other SJIS SUDSy stems was also carried 

forward from Phase I. Requirements analyses for the Probate and 

~ttorney Conflict Scheduling subsystems were to have been completed 

during Phase II. No effort had been expended on either of these 

subsystems during Phase II. 

The AOC plans to have a statewide judicial information require­

ments analysis performed by an independent, non-governmental agency 

beginning in mid-1979. All efforts to develop statewide judicial 

systems have been postponed until the results of this analysis can be 

studied. No further efforts will be expended on developing any of the 

five SJIS subsystems until the analysis has been completed. 

4. Control Methods 

The Phase II workplan states that the project will be controlled, 

in part, by the use of the project's task control schedule. At the 

time of the assessment, an up-to-date version of the project's task 

control sqhedule was unavailable. The copy provided had last been 

updated on November 27, 1978. A task control schedule is an invaluable 

management tool used to track tasks, delays, ndlestones, etc. It 

should be kept current. 

The workplan also states that periodic status reports will be 

used to assist management in controlling project work efforts. These 

periodic status reports include the following: 

- reports to the steering committee (as often as required). 

- quarterly progress reports to LEAA. 

- a final report (at the completion of the project). 

5. User Participation 

The 3JIS Steering Committee was originally formed in 1975. 

It was to provide top management input and review of the SJIS project. 

Howeve~, as the work effort shifted to the detail design stages, the 

practicality of the steering committee lessened. In time this committee 

was discontinued. Subsequent detail-level user input was obtained 

from a working committee drawn from middle management. 

Additional opportunity for user input, in the fonn o:E more 

working commi~tees, should be developed. Clerks, deputy clerks, and 
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clericals should all be consult~d when attempting to refine the system 

design details. 

B. System Description 

SJIS is in a transition phase in New Jersey. There are two 

different levels of the SJIS system/i.e., the existing state-run data 

centers, and the judiciary's minicomputer being purchased with Phase II 

funds. 

The two state-run data centers, which currently process the 

appellate court's ADAMIS and 18 smaller batch case load and administrative 

reporting applications, represent one of the two levels of SJIS. AD,N;iIS 

is processed on the CJDC's ITEL AS/5-3 with two megabytes of main 

storage. The system operates under CICS and OS and is comparable to 

an IBM 370/158. The 18 automated applications currently being run for 

the AOC are processed on the TDC's IBM 370/158 operating under MVS/OS. 

Since no new applications were added to these data centers during 

Phase II, and since all these applications (except ADAMIS) will soon 

be shifted from the state data centers to the AOC's minicomputer, no 

further description of the state's data centers will be offered. 

The second level of SJIS is represented by the minicomputer 

being purchased with Phase II funds. At the time of the assessment, 

requests for proposal (RFP) had been submitted to minicomputer vendors. 

RFP evaluation is scheduled for mid-February, 1979. 

With the installation of the minicomputer, the on-line Central 

Ethics Information Ssytem will be developed and implemented. Included 

in the design of this system will be a fee arbitration subsystem. 

In addition, all the AOC's existing summary statistical and administra­

tive support routines will eventually be converted to the judiciary's 

minicomputer. By converting as much of the e~isting judicial batch 

system as possible, the AOC hopes to ndnimize production delays, turn­

around time, and data privacy concerns. 

Since the minicomputer has not yet been identified, neither 

the computer/communications, configuration, nor the system support 

software have been defined. There are several generalized system 
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characteristics, however, that can be listed with a certain degree 

of confidence. The judiciary's minicomputer will have at least the 

following potentials: 

Conventional batch processing. 

- On-line programming. 

- Local interactive processing. 

- Pemote interactive processing. 

- Local and remote on-line inquiry. 

- Local data entry. 

- I/O spooling. 

Adequate COBOL compiler to allow recompilation of the AOC's 

existing 80 programs written in ANS COBOL, 2.1. 

- Multi-partition processing. 

C. Assessment Results 

1. Concerns and Recommendations 

_ Reactivation of the Advisory committee. The functional manager, 

i.e., departments heads and assistant~use their day-to-day experience in 

court information systems to provide the SJIS staff with practical project 

input, evaluation and support. This liaison with functional managers has 

been through several ad hoc working committees. In addition to these 

working committees, however, a high-level management review board should be 

initiated to provide input, evaluation and support from a senior manage­

ment perspective during the development of the project. The review board 

should consist of, among others, those senior officials whose areas of 

responsibility will be affected by the system being developed. 

_ Expanding Project Control Techniques. The primary control 

m~thod used to monitor Phase II efforts is the project's task control 

schedule. At the time of the assessment, this schedule did not reflect 

the current status of the individual tasks. The assessment team 

recommends that the task control schedule be frequently updated. 
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- Control of the Minicomputer. The director of the Division of 

DF and Telecommunications of the Department of the Treasury coordinates 

the implementation and use of all state-owned DF facilities. The 

judiciary is aware of potential problems that could evolve if the 

minicomputer were controlled by some other state agency. The assessment 

team strongly recommends that the responsibility for the use of mini­

computer rest solely with the judiciary. 

2. Exemplary Findings 

- Normalization of Inter-Agency Relations. The AOC is succeeding 

in relaxing the previously strained relationship that existed beb;een 

the judiciary and the Department of 'freasury. The normalization of 

relations between these two agencies is essential for the continued 

development of SJIS. 

- Phase II Goals Are Realistic. The goals and objectives 

initially stated in the Phase II grant are realistic and appear attainable. 

- SJIS Staff Is State F~nded. The AOC staff developing SJIS 

are funded out of state revenues. By funding staff with state revenues 

and by purchasing computer hardware with SJIS grant funds (rather than 

vice versa), the AOC's staff positions will in all probability continue 

to be funded after the expiration of the grant. This tends to maximize 

the impact of LEAA's grant funds. At the end of Phase II the equipment 

will be paid for, and the staff will be permanent state employees. 

- RFP Is Well Written. The request for proposal issued to mini­

computer vendors in October, 1978, is very thorough and reflects extensive 

staff planning efforts. By p , 1 'd ' , rec~se y ~ e~t~fy~ng thei~ DP requirements, 

staff have helped guarantee that the hardware will meet the needs of 

the AOC and that the application programs will not be restricted by 

the limitations of the minicomputer. 

- User Requirements Document Is Well Written. The User 

Requirements Document for the proposed Central Ethics Information 

System appears to be a comprehensive, well prepared report. This should 

enhance the quality of subsequent development efforts. 

L.~ ____ ~ __ ~ _______________ ~~ ____ ~ ____ __ 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVntW 

on October 2, 3, and 4, 1978, an assessment was made of the Pennsyl­

vania state JUdicial Informatin System (PSJIS) project. The assessment was 

conducted by: 

Mr. Walter J. Kane, ot Rhode Island. 
Mr. Lynn A. Jensen, of the Na.tional center for State Courts. 
Mr. Francis J. Taillefer, of the National Center for State Courts. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the administrative and 

technical status of the Pennsylvania SJIS project relative to the requirements 

of the grant awarded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 

and relative to good systems de'<1elopment practices and procedures. 

The primary participants from the Administrative Office of Pennsyl­

vania Courts (AOPC) were: 

The Honorable Alexa.nder F. Barbieri, Court Administrator. 
Mr. Larry P. Polansky, Chief Deputy Court Administrator. 
Mr. Stephen L. Ayers, Direq,tor, Data Processing Department. 
Mr. Clifford P. Kirsch, Assistant Court Administrator. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Al Breuel, Systems 

Specialist. 
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This report is divided into two major sections. section I provides 

an overview of the project and the environment within which it is being under­

taken. Section II provides a more detailed description of the actual accom­

plishments of the project and provides the results of the assessment, including 

areas of concern and recommendations. 

A. Management Suri1Illary 

The Pennsylvania SJIS project is currently in Phase I, which officially 

began March 1, 1976, and was scheduled to conclude 12 months later on February 

28, 1977. An unexpected series of events occurred to interrupt project start­

up. Because of these non-controllable delays, it became necessary to drastically 

shift project priorities and extend the project through February 15, 1979. The 

major events which forced alteration of project priorities and timing were: 

--Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) requirements hindered the process 

of quickly staffing the project. 

--The executive and legislative branches of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl­

vania became embroiled in the issue of which branch had the authority 

to allocate federal funds, and the state match for the SJIS grant 

became the test case for resolving this issue. This issue did not 

get resolved until May 1977, when the legislature acted to re-approve 

the state match funds, based upon the Pennslyvania Supreme Court's 

ruling in favor of the legislature. 

--The AOPC's initial Director of Data Processing,who had been hired 

in anticipation of the grant being quickly funded, 

resigned in February 1977 due to the frustration of continuing 

grant funding delays. 

--Sec\lrity and privacy issues surrounding automated files were raised 

by citizen groups statewide. 

--The AOPC encountered problems with its data capture procedures--case 

disposition reports were not being received even thou.gh the data was 

being collected. 

A more thorough description of the consequences of these disruptions 

is contai.ned in Section II of this report. 

Because of revisions to project prioritie~which we agree were neces­

sary, it would not be reasonable to evaluate the accomplishments of the PSJIS 
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project only according to the objectives and tasking specified in the original 

PSJIS grant. A more meaningful evaluation would include consideration of actual 

accomplishments achieved by PSJIS staff during the grant period. This assess­

ment does so. 

Overall, the PSJIS staff achieved significant systems development. 

The bulk of this development was, however, quite different from the original 

PSJIS grant objectives. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. JudiC!:iary 

The judicial deparbnent of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania consists 

of courts of appeal, courts of general jurisdiction, and courts of limited 

jurisdiction, as shown in Figure l(a). 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has three appellate courts. The 

court of last resort in ti1e supreme court, which consists of seven justices 

elected to ten-year terms. The court has jurisdiction over final orders of 

the two intermediate appellate courts, and the legislature has granted it 

exclusive jurisdiction over final orders of the general trial courts in cases 

of felonious homicide, the right to public office, probate or orphans' court 

matters, and certain other matters. The court sits periodically in each of 

three appellate districts. 

The Commonwealth Court, consisting of seven judges elected to ten-year 

terms, has jurisdiction of appeals from orders of the courts of common pleas 

in matters involving the commonwealth! its agencies, and/or officers. Sessions 

of the court are normally held in the state capital (Harrisburg), but meetings 

are also schedule1 in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. Three judge panels are per­

mitted. 

The Super~or Court has seven judges, who are elected to ten-year terms. 

The court sits periodically in Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and Harrisburg. This 

court has exclusive j~isdiction over courts of common pleas appeals not within 

the exclusive jurisdiction of the other two appellate courts. 

The commonwealth's general trial court is the Court of Common Pleas 

(CMP). The state has been divided into 59 judicial districts with 1 court per 

district. Generally, the court has jurisdiction over s.ll matters not within 

the exclusive jurisdiction of limited and special jurisdiction courts. Many 

of these trial courts have divisions, such as civil, criminal, family, and 

orphans. Multi-jud~re divjsluns are headed by an administrative judge, while 
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Figure l{a): Pensylvania Court System 
(as of October 1978) 
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multi-judge courts are headed by a president judge. These courts also hear 

appeals from decisions of limited and special jurisdiction courts. 

All counties, except Philadelphia County, are divided into magisterial 

districts with one justice of the peace per district. These District Justice 

Courts, which are also called Courts of Initial Jurisdiction (CIJ), have 

jurisdiction over summary offenses that provide for a maximum punishnlent of 

90 days in jail. They also hear landlord-tenant cases and civil claims involving 

$2,000 or less. preliminary hearings are conducted in these courts. 

The philadelphia Municipal Court consists of 22 judges elected to six­

year terms. The president judge of the court is elected by his peers. The court 

has jurisdiction over summary offenses, except traffic related offenses, and 

over criminal offenses with a maximum sentence of five years. The court decides 

landlord-tenant matters and civil claims involving $1,000 or less. Preliminary 

hearings are also conducted. 

The philadelphia Traffic Court has jurisdiction over all summary 

offenses arising under the state vehicle code and those city ordinances enacted 

pertaining to the code. The court has six judges who are elected to six-year 

terms. The court1s president judge is appointed by the govarnor. 

The Pittsburgh Magistrates Court is unique. It is authorized by law 

to have between five and eight magistrates, who are appointed by and serve at 

the pleasure of the mayor. The mayor also assigns some of these magistrates 

to sit on the bench of the pittsburgh Traffic Court. The pittsburgh Magistrates 

Court has jurisdiction over all ordinance violations and civil claims for re­

covery of fines imposed by ordinance. It may also hold preliminary hearings. 

When sitting as the pittsburgh Traffic Court, a magistrate has jurisdiction 

over summary offenses under the vehicle code. 

2. Data processing 

In pennsylvania the responsibility for automated statewide judicial 

data processing falls within the jurisdiction of the AOPC. The AOPC's Data 

processing Department (DPD) is located in philadelphia and is charged with 

the responsibility of developing and implementing the PSJIS project and 

guaranteeing the system's ability to interfac.e with other government infor­

mation systems. 

A full spectrum of data processing activities is performed by the 

data processing department including systems planning, development, imple­

mentation, and ongoing computer operations. Some of the individual counties 
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and municipal governments have their own data processing staff and computer 

facilitie~ and provide some automation support to local court operations 

(Philadelphia has the state's only local, fully dedicated court computer 

facility). The remainder rely on the AOPC'S facility. 

3. SJIS Project 
As Figure l(b) shows, overall responsibility for the PSJIS project 

rests with the State Court Administrator (SCA), the Honorable Alexander F. 

Barbieri. Day-to-day project management responsibility is vested in the 

director of the DPD, who serves as the PSJIS project director. All PSJIS 

projec:: staff report to the director of the DPD. Any data processing staff 

that work for local courts report to ~.nir president or administrative judge; 

who, in turn, receives administrative orders from the AOPC. 
One of the more serious disruptions to PSJIS development has been the 

difficulty of staffing the project. personnel expenditures for the PSJIS grant, 

Phase I, were budgeted at $150,000. This included the services of one project 

director, one senior systems analyst, two programmers, two computer operators, and a 

secretary. None of these personnel were project employees during the project 

period from March 1976 to october 1978 (a 30 month period). Initial staffing 

was hampered by federal EEO requirements. The EEO required search for quali-

fied minority candidates partly served to postpone the commencement of detailed 

project development tasks. 
More seriously, the difficulty in getting state match funds caused 

much discontinuity and delay in fully staffing PSJIS. The individual initially 

hired as the director of DPD, James M. Vaseleck, was hired with the expectation 

of imminent PSJIS funding once the grant proposal was submitted (December 1975). 

He resigned in February 1977 due to the frustration of waiting a year for 

state match funding approval, with no apparent progress toward approval. Ap­

proval finally came in May 1977 but there was no longer a knowledgeable proj-

ect director ready to complete the staffing. 
During the recruitment of a new project director, the PSJIS hardware--

previously ordered by Vaseleck--arrived (June 1977). Installation was held 

off until october 1977, so that the new project director, stephen AyerS (hired 

in September 1977) could direct equipment set-up. The configuration was sub­

sequently installed in the AOPC's Phildelphia office. 

Ayers gave first priority to staffing to get the new computer system 

operational. The two lead programmer resources he hired were concentrated on 
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Figure l(b): PSJIS project Organization within AOPC 
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getting the AOPC's existing Harrisburg-based payroll and personnel appli­

cation programs and its data capture procedures for cornmon pleas/district 

justice courts summary statistics updated, documented, and operational in 

Philadelphia. This conversion effort resulted in application program in­

tegration/update/modification, and laid the base for t~e new Payroll/per­

sonnel and statistics Modules. Despite sucess in this effort, the two lead 

programmers left the "AOPC in February 1978. with this loss of PSJIS staff, 

a new recruitment cycle had to be initiated and staff retraining had to reoc­

cur. By May 1978 the PSJIS project was once again fully staffed, but there 

existed by then a big credibility gap with the PSJIS program. 

To overcome this credibility Hap while giving court system orientation 

to the courts-inexperienced new PSJIS programming staff, Ayers shifted staff 

resources to development and implementation of the Budgetary Accounting System, 

or Financial (BAS) Module. This approach was used to deliver a tangible pro­

duct from PSJIS in a short time while aiding programmer productivity by giving 

the programmers courts training. In fact, the strategy worked well because 

the module became operational in July 1978, and the then well oriented pro­

grammer resources were shifted to the much more complex and demanding case 

processing module development. 

4. SJIS Advisory Committee 

To enhance the timeliness and quality of feedback from the users of 

the system, tw'o committees were to assist PSJIS project staff. A high-level 

management steering committee and a users committee were to provide advice 

and product review to staff. The management steering committee shown in Figure 

l(b) and currently a~tive, consists of the following: 

--state court administrator (chairman). 

--Deputy court administrator for fiscal affairs (AOPC). 

--Director, data processing department (AOPC). 

--Deputy cour"t administrator for district justice courts. 

--Criminal justice coordinator. 

--Executive director for the Governor's Task Force on Criminal Justice 

Information Systems. 

Twenty other individuals representing system users and state agencies 

involved with PSJIS were named, in the project proposal, to the users committee; 

this is a vehicle wi.th potential for encouraging user feedback to the project 
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staff. Now dormant as a committee, feedback from the below listed user group 

is currently being accomplished informally by the project staff. The user 

group originally called for is: 

--President/administrative judges of districts (4). 

--Deputy attorney general (1). 

--District attorney (1). 

--Prothonotary (1). 

--public defender (1). 

--Bureau of ~orrections staff (1). 

--Probation and parole officers (3). 

--District justice (1). 

--Juvenile representative (1). 

--Domestic relations judge (1). 

--state police representative (1). 

--Local police representative (1). 

--Bail repres~mtative (1). 

--Governor'E justice commission representative (1). 

--LEAA representative (l/. 

S. Other SJIS-related Group 

PSJIS operates in an environment typical of more complex SJIS syster~. 

All of the groups mentioned in the previous section are directly or indirectly 

involved with the development of PSJIS. Some of these groups will be manual 

users and/or suppliers of data to PSJIS; others will be recipients of data. 

In addition, there are several sophisticated local automated judicial infor­

mation systems, of which Montgomery County is being used as a PSJIS test 

site. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

Figure 2 shows pennsylvania's annual caseload filings for 1976. 

Caseload projections are available from the state's Annual Report. 

7. Related Systems 

The fully automated Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas and the 

Philadelphi~ Municipal Court have long been regarded as leaders in the field 

of dedicated hard' .... are-based automated judici~,1. information systems. Although 

the Philadelphia Justice Information, system has recently run into funding 
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Figure 2 

CASELO/ill FILINGS, 1976 

Type of Court 

Supreme Court 
Appeals 
Other cases 
Other proceedings 

Superior Court 
Appeals 
Other proceedings 

Commonwealth Court 
Appeals 
Other proceedings 

Court of Common Pleas 
Civil 
Criminal 
Juvenile 

Philadelphia Municipal Court . 
Civil 
Criminal 

District Justice Courts 
Civil 
Crilninal 
Traffic 

Philadelphia Traffic Court 
Traffic 

PittSburgh Traffic Magistrates Court 
Traffic 
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Filings 

830 
906 

1,195 
2,931 

3,631 
6,223 
9,854 

2,131 
305 

2,436 

178,800 
76,302 
37,084 

292,186 

69,219 
_43,904 

113,123 

151,672 
438,319 

1,105,175 
1,695,166 

1,653,121 I 

Data not available 
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difficulty, it still provides a significant standard of excellence for local 

judicial information systems. 
Several other counties in the commonwealth have partially automated 

judicial information systems. PSJIS will interface with each of them. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

Prior to PSJIS, pennsylvania trial courts had operated as local 

entitites within the 59 judicial districts of the commonwealth, with little 

or no statewide standardization. In 1968, the amended Pennsylvani.a Consti­

tution created a "Unified Judicial System" to be administerd by the AOPC. 

AnYJng many other duties, the AOPC began to introduce modern techniques to 

bring about more ~ffective and efficient court administration. 

In order to establish communication and exchange judicial data 

with other criminal justice agencies, the AOPC became a member of the 

Governor's Task Force on the Comprehensive Data System (CDS). The task 

force is a statewide committee staffed by representatives from law enforce­

ment agencies, courts, the probation/parole board, corrections, and the state 

planning agency. The need for an information system for judicial department 

operations arId management goes far beyond the scope of the state CDS plan. 

Areas recognized as essential for standardization, as listed in the phase I 

SJIS grant, are: 

--Docket number. 

--Case jackets/file folders. 

--Docket forms. 

--Case scheduling techniques. 

--Nonstandardized forms. 

--Inconsi .... tent terminology. 

--Lines of responsibility. 

--Statisti.cal reporting procedures. 

~-Data dissem;narion/availability. 

2. ~~ 
The phase I grant specified that PSJIS develop, test, and imp1em~nt 

a general jurisdiction criminal case processing and information system. phase 

I has continued for 30 months and is still ongoing as of the date of assess-
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ment. During this time SJIS funds were expended to develop some or all of the 

following modules: 
--.Crinlinal and civil, appellate. 
--criminal case docket transcript, general jurisdiction (courts of 

common pleas) and initial jurisdiction (district justice courts) • 

--statistical. 

--Financial. 

--Name and address. 

--payroll/personnel. 

3. Goals and Objectives 
As stated in the PSJIS grant, the project's major objectives were to 

eliminate duplicate recorillceeping procedures by the various agencies involved 

in the judicial system, and to develop a responsive information system that 

will furnish timely management data to these agencias. To accomplish this, 

data was to be collected, stored, and disseminated at a central location in 

each county so that all agencies could have easy access to reliable, standardized 

information. Each county system would be developed so that its data could be 

incorporated into the overall PSJIS, which would ultimately interface with the 

Pennsylvania CDS. 
To meet these objectives, various phases were established to ensure 

system development. These phases were: 
--Form a policy committee consisting of all involved agencies 

and users for monitoring the test project. 

--Develop a four-county test project to be used to modify manual 

procedures and implement the automated system. 

--Develop procedures for the remaining judicial districts (those 

to be serviced by the automated system upon satisfactory com-

pletion of the tesr "ect) • 

As mentioned earlier, major disruptive events occurred to change 

the overall direction of PSJIS. This change is best evidenced by comparing 

the above mentioned original goals, written in 1975, to the statement of 

objectives submitted as part of the SJIS assessment questionnaire (September 

1978). The 1978 objectives for the staff of the PSJIS project " .••• are to 

implement a Docket Trartscript [modul.e], develop financial and personnel 
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[modules], implement facilities and property management, implement word pro­

cessing, develop an appellate court module and provide technical support 

to state and local courts." 
The Docket Transcript is a six-part manual form used by court clerks 

to report case processing activity for misdemeanors, felonies, and smnmary 

appeals. The statewide use of this form was the only major goal to be in­

cluded in both th~ 1975 and 1978 statements of objectives. 

4. Expected Impact 
Several major benefits will accrue from the full development of PSJIS, 

according to the Phase I grant. They are as follows: 

--Improve the quality/speed of justice. 

--Reduce current operating costs in some areas. 

--Improve information flow and management capabilities. 

--Improve the use of severely limited resources. 

In addition to the above, other specific impacts were expected as the 

result of PSJIS. As stated in the original grant, the PSJIS staff would 

develop standard procedures to expand the test project into a total statewide 

system, over a 6-8 year period. PSJIS would act as a state-level service 
... , oun ~es lls~ng a a process~ng bureau in at least two ways. F~rst for those c t' 'd t ' 

necessary ~n ormat~on rom the local systems equipment, PSJIS would extract the 'f' f 

to interface with the State Central Repository (for transmittal of case dis­

position data to the CDS program, which includes OBTS/CCH). Second, for those 

counties not already using data processing equipment, PSJIS would serve as a 

total data processing service bureau for day-to-day preparation of trial lists, 

docketing procedures, time delay schedules, witness notification, attorney 

conflict schedules, juror selection and utilization, and county-to-county noti­

fication of outstanding wants/warrants. Also, PSJIS would ultimately become 

a single statistical system using uniform data and terminology for the pre­

paration of reports for all judicial districts, thus eliminatin~ individual 

reporting procedures and making statistical reporting more meaningful. 

The above described expected impacts were not time-phased by year, 

so a measurable set of milestones against which to compa:ce PSJIS progress 

in achieving desired benefits is lacking. 
In keeping with the project's redirection by the time of this assess-

ment, the submitted SJIS assessment questionnaire (September 1978) described 
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the chief impacts/benefits already derived from the PSJIS project as being 

h beginning of management control over trial level courts and the 
It •••• t e 
capability to statistically analyze workloads." In the same questionnaire, 

t d f full development of PSJIS are ".... management 
future benefits e~{pec e rom 
control over court activities throughout the state, coordination of local 

warrants, coordination of attorney activity and. elimination of attorney 

conflicts with scheduling, capturing the required CCH data, and providing 

h 1 · CDS plan These will be the necessary court elements for t e Pennsy van~a • 

derived through statistical analyses of workloads and system monitoring of 

individual cases on a continuing basis." 
The assessment team agrees with this later set of PSJIS expectations 

and actually achieved benefits. They are more realistic than the grant 

specified impacts, and are in keeping with the changed direction of PSJIS. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Plaru~ing ~~d Control 

1. Grant Summa:r:y 

Pennsylvania's Phase I SJIS grant began on March 1, 1976, and after 

several extensions, was scheduled to expire almost 36 months later on 

February 15, 1979. 

In early 1976, LEAA provided $200,000 in discretionary federal 

funds, contingent upon the commonwealth providing $24,674 in matching state 

funds. During early 1976, at the time state match funds were sought for 

Phase I, the executive and legislative branches were each claiming exclusive 

authority to allocate federal funds and approve necessary match funds for 

federal discretionary grants. The SJIS grant match funds became the test 

case for resolving this issue. Ultimately, it took a state supreme court 

ruling to determine that the legislature had the responsibility to allocate 

these funds and authorize match monies for federal discretionary grant pro­

grams. Because the authority issue was not resolved prior to this ruling, 

state match funds were not appropriated, and the PSJIS project was not actually 

begun, until May 1977, some 15 months after the originally approved start 

date. 

Of the original $224,674 total project budget, $150,000 (67%) was 

earmarked for personnel and fringes, $33,594 (15.0%) for travel, $29,080 

(13%) for equipment/supplies, and $12,000 (5%) for indirect charges. Clearly, 

the bulk of PSJIS grant funds was intended to pay for staff services (for 

seven full-time project members). The consequence of the delay in providing 

state match funds was to effectively curtail all SJIS development work and 

outdate then-existing project plans o 
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This $224,674 was all the money that PSJIS received as the result of 

the LEAA SJIS development program. There were, however, two o~~er non-SJIS 

grants that at least partially funded related activities. Both were s~ate 

block grants, consisting of federal revenue sharing funds from LEAA that 

were administered and distributed by the Governor's Justice commission, which 

is Pennsylvania's equivalent to a state planning agency (SPA). 

The first of these two gl.ants was for $150,000 and was awarded to 

the AOPC in June of 1976, to purchase computer hardware. The grant terminated 

June of 1977, with a total of only $13,000 expended. The remaining $137,000 

was unencumbered and returned to the SPA.. The second non-SJIS grant was 

again a $150,000 block grant from LEAA. This grant ran concurrent with the 

SJIS project, i.e., through February of 1979, and was also earmarked for 

the purchase of computer hardware. 

will have been spent. 

By the time this grant expires, $145,000 

Pennsylvania will apply for a follow-on Phase II SJIS grant from 

LEAA. Preliminary discussions indicate that PSJIS will receive another 

$200,000 in federal discretionary funds. In addition, the commonwealtn 

will award PSJIS a third block grant for the purchase of additional judicial 

computer hardware. 

2. Plans 

~le workplan submitted as part of the Phase I grant contains a 

description of 13 major tasks and includes the anticipa't.ed time frames in 

which those tasks were to be perfonned. This original timetable is presented 

in Figure 3. with the perception afforded by hindsight, examination of the 

original grant taskings and workplan lends insigh't. into why project timing 

and priority changes were necessitated, even after adjusting for project 

startup delays. 

--The workplan methodology was weak, lacking a structured focus, 

and was too tightly time-phased. 

--The project was not scheduled to be fully staffed (Task H) until 

four months into the PSJIS grant. Meanwhile six of the listed 

13 major milestones were scheduled to be completed (these six 

included two tasks that were to be completed before project startup). 
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Figure 3: PENNSYLVANIA STATE JUDICIAL INFORMATION SYSTEM--MILESTONES 
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3. 

d d review of the existing system, These six tasks inclu e a 

I , design for data gathering, hardware requirements ana ys~s, , , 
h placed an unreal~st~cally requirements, etc. Such an approac 

already-hil:;ed, would-be project director to heavy burden on the 

an ambitious undertaking for a ~ of th;s work alone, do mos,- ... h 
t ime would have to go throug director who at the same 

project logistics and 
the time consuming process of project startup 

h " s;x staff members. the recruiting and ~r~ng ... 

--'f,he detail systems h duled to commence design (Task I) was sc e 

to the completion of the user's conceptual three months prior 
t' 't'es can be used design. Overlapping of non-sequential ac ~v~ ~ , 

detail design efforts to begin before complet~on to permit some 

of the client users' conceptual design. In general, however, 

I design is essential a cLient'S approval of the total conceptua 

before substantive detail design can begin. , 

central thrust seemed aimed at improving bas~c --The project's 

f rms paperflow as a foundation for recordkeeping procedures, 0 , 

The magnitude of such a statewide records automated PSJIS. 

management effort was severely underestimated in the grant, as 

grant called for making general witnessed by the fact that the 

recordkeeping more efficient at the same time PSJIS was being 

the 

t' 'ties (records management and developed. Each of these two ac ~v~ 

developme~t) were big enough and complex information systems 
. , ts in their concurrent or seque,11tial large proJec enough to be 

own right. 

Current status 

The method normally , assessing an SJIS project used by NCSC staff ~n 

is to evaluate the project staffs' accomplishments within the objectives and 

taskings of the original grant. For this assessment, hot-lever, in .i\ddition to 

the aforementioned evaluation, a 

achieved by project staff during 

review will be made of ~ctual accomplishments 

the grant period. The enlarged scope of 

review permits assessment of the 

and shift in task priorities. 

-

value derived from the projectOs redirection 
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a. Status relative to original grant. Most of the milestones listed 

in Figure 3 have not been completed. The first two tasks were completed prior 

to project inception. None of the remaining tasks were completed as originally 

intended or wi thin original time schedules. E'or example, Task G, Implementa­

tion of Test Project, was partially redirected and then completed. This 

included use of a new manual data gathering form and procedure cal.led the 

Docket Transcript. All other tasks were also performed within redirected 

project: objectives and done in a sequence other than the on; specified in 
Figure 3. 

b. Status relative to redirected grant activities. Figure 4 

summarizes the status of PSJIS. There are six separate modules Ulat have 

been or are being developed at least in part with PSJIS funds. These modules 
are as follows: 

(1) Appellate (<::ase processing for the Superior Cour't of 
Pennsylvania) • 

(2) Docket Transcript (for criminal case-by-case reporting 

in the general jurisdiction Courts of Common Pleas and 

the initial jurisdiction District Justice Courts). 

(3) Statistical (for reporting aggregate case activity data 

monthly in Courts of Initial Jurisdiction and Common Pleas 
Courts). 

(4) Financial (budgeting and accounting system). 

:5) Name and Address (mailing labels and directories). 

(6) Payroll/Personnel (for court system employees). 

An Appellate Module, which will support appellate case processing and 

reporting on a case-by-casebasis, has been defined and is ready for implemen­

tation. PSJIS staff currently plan to use INSLAW's New-PROMIS software package 

for the implementation and completion of documentation, so the module's 

operational date hinges entirely on the success of that adaptation. Within 

the Appellate Module, case data needed for the cOleJputerized record will be 

obtained from existing case pro()essing papers and actions. Using sto,ndardized 

CRT screen formats, data will be input on-line and processed on the AOPC computer. 

On-line inquiry/update tr?nsactions will be supported, and batch reports 
produced as needed. 
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The Docket Transcript Module, which supports trial level criminal 

case processing and reporting on a case-by-case basis in the Courts of 

Common Pleas and District Justice Courts, derives its data from a six-

part standardized, manual, data gathering form called the Docket Transcript. 

When a case is filed, page six is mailed to the AOP~. Page three is mailed 

when the case's disposition is known. The case-related data are key­

punched and entered in both batch and on-line modes. The AOPC inputs this 

data to PSJIS and later transfers disposition data to the commonwealth's 

criminal justice central data repository, the Bureau of Criminal Justice 

Statistics (SAC) ~ithin the Governor's Justice commission. 

The docket transcript form and subsequent reports are used by 

~~e staff of the district justice courts to process their case-related 

data. =eyond this, monthly reports, utilizing data from the Docket 

Transcript form, will be produced and will contain the following management 

info~~ation for each tr.ial court: 

--Dispositions by case type. 

--Filings by case type. 

--Comparisons of current year, current month to prior year, same month. 

--Month-to-month changes in status. 

--Citation activity: traffic and non-traffic. 

--Complaint activity: misdemp.anor, felony, and civil. 

--Arrest warrants issued and returned • 

--Average filings, dispositions backlog, etc., by office • 

--Backlog indices. 

This information has been integrated with. a computer graphing device 

that enhances the clarity and usefulness of the management reports. The 

graphs show, pictorially, filings versus dispositions and the corresponding 

backlog of cases for each month by district justice, by judici~l district, 

and for the entire state. The graphs can be prod'ctced showing data for prior 

years as well as the curr~nt ye~r. 

~le Docket Transcript form, by capturing felony and misdemeanor case 

filing and disposition data, helps the court system monitor case processing 
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for compliance with Pennsylvania's speedy trial rule y which requires trial 

within 180 days of the complaint filing date. The pennsylvania CDS list 

was used to establish minimum data elements for the Docket Transcript 

form; thus, the Docket Transcript Module becomes the key mechanism for judicial 

branch input to tile CDS program. The module's data elements satisfy OBTS/CCH 

needs for defendant, offense, sentencing, and disposition data, which is 

furnished through the AOPC to the SAC. 

The form standardizes criminal case data capture and recordkeeping. 

It is usable by District Justices as the record for cases starting there 

(thereby replacing the statutorilY set, old Form 301--a confusing form even 

when new in 1968). The Common Pleas Court clerk also uses the Docket 

Transcript form, and it becomes the linking document for cases bound over. 

The Docket Transcript Module is now operational manually because 

of completion and printing/distribution of the Docket Transcript form. Still 

the timetable for automation of the Docket Transcript module depends on the 

succesl'> of the PSJIS staff's planned use of New~'PROMIS for implementation 

and completion of documentation. There is no intent to write programs 

"from scratch" to process the Docket Transcript data on felony and misde­

meanor cases, which has been coming to the AOPC since July 1, 1978. Major 

concentration of programming resources has been on data capture and conversion 

needs, such as definition of codes, keypunch layouts, and tape transfer set-up 

for Docket Transcript data. 
The planned adaptation of New-PROMIS is expected to enable speedy 

automation and system documentation, by using New-PROMIS documentation as a 

base and adding the existing Docket Transcript module as an appendix. A 

copy of Mini-PROMIS now resides on disk at the AOPC. AOPC personnel are 

evaluating adaptation problems by assisting Montgomery County in its local 

implementation of Mini-PROMIS and its testing of Docket Transcript data elements 

and standard codes for criminal offenses. AOPC personnel are thus learning 

more about the Mini-PROMIS software packages capabilities and limitations 

wnile assessing its usability for the entire state. Usability for civil 

case processing is also being assessed. 
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The plan is to make sure that the Mini-PRCMIS version of New-PROMIS, 

or perhaps the just announced Maxi-PROMIS version, works in Montgomery County 

for six months and that the New-PROMIS software and AOPC's modules are fully 

documented. After that, the PSJIS transfer statewide wil] occur on a county­

by-county, as requested, basis. 

The Statistical (CIJ/CMP) Module is operational in batch mode and 

produces summary reports on all case processing, including both criminal and 

civil. Summary statistical data are gathered monthly on statistical report 

forms from both District Justice Courts of Initial Jurisdiction (CIJ) 

and Courts of Common Pleas (CMP). Types of major statistical reports and 

analyses now operational and available from the Statistical (~IJ/CMPl 

module include: 

--Summary analyses of aggregate data by county for trial courts 

and District Justice Courts. 

--Monthly case volume activity ;for trial courts, by county. 

--Statewide trial court case volume activity, by filing, 

, disposition, and inventory type. 

--Annual case volume reports, by trial and District Justice Courts. 

--Correlation and activity analyses of filings/dispositions, 

descriptive analysis for ~~nual report purposes, case weighting 

, and forecasting analyses, and on-request special analyses. 

Actual data coller.tion for the AOPC is conducted by its statistical 

section. Its responsibilities, beyond performing required statistical 

analyses, include monitoring the monthly report forms which capture data 

for the Statistical (~IJ/CMP) Module and conducting field audits to verify 

these reports. It also collects, compil., , and edits Docket Transcript 

forms--the data capture vehicle for the Docket Transcript I-10dule. 

The AOPC's statistical section plans to expand its Statistical Module 

capabilities. Planned enhancements include, for example, SPSS software 

package access, regression and time interval analysis, case volume/procedure 

relationship analysis, sociological/demographic/case type relationship 

analysis, and case flow management. 
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The Financial (BAS) Module or Budgetary Accounting System (BAS) provides 

budgetary accounting and accounts payable support for state judicial funds. 

Some of the key products of this fully operat.ional, batch system, are: 

--Vendor name and address listings and file. 

--Transaction journal listings (shows transactions processed, by 

account). 
--General journal file (preserves record of all transactions). 

--General ledger file (records transactions into the accounting 

system). 

--Payable vouchers (for the Stc..te Treasury Department). 

--Budget status statements. 

The Financial (BAS) Module prepares budget and expenditure reports 

by using a detailed obje~t code for various units and subunits of the 

judiciary. This allows for tight financial control and detailed analysis 

of all budgetary activity. 
The module is also used to monitor the financial status of federal 

grants, producing reports showing the amount of matching funds versus 

federal funds received, and the expenditure status of eac~. grant on a monthly 

and quarterly basis. Financial reports for LEAA and other grants thus are 

prepared easily. Further, the system provides capability for analyzing 

budgets, ignoring .mit or subunit boundaries. Thus, the AOPC can collect 

all salary data within the judiciary, all supplies, or all equipment 

rentals, etc. This enables the budget to be broken down by function as 

well as by department. Overall, BAS is highly flexible and meets the needs 

of the judiciary. BAS is cur":'ently run in batch mode for all updating, 

edits, and report production. 
The Name and Address Module is an operational, batch orientad system 

for producing mailing labels and telephone directories of judicial department 

related audiences, for example, appellate judges, Commonwealth court judges, 

District justices, Pennsylvania law libraries, legislators, advisory committees, 

clerks of court, and support (probation) personnel. The module is flexj~le 

with regard to possible type of selection criteria usable, and operates 

efficiently on an as needed basis. 

XI-24 

f 

I l 

." 

-

The Payroll/Personnel Module is an operational, batch oriented system 

that processes the payroll for the judicial department (appellate courts, 

C~Jmnon pleas judges, district justices, all judicial staff paid by the state) 

and maintains judicial personnel records. The two ~'msystems that comprise 

~~is module consist of roughly 100 prior-existing application programs, 

which have been integrated during Phase I of PSJIS development. 

Major computer generated reports from the payroll subsystem include: 

--Earning statements. 

--u.S. saving bonds report. 

--Medical-hospital reports. 

--Life insurance reports. 

--Social security reports. 

--Local wage tax statements. 

--Philadelphia wage tax statements. 

--941:s. 

--W-2 forms. 

--Judicial vacancy reports. 

The monthly, batch personnel st:\bsys'tem monitors judicial vacancies, 

tracking active and retired Common Pleas Court judges and District Justice 

Court justices. Data captured include name, employment beginning date, 

term expiration date, retirement date, job title and salary. Compensation 

earned by senior judg~s is reported for judicial assignment purposes, and 

total salary requirements can be forecast. 

4 • Control Methods. Very f t d ew sys em evelopment efforts go exactly as 

planned, and th~ PSJIS project has been no exception. PSJIS has had diffi­

culties beyond the control of any possible contingency 1 . P ann~flg, e.g., per-

sonnel staffing problems and difficulty in obtaining state approval for the 

allocation of LEAA funds (the legislative-executive authority issue). There 

were other problems, however, which affected the progress of the project that 

might have been at least partly avoided through better long-term planning and 
control. 

The most visible means of short~teDm project control seen during assess­

ment visit was the use of task schedules. The project director uses this mechanism 

to keep project owrkflow well structured and properly sequenced. This technique is 

XI-25 



... 

excellent for day-to-day operations and scheduling, but it does not go far enough 

(in time). Pennsylvania does not have an internal, formally approved data pro­

cessing program master plan for long-range development of PSJIS. The plan 

that was first prepared as part of the PSJIS grant has long since lost its 

value and is in need of extensive revision and update. Judicial information 

system development can be best coordinated and controlled within the framework 

of a pre-determined master plan. Priorities for development, deadlines, the 

allocation of limited prod,fuctive resources, coordination, etc., will be in­

fluenced by the presence, or absence, of a fully considered program master plan. 

S. User Participatior~. Formal user feedback comes from the members of 

two conunittees, the activla high-level management steering conunittee, and the 

larger use~ coordinating 'committee. The monitoring done by these committees 

provides the project with a potentially invaluable source of user input, and 

is an effective way of st:rengthening the quality and acceptance of PSJIS develop­

ments. These mechanisms provide an adequate exchange of information between 

users and AOPC staff. 

B. System Description 

1. Processing Appr()ach 

PSJIS is a cent!:alized data processing system. Inferface to local courts 

supported by county-basE~d automation is effected by the AOPC by means of its ad­

ministrative authority being exercised through the local chief administrative 

judge. Tape transfer tf:> the AOPC of required case activity data is expected 

for counties providing automation support to local courts (only Philadelphia 

has dedicated hardware for its courts, most counties have partial automation 

support). As described earlier, the New-PROMIS software package is being looked 

to as the standa~d for local interface to and implementation of PSJIS' Docket 

Transcript Module, thet'eby assuring statewide compatibility of system design 

and data tranE'::;'er. PSJ'IS interface to the state SAC (for its CDS program) will 

be by A,ODC tape transfelr of disposition data. 

2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verification 

The Statistical section of the AOPC is responsible for collecting, pre­

paring and verifying slDrunary and docket transcript case reports from local clerks 

and courts. Data for 1:he non-case modules of PSJIS are the responsibility of 

th~ AOPC'S Fiscal Affairs section. The AOPC spot monitors the accuracy of items 
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in its various data files. Verification techniques include visual checks of 

key data fields in submitted report forms, yearly field audits to accomplish 

a physical inventory of cases, and computer edits of entered data. 

3. Data Entry 

PSJIS data entry is a combination of as needed on-line and periodic 

batch input for its planned Appellate and Docket Transcript modules, and 

periodic (usually monthly or weekly) batch for all other modules. 

4. Application Software 

Refer to the discussion in section II.A.3 for a description of each 

major ap~lication (module) and the output reports available from each. 

5. OBTS/CCH 

As already discussed, the Docket Transcript l-1odule of PSJIS has been 

built using the CDS program's OBTS/CCH data element requirements as a base. 

Thus, PSJIS will satisfy the CDS data transfer needs. Prior to July 1, 1978 

case disposition data (page 3 of the Docket Transcript form) were being sent 

by local courts directly to the Bureau of Criminal Justice StatiJtics (the SAC) , 

and the AOPC was not getting a record. of case dispositions for PSJIS. As of 

July 1, 1978 in accordance with a Transfer Agreement between the AOPC and State 

Central Repository, local courts now send disposition data (page 3 of the form) 

to the AOPC to complement the already submitted filing data (page 1). The 

AOPC, in turn, will transfer disposition data to the State Central Repository 

on a periodic basis, by means of computer tape. 

6. Security and Privacy 

PSJIS hardware is located within the AOPC office in Philadelphia, so 

physical security is good and outsider access is not a problem. One potential 

weakness is that all backup files (library, disk packs, master files) are in 

a 3,000 pound fire-proof safe on the AOPC premises. An off-site backup set 

of files would be more desirable. Because most applications are still primarily 

batch runs, terminal security is not a significant problem. As the system 

becomes progressively more on-line, access security will become a real issue. 

Planning for adequate design and implementation of system security and privacy, 

not now done formally, should be addressed as part of the PSJIS master plan 

for program development. The foregoing described Transfer Agreement has gone 

a long way 'toward ensuring that the AOPC has adequate control over PSJIS collected 

data. 
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7. Com2uter and Communications Configurations 

The hardware and software support available to PSJIS is shown in Figure 4. 

8. Documentation 

Th(~ status of system documentation efforts is shown in Figure 4. 

9. Implsmentation 

Because PSJIS is in its initial stage, only its internal, administrative 

support oriented modules have been fully J.I!\' plemented. Th e case processing modules 
have yet to be made fully operational and implemented statewide. Much of this 

latter development hinges on the success of the Ne,w-PROMIS adaption. Further, 

extension to civil case reportir.g on a case-by-case basis has been deferred to 

1980. Local court and user training is expected to b I' h d b e accomp ~s e y develop-
ment of User Manuals (not yet done) and reg;onal d t t 'd " - an 3 a ew~ e tra~n~ng sessions 
conducted by PSJIS staff. 

10. Maintenance 

It is evident that PSJIS o.t the AOPC level will be given ongoing main­

tenance funding support once federal funds are depleted. Local courts will have 

to rely on local county support for day-to-day operations--PSJIS will furnish 

software only, and look to the local counties to support it. 

C. Assessment Results 

1. ~erns and Recommendations 

The following concerns and recomm~ndations are the same as those passed 

along verbally t~ the Pennsylvania seA and PSJIS project staff at the time of 

the on-site assessment exit briefing. 

a. The AOPC staff should develop a viable long-range (5-year) master 

plan for judicial information systems program development. Without a cohesive, 

comprehensive (showing ongoing costs, development priorities, time-phasing court 

jections) master plan, attempts '::'0 develop separate priorities, time"'phasing 

systems that are incompatible with each other. The plan should be sure to 

include civil case processing needs, should maintain the requirement for use 

of COBOL for programming the Docket Transcript Module, and should be updated 

yearly to maintain its currency and 5-year planning horizon. The assessment 

team recommends that this master plan be developed as soon as possible and 

that it be approved by the State Court Administrator and Supreme Court before 

any new, sizable system efforts are undertaken. 
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b. The Phase 1 PSJIS grant workplan ve~ quickly became outdated, yet 

it was not updated even after the PSJIS project underwent major redirection. 

This is attributable to the continuing staffing problems experienced by the 

project. It is recommended that a revised detailed workplan and timetable be 

developed and kept updated. 

c. Costing of alternative PSJIS system development approaches is needed 

but has never been done formally. The choice of using New-PROMIS to implement 

the PSJIS case-by-case reporting was based on an informal determination that 

it was the most cost-efficient op,tion available. While the conclusion may 

well prove quite correct, it highlights too ad hoc a process. The SCA should 

be brought into policy or.iented and far-reaching decisions, and a cost-benefit 

analysis of alternatives is a good way of contributing to the quality of the 

decisions to be made while also helping the PSJIS staff itself in :arraying 

and systematically thinking through alternatives. 

d. The organizational placement of PSJIS ~lithin the AOPC is not 

always clear with regard to responsibilities. The data processing department 

director and the head of the Statistics section seem to function as co-partners 

in PSJIS development, yet it not always clear who has full, direct responsi­

bility for the PSJIS program and its statistical interface. For example, 

system development, forms design and implementation, and procedures develop­

ment for the Docket Transcript Module are areas where this haziness of responsi­

bility manifests itself. It would be helpful to have job descriptions and 

a formal organizational chart fixing this responsibility (Figure l(b) is the 

assessment team's understanding of responsibilities). For any future PSJIS 

grant development, the director of DPD should write the grant. 

e. Documentation activities are not now budgeted as an ongoing, 

planned activity. Typically, the system documentation is done after the appli­

cation or subsystem is complete, not during development. This is not a good 

practice. The potential hazards of this practice are only partly ameliorated 

by existing DPD procedures, which require a programmer to finish the docu­

mentation prior to leaving that work parcel. For instance, the Payroll sub­

system is still undergoing documentation and the Personnel subsystem has very 

little documentation, even though both are now operational. If the involved 

programmer was to leave abruptly, the ability to go into logic sections for 

program modification could prove time-consuming and a drain on rescurces. All 
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documentation (Eor systems and programs) should be completed as an ongoing 

activity and should be preceded by a table of contents as well as a table of 

tables, for ease of reader access. 

f. Security and privacy aspects of PSJIS systems development should 

be formally planned for and addressed within t~e toaster plan for program 

development. 

g. The Docket Transcript form is not being filled out correctly, 

due to local variances in case processing practices and ~ sometimes loose 

coding/category classification structure. The AOPC is well aware of this 

partly form refinement and partly training probla~, and is addressing it. 

Their goal is to standardize coces and to revise page 3 of the Docket Tran­

script form to add a page 3a for needed commitment data. Continuing efforts 

will have to be expended in the training area to ensure data integrity and 

proper orientation of new clerks. 

2. Exemplary Findings 

a. with the completion of the Transfer Agreement with the State Cen­

tral Repository, the AOPC has cleared away the last of the major political and 

logistical hurdles which have impeded the progress of PSJIS, and particularly 

its Docket Transcript Module. 

b. While some of the modules completed under auspices of the PSJIS 

grant reflect an unformalized change in project direction, the project staff 

is to be commended for persistently moving forward in tctal system develop­

--rnen~,despite particularly vexing external time delay and staffing problems. 

c. The AOPC has instituted a very effe~tive informal policy coordi­

nating and user feedback mechanism by relying on the Presidents of the Common 

Pleas Judges and the District Justices Associations for review of data pro­

<.J:ssing plans. 

3. Conclusion 

The AOPC IS PSJIS project staff has successfully re-direct.ed the state­

level judicial information systems development along realistic and attainable 

lines. The original h' t t . . emp as~s on s a'ew~de standar~zation of record-keeping 

and data terminology as a prelude to any automation has been shifted, and we 

thing correctly so. Development now focuses on building a good, usable 
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automlted system and encouraging its adoption statewide. As it proves 

itself, it will act as a catalyst in helping standarize court procedures, 

records, and data. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On November 8 and 9, 1978, an assessment was made of the Rhode 
Island State Judicial Information System (SJIS) proje(c. The 
assessment was conducted by: 

Mr. John Fisher of Delaware. 

Mr. Robin Trenbeath of Washington. 

Mr. Gr~g Janowski of the National Center for State Courts. 

Mr. Ray Speight of the National Center for State Courts. 
The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the 

administrative and technical status of the SJIS project relative to the 

requirements of the Rhode Island SJIS grant from LEAA and relative to 
good systems development practices and prOcedUres. 

The primary participants from the Rhode Island audicial 
Department were: 

Mr. Walter Kane, State Court Administrator. 

Mr. Ron Lachance, SJIS Project Director. 

Mr. Rod Ryan, Senior Systems Analyst. 

The LEAA representative at this assessment was Mr. Al Breuel. 

A. Management Summar;'2: 

The Rhode Island SJIS project is to be performed over a 

four·year period and will develop an automated database of accurate, 

timely information for criminal justice agencies (supreme, superior, 

district, and family courts1 Department of Attorney General1 Public 
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Defender; Department of Corrections, Division of Probation and 

Parole). The stated goals of the project are as fOllows: 

- To provide comprehensive, reliable information for 
adjudication planning and policymaking. 

- To provide agency administrators with the capability to 
automate some of their manual procedures in order to manage 
their caseload more effectively. 

The project is currently in Phase II, which began February 1, 

.1978, and is scheduled to continue for 12 months. The project is in 

the detail system design stage and is on schedule. Rhode Island has 

progressed through the initial stages (i.e., project planning, 

requirements analysis, conceptual design, output requirements) in 
generally exemplary fashion. 

In summary, the prospects are excellent for successful 

development and implementation of the planned system. 

This report is divided into two major secUons. The first 
provides an overview of the project and the environment in which it is 

being undertaken. The second provides a more detailed description and 

evaluation of the project. This includes a description of the project 

planning and management control methodology, description of the system 

being developed, and summary of the assessment team's findings. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 
1. Judiciary 

Rhode Island has a unified state court system Composed of four 

statewide courts: the district and family courts are trial courts of 

limited juriSdiction, the superior court is the general trial court, 
and the Supreme court is the court of review. 

The entire court system in Rhode Island is state-funded with 

the exception of the probate and municipal courts, which are locally 

funded and are not part of the unified state court structure. All 

bench appointments are for life. Figure 1 illustrates the schema.tic 

relationship of the component parts of Rhode Island's judiciary. 

- District Court: Most people who come to or are brought 
before courts enter, at least initially, the district court. 
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This court was established to give the people of the state 
easy geographic access and reasonably speedy trials to settle 
civil disputes in law involving limited claims and to judge 
those accused of lesser crimes. It has statewide 
jurisdiction and is divided into eight divisions so it can 
hear cases close to where they originate. 
Appeals from district court decisions in both civil and 
criminal cases go to the superior court for trials de novo. 
In actual practice, this right to a new trial is seldom used, 
and district court dispositions are final in 96.7% of 
criminal cases and 98.5% of civil cases. 

- Family Court: The family court was created to focus special 
judicial power and wisdom on individual and social problems 
concerning fnmilies and children. Appeals from decisions of 
the family court are taken directly to the state supreme 
court. 

- SUperior Court: The superior court is the state's trial 
court of general jurisdiction. It hears civil matters 
concerning claims in excess of $5,000 and all equity 
proceedings. It also has original jurisdiction over all 
crimes and offenses except as otherwise provided by law. 
There are four superior courts, one at Kent, Newport, 
. Washington, and Providence/Bristol. Appeals from the 
superior court are heard by the supreme court. 

- Supreme Court: The supreme court is the highest court in the 
state, and in this capacity not only has final advisory and 
appellate jurisdiction on questions of law and equity, but 
also has supervisory powers over the courts of inferior 
jurisdiction. Its area of jurisdiction is statewide. It has 
general advisory responsibility to both the legislative and 
executive branches of state government and passes upon the 
constitutionality of legislation. 
The chief justice of the supreme court serves as the 
executive head of the entire state court system. Acting in 
this capacity, he appoints the state court administrator and 
the staff of the Administr~tive Office of the State Courts. 
This office performs personnel, fiscal, and purchasing 
functions for the state court system. In addition, the 
administrative office serves a wide range of management 
functions, including consolidated, long-rl.mge planning; the 
collection, analysis, and repo,t,ting of information on court 
caseload and operations; the development ~ld ~plementation 
of management improvement projects in specified areas; and 
the application for and administration of federal grants for 
the court system. 
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The chief justice is the executive officer of the supreme 

court, while the superior, district, and family courts have chief or 

presiding judges. All chief and presiding jDdges are appointed by the 

governor for life. The administrative clerk of the superior court 

assists the presiding justice in the management of the court. The 

chief clerk of the district court, who is appointed by the governor, is 

responsible for the administration of the court. The family court 

administrator is appointed by the chief judge of the court and is 

responsible for budget preparation, supervision of court personnel, and 

other administrative tasks as assigned. 

Each year the state courts present a unified budget to the 

governor. The request for the 1978-79 fiscal year was $9,118,561 for 

state judicial operations. This represents 0.929 of the total state 

budget. In the past five years Rhode Is~and's total state budget has 

increased at an average annual rate of 10.5%. During that same time 

span, the judicial budget has increased at an average annual rate of 
only 5.7% • 

2. Data Processing 

Rhode Island's judicial information systems are both manual and 

automated. The manual systems include a combination of the traditional 

judicial statistics and caseload reporting and are primarily the 

responsibility of the local court clerks and administrators. Rhode 

Island's automated data processing systems are centralized in, and the 

responsibility of, the director of the State Judicial Information 
Systems (SJIS). 

Rhode Island's judicial data processing activities readily lend 

themselves to using one centralized mainframe. Information is batched 

and submitted by the local courts, which are in turn provided a 

combination of periodic reports and on--line inquiry capabilities. 

Currently, the Department of Administration, Division of Information 

Processing's (DA/DIP) facility supports the automated SJIS system 
processing. 
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3. SJIS Project 

The State Court Administrator (SCA) has formal responsibility 

for the SJIS project. He r.as the responsibility for overall 

supervision and interagency coordinatic~ together with authority to 

determine policy issues. The director of SJIS, appointed by the SCA is 

the project manager, providing full-time day-to-day coordination and 

direction of the staff and project activities. 

Figure 2 depicts the Rhode Island SJIS project organization. 

The seven analysts who are responsible for helping design SJIS are 

full-time, experienced staff, on loan from their respective user 

areas. This staffing technique provides the project with years of 

invaluable on-site user experience. 

4. s,ns Advisory Committee 

The Rhode Island Court Component Committee (CCC) serves as the 

SJIS project advisory committee. CCC has representatives from each of 

the adjudiction agencies. The members of the committee are: the chief 

justice; the presiding justice of superior court; the chief judges of . 
family and district court; the attorney general; the public defender; 

the director of probation; the state court administrator; deputy state 

court administrator (ex-officio); director of court planning 

(ex-officio); and the director of SJIS (ex-officio). This body will 

formulate policy and approve the reports to be completed at each phase 
of the proj ect. 

The advisory relationship of the CCC to the SJIS project can be 
clearly seen on Figure 2. 

5. Other SJIS-related Groups 

All Rhode Island's criminal justice agencies are directly 

involved in developing SJIS. The courts, prosecutors, public 

defenders, and corrections agencies ~re all represented on the CCC and 

have full-time technical staff~orking in a liaison capacity with the 

SJIS project. In addition, the state and local police departments have 

provided input into the SJIS data requirements. 
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The State Judicial Planning Council (JPC) acts as an advisory 

panel to the state judicial system. Though technically a separate 

entity, the JPC is, de facto, identical in staff and in spirit to the 
CCc. 

6. Judicial Workloads 

The 1976 Report on the Judiciary listed a variety of caseload 
statistics from which Figure 3 was culle.d. 
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Figure 3 

c. Rhode Island Caseload Filings 

Court (locations) 1976 

Supreme (1) 411 

Superior (4) 10,010 

Family (4)* 12,260 

District (8) 57,783 

* family court has four circuit sites. 
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7. Related Systems 

Rhode Island's SJIS is being built on, and adapted from, two 

automated software units: the Prosecutor's Management Information 

System (PROMIS) and the Juvenile Information System Requirements 

Analysis (JISRA). SJIS also interfaces with several manual reporting 
systems. 

In 1974 the SCA assumed responsibility fo~ PROMIS which had 

been undergoing extensive re-design in the Rhode Island attorney 

general's office. PROMIS was dev~!~ped by INSLAW in Washington, D. C. 

and was adapted by the Rhode Island SJIS staff for on-line use by the 
courts and prosecutors. 

PROMIS remains the framework around which the Rhode Island BJIS 
project was built. 

The SCA staff has recently begun working with the Director of 

Research for the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges 

(NCJFCJ). He is developing and testing some juvenile court prototype 

theories in Rhode Island's family court. The outcome of his 

LEAA-funded research will be the development of a "model" Juvenile 

Justice Information System (JJIS). Rhode Island's SJIS staff intend to 
modify and then implement the JJIS prototype. 

In addition to these two automated routines, which process a 

large portion of judicial data, the SCA also receives reports from the 

following manual information reporting systems: 

Superior court civil cases. 

- Superior court criminal cases. 

District court cases. 

- Family court. cases. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 

Rhode Island's SJIS Project intends to build an automated 

judicial data processing system that will produce viable information 

for the state's criminal justice agencies. As stated previously, the 
goals of the project are as follows: 

To provide comprehensive, reliable information for 
adjudication planning and policymaking 
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Provide agency administrators with the capability to 
automate some of their manual procedures in order to manage 
their caseload more effectively. 

During the first year of the project, a Criminal Module of the 

SJIS was designed, and some segments were implemented. As a result of 

the initial stage of this module information requirements were 

developed to support the operation of the SJIS. 

During Phase I, the system requirements and needs analyses were 

covered in detail for selected SJIS sub-systems. Pilot implementations 

of selected sub-systems were accomplished. Phase I also identified new 

emphasis on needs and pointed up areas where the original Phase I 

workplan should be revised. 

Phase II is to implement these additional service areas and 

will expand many of the previously identified SJIS subsystems beyond 

the pilot stage into implementation. 

There are several factors that are unique to Rhode Island and 

are important to the success of this project. One is that an 

atmosphere of cooperation already exists among the adjudication 

agencies. Representatives of each judicial component have been working 

as a committee, the CCC, on several integrated projects since 1973. 

Another factor is that Rhode Island has made significant 

progress in meeting its information heeds. A manual statistical system 

has already been developed using data reported by the core agencies, 

e.g., district and superior court, the public defender and the attorney 

general. The SCAts office, using PROMIS as the structural foundation, 

has re-designed and is in the process of impl(;'!i1enting an on-line 

court-oriented management information system called PROMIS/RI. 

Finally, the family court has begun to develop a juvenile case tracking 
system. 

2. Functional 

During the Rhode Island Phase II SJIS project, staff plans to 

proceed w,ith the development of several distinct modules: 

- Criminal Module/Superior Court. 

- Criminal Module/District COQrt. 

Juvenile Justice Module (JJIS)/Family Court. 
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- Cr iminal Module/Supreme Court. 

- Civil Module/Superior Court. 

Efforts prior to Phase II have resulted in various degrees of 
development of each of the following modules: 

- Criminal Module/Superior Court. 

- Criminal Disposition Module/District Court. 

- Criminal Disposition Module/Superior Court. 

- Juvenile Case Tracking Module/Family Court 

- Criminal Case Management Module/Attorney General's Office. 

Future developmental efforts of Rhode Island's SJIS will 
probably include at least the following modules: 

- Civil Module/Supreme Court. 

- Civil Module/Di~trict Court 

- !nter-Component Agency/Data Transfer. 

- Enhancements to all the above. 

3. Goals and Objectives 

As stated in the Phase II grant application and supporting 

workplans, the expressed goals of the SJIS project (Phase II) are: 

- To provide comprehensive, reliable information for 
adjudication planning and policy making. 

To provide adjudication administrators with the capatdlity 
of automating data collection, retention, and reporting pro­
cedures, and, by using the more accurate and timely 
information which is then available, to manage their caseload 
more effectively. 

To achieve these goals, certain objectives were established. 
These objectives are: 

a. The full operation of the SJIS criminal module within 

the superior court for all counties. The module will be enhanced by: 

- The design and implementation of non-linen processing for 
the criminal module within the superior court for 
Providence/Bristol Counties. 

- The design and test of a warrants support system for 
criminal matters before t!le superior court. 
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- The design and test of a criminal case scheduling support 
system for the superior court. 

- The design and test of a jail list support system for 
criminal cases before the superior court. 

b. Completion of the design and testing; beginning of 

operation of the SJIS criminal module in two divisions of the district 
court. 

- The design and test of a warrants support system for criminal 
matters before the district court. 

- The design and test of a jail list support system for 
criminal matters before the district court. 

- Completion of the design and initial implementation of the 
SJIS juvenile justice module (JJIS). 

- Completion of the design and initial implementation of a 
module to meet the needs of the supreme court regarding 
criminal matters. 

- Completion of the design and testing of the SJrs civil 
module; implementation within the superior court for' one 
county. 

- Merger of the manual and automated reporting procedures for 
criminal caseflow in the superior court. 

- Acquisition of the hardware configuration necessary to 
support full scale system's operation. 

4. Expected Impact 

The primary impact expected from the develcpment of SJIS is the 

availability of mOre accurate and timely data and the beneficial effect 

that this data will have on management decisions. 

A't the time of the assessment certain effects had already been 

experienced. These are: 

- A standardization of docket entries had been effepted. 

- An identification had been achieved of the problems in 
criminal history recordkeeping. 

- A sWift adjudication of nagedn criminal cases has been 
possible, where previously nagedn cases were dismissed. 
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- Statistics and various research views never possible before 
have been routinely made available by the SJIS development. 

- An inventory of case workloads was available in superior and 
juvenile courts. 

- An awareness had been achieved of the points of delay 
experienced in case processing. 

As SJIS is built and implemented state-wide, certain additional 

benefits are expected to be available: 
- Case tracking of each case entering Rhode Island's 

adjudication system. 

- Operational support for each of the local courts. 

- Managerial statistics for the SCA. 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSE~SMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summary 

Rhode Island's Phase II SJIS grant from LEAA began on February 

1, 1918, and is scheduled to last one year. Federal funding amounted 

to $200,000: matching state funds amounted to $22,222, for a total 
project budget of $222,222. 

Of this, $186,309 (83.8%) was allocated for SJIS staffing; 

$2,000 (0.9%) for travel; and $33,333 (lS%) for indirect expenses. The 

major portion of LEAA's seed money went to pay for staff; specifically, 

one project director, two working technical supervisors, four 

information specialists, and two clerical workers. 

LEAA funding for the second phase was needed to complete the 

systems design and testing and to support the initial operation of 
SJIS' principal modl.lles. 

2. ~lans 

Rhode Island developed a comprehensive workplan to support 

Phase II efforts. The purpose of tnis workplan was to provide a 

structure which would aid in the control of the project by state-level 

judicial administration and by project management. Ultimately, the 

workplan provided a timetable that acted as a road map for the project 

director and staff to steer a course through to project completion. In 

this way, the results of all efforts were compared to original , 
estimates. 
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In the workplan, each of the project's objectives enumerated 

earlier in section I.C.3. is explained in a narrative description and 

then fully dissected into tasks and sub-tasks. Ten pages of 

accompanying project planning charts affix staff responsibility and 

scheduled completion dates for each of the project's 103 sub-tasks. A 

list of the major tasks, and their status, is provided in section 

II.A.3. (Current Status) of this report. 

The project's workplans are well structured~ they realistically 

tie project objectives to the specific steps necessary to accomplish 

those objectives. 

3. Current Status 

During the assessment, a review of the status of each of the 

project's tasks provided an understanding of how the project was 

progressing. A synopsis of that status appears in Figure 4. 

4. Control Methods 

The project workplans described in sections II.A.2. and II.A.3 

represent extensive efforts undertaken to monitor the progress of the 

staff. The presence of these workplans provides management with a 

handy monitoring device. Weekly timesheets are required by all project 

staff. Ongoing time accounts have been developed to track all time and 

tasks. 

To further facilitate cClItrol, the SJIS project will follow 

State of Rhode Island Standards using PRIDE to document development. 

PRIDE (Profitable Information Systems by Design) is a proprietary 

project of M. Byce Associates, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio. This method 

insists on subsystems phasing and heavy interaction with the component 

user staff. PRIDE facilitates personnel resource allocation and helps 

staff to determine whether or not project milestones are being met. 

The method also insures that complete documentation of the system is 

accomplished during the project life, not after its completion. 

5. User Participation 

User inVOlvement in the design and implementation of the SJIS 

project was extensive in certain areas and disappointing in others. 
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1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
8) 
9) 

110) 
Ill) 
12) 
~3) 
~4) 

Major Tasks 

Criminal/Superior 
Case Pending Reports 
Juvenile Justice Module 
Detention Support/superior 
Arrest Reports to SJIS 
A. G. Diversion 
Criminal Case Scheduling 
On-Line Inquiry 
Merge Manual/Auto 
Warrant Support/District 
Detention support/D;strict 
Criminal/District 
Hardware A~quisition 
Civil Design 

--

F'igure 4 

Current SJIS Task status 

Planned In Process Completed J 
Complet- ~ ._' 

On Revised On Revised 
ion Sched- (# Add'l Sched- (# Add'l 

Date ule Weeks) 1,lle Weeks) 

10/78 3 
7/78 j 2 
3/79 10 
1/79 12 

10/78 I 
8/78 I 
5/79 20 
3/79 12 
1/79 I 
2/79 .; 

12/78 I 
3/79 .; 
4/79 .; 
4/79 .; 
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On the positive side, each agency that is actively involved as 

a component of the system has assigned one staff person, experienced in 

the operational details of his user agency, to 'NOrk en the SJIS 

project, thus providing the project with invaluable knowledge of both 

existing agency procedures and subsequent agency requirements. Local 

user input/feedback is continually sought at all stages of the 

project's development. The Court Component Committee, also comprised 

of users, has been very active. It has convened eleven times since the 

beginning of the project and continues to offer suggestions from a 

different, more farsighted, perspective. Seminars, users manuals, 

system demonstrations, etc. have all been used by project staff to 

encourage user awareness of both the status and capabilities of the 

system. This awareness, it was hoped, would facilitate subsequent user 

participation. 

Despite these extensive efforts to encourage involvement, user 

acceptance has not been totally satisfying in all areas of the 

judiciary. Most user departments, family court and probation and 

parole excepted, have not fully embraced the service and support to be 

provided to their operational managers by the SJIS database. This 

acceptance has slowly changed from nonparticipation in early stages of 

SJIS to one of passive acceptance, as judges and user supervisors see 

the benefit of products produced. 

Some partial explanations can be offered for this apparent user 

disinterest: 

Prior to 1973 most court-related jobs were political 

appointments. The cooperation of staff may be lost if 

their loyalty is owed to the per.son who got them their job 

(i.e., a political friend) rather than to their immediate 

supervisor. 

Clerks and administrators are concerned that their 

operations may be vulnerable to criticism if SJIS begins to 

report certain operational data. Some administrators would 

prefer only selective disclosure of certain operational 

aspects of their jurisdiction. 
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The existing manual system was not efficient. Errors were 

detected in the manual records, unassigned ,~sponsibilities 

noted, overlapping authority existed, and Controls seemed 

non-existent. The first step in an environment where 

procedures and controls need improving is to systematize 

and streamline the manual operation before attempting 

au tom a ti on. 

B. System Description 

1. Processing Approach 

Rhode Island's SJIS processing is run on the state's Department 

of Administration/Division of Information Processing's IBM 370-148. 

The system operates under DOS/VS and uses CIC's to control its 

teleprocessing. Processing is centralized with two CRT's updating and 

accessing th~ files. Additional CRT's are scheduled for installation 

in various offices of the judiciary in the near future. 

2. Data Collection 

Data are collected by court clerks and locally transcribed onto 

standardized reporting forms. On a daily and weekly basis these forms 

are mailed to the state data center in Providence. 

The data being submitted by the local judicial agencies are 

visually checked for accuracy by the SJIS staff. This manual 

verification is reinforced by various audit procedures used by SJIS 

staff to further guarantee system accuracy: 

In the sup~rior court in Providence County the entire 

criminal calendar is audited~ a match is made on each 

defendant and charge. 

In the remaining counties a random audit, matching docket 

records and system data, is continually performed by two 

part~time students. 

All deviations and corrections are reported to the SCA. Any 

discrepancy between the court records and the automated SJIS files is 

highlighted each week in a deviation report to the individual court 

administrator in whose jurisdiction the error was detected. Since both 
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the court records and the input for the SJIS files are the 

responsibility of the local clerks, any discrepancy may prove to be 

embarrassing. Consequently, the weekly deviation report receives very 

limited circulation and is purposely limited to only one major type of 

error per week. It is hoped that this deviation reporting technique 

will make the court administrators more aware of the importance of data 

integrity and give them the opportunity to gradually streamline and 

tighten up their operating procedures. 

3. Data Entry 

As the data recording forms are received at the SJIS office, 

they are scanned for reasonability, keypunched onto diskettes, and 

later batch processed. 

The primary categories of da.ta stored in the SJIS files are 

criminal (which is handled in the PROMIS·~based portion of SJIS) and 

juvenile! (which is handled in the non-PROMIS portions), covering both 

defendant and transaction entries. 

4. Application Software 

A large part ~f Rhode Island's SJIS is PROMISe PROMIS was 

mooified extensively to conform to the local needs of cr iminal case 

reporting in the superior court. 

PROMIS is a relatively sophisticated system possessing full 

editing, updating, on-line inquiry, and report generation capabilities. 

The primary reports expected when the system is in full 

operation are as follows: 

Pending case - in summary or detail; for any individual court 
or statewide. 

Closed cases - in summary or detail; for any individual court 
or sta tewi de. 

Both pending and closed cases can be listed in any of the 

following sequences: 

By a particular statute citation. 

By a gt'oup of 13tatute citations. 

By indictment r.lumber. 
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By defendant's name. 

By defense attorney. 

By prosecutor. 

By assignment judge. 

By date of indictment. 

By date of last action. 

-

By arresting police department. 

- Daily Calendars. 

- Pre-trial Conference Calendar. 

- Arraignment Calendar 

- Monthly Sentencing Register. 

- Monthly Sentencing by Counts 

- Awaiting Trial List. 

- Bail Decision Statistics. 

- Statute Citation and Corresponding Indemnity Fund Value. 

- Superior Court DisPOSition/Dismissal Statistics. 

- Speedy Trial Statistics. 

- Pending Case Statistics. 

- Court Continuance Statistics. 

- Outstanding Warrant Listing 

- Scheduling Book. 

5. OBTS/CCH 

The Rhode Island PROMIS conta~ns th • e vast majority of data 
needed by the CCH and OBTS components of LEAA' s CDS program. The 
OBTS/CCH data are available but not currently utilized or transferred. 

As yet, the appropriate recipient has not been identified. . 

Any attempt to meet federal regulations which require that OBTS 

data be forwarded to the State Planning Agency by December, 1978, is 

being postponed, because the definition of some of the OBTS/CCH data 
elements have not been determined. 

At the time of the assessment, there were three separate 
repositories which kept various segments of CCH data: 

The attorney general's office maintained records in the 

State Bureau of Criminal Identification (Rap sheets). 
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The courts maintained court-related case history. 

The State Police kept intelligence-type data. 

Unfortunately, becauae three different agencies are inVOlved, 

there is very little slIDstantive communication, much duplication of 

effort exists, and no single repository contains complete CCH data. 
6. Security and Privacy 

The DA/DIP is reponsible for security and privacy from an 

operational viewpoint. The individual terminals, located in the 

respective users' offices, are protected by physical lodes4 Ac~ess is 

restricted by appropriate password, transaction code, time of day, and 
terminal location. 

Back-up files are ge~erated at specified intervals and stored 

in a locked vault. Hard copy documents, required for legal purposes, 

can provide sufficient data for manual operation ",€ the automated 

system becomes temporarily unavailable. 

7. ~omputer and Communications Configuration 

The Rhode Island SJIS is run on DA/DIP's IBM 370-145. This 

facility is shared qy several other state agencies, is fully owned by 

the state, and each month bills the individual users f including the 
SCA, for services rendered. 

The DA/DIP facility operates primarily on IBM equipment. The 
devices which are directly related to SJIS processing include: 

1 3705 Communication Controller (IBM) • 
4 20lC Modems (Dataphone). 
2 3275 CRT (IBM). 
2 3420 Tapedrives (IBM) • 
2 3330 Diskdrives (IBM). 
1 1403 Printer (IBM) • 

1 3742 Key-diskette (IBM) • 
1 3747 Keypunch (IBM) • 

Installation of additional CRT's is planned in the immediate future. 

The project workplan suggested that the judiciary acquire a 

dedicated computer system capable of fully supporting SJIS operations. 
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Studies were being conducted to analyze the feasibility of obtaining 

this dedicated system. At the time of the assessment, the DA/DIP 

computer facility appeared unable to handle the current judicial data 

processing requirements. Response time, turnaround time, job priority, 

etc., were inadequate. A dedicated judicial data center would be 

better able to service these data processing requirements. 
8. Documentation 

The documentatiori of Rhode Island's SJIS is both extensive and 

current. PRIDE is being used to record all steps in the project's 

development process. Output documents have been designed prior to both 

file design and input requirements. 

A manual reviewing the procedures used in the Rhode Island 

superior court was published qy the National Center for State Courts in 

Ma~ 1978. It contained e~licit statements of policy, office and 

courtroom procedures, job functions, report formats, controls, etc. 

The report failed to receive acceptance by the superior court clerk and 

at the time of the assessment (i.e., 6 months after the manual's 

publication), the user training sessions traditionally associated with 

issuing a new manual had not yet been scheduled qy the clerk. 

Legislation, passed in January, 1978, now requires all major 

undertakings which are at least partially state-funded to ~e cost 

justified. All future aspects of SJIS development will be supported by 
a cost-benefit analysis. 

9. Implementation 

The rate of implementation of the SJIS modules has been 

intentionally slow to ensure comple~e understanding by user 

components. Most user departments, family court and probation and 

patole excepted, have not fully embraced the service and support to be 

provided to their operational managers by the SJIS database. This 

acceptance has slowly changed from nonparticipation in early stages of 

SJIS to one of passive acceptance, as judges and user supervisors see 

the benefits of products produced. To assist in this problem area, the 

state court administrator has been acU"ely offering the management of 
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the user departments seminars and planning meetings to create a better 
understanding of the role of users in operational management. 

Test plans include a systems test and a parallel test to be run 
after installation. 

10. Maintenance 

Since maintenance requirements will arise in later stages after 

system implementation, no maintenance activities have yet transpired. 
C. Assessment Results 

This section describes the reactions of the assessment 

committee to the Rhode Island SJIS prQject and the prospects for 

ultimate satisfaction of the project goals. 

1. Recommendations 

a. There is an acknowledged lack of user acceptance and 

involvement in the superior courts. Stronger marketing techniques might 

be useful in attempting to overcome this lack of user involvement. 

Efforts are needed to make the user more aware of the benefits which 

can be derived from the SJIS system, to better identify agency needs, 

and to identify key user employees who might be influential in selling 

the virtues of a new system. 

b. There is a need to develop a cost-benefit analysis for all 
future undertakings. 

c. The SJIS advisory committee (i.e., CCC) should be 

reinforced by several smaller sub-committees. These should become 

involved with making recommendations in some of the more detailed areas 
of the systems operation. 

d. The functions of training and educating the users should be 

the responsibility of one permanent, full-time SJIS staff person. 

e. The style of project management currently employed is 

excellent~ however, the acquisition of staff with greater technical 

skills would make this management style much more effective. 

f. Data entry and inquiry should be transferred to the various 

user offices. This should enhance the user's sense of involvement and 
control, 
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g. Rhode Island SJIS staff should examine the feasibility of 

certain productivity tools that would facilitate their programming 
tasks, e.g., VIDEO 370. 

h~ A contract should be drawn up outlining the 

responsibilities between DA/DIP and the SCA. An itemization of who 

would perform which tasks should be specified. 

2. Exemplary Findi~gs 

a. The Rhode Island SJIS staff have fully documented the major, 
problems currently facing their system. They also have taken the 

realistic view that there are not easy solutions to several of the~e 
issues. 

b. The developmental efforts are continually being documented 
via PRIDE. 

c. Component criminal justice agencies have Significantly 

participated in the devel0J.:lllent of SJIS by providing analyst trainees 
to staff the project. 

d. The efforts to build a Juvenile Module are well or.ganized. 

System outputs have been defined prior to identifying systems input~ 
manual workflow was flne-tuned priot to systems development~ and the 

Rhode Island SJIS staff have established an excellent client 
relationship. 

e. Excellent project management techniques have been used to 
develop and control the project. 

f. The project is on-schedule vis-a-vis the original grant 
workplan. 

g. There is a strong commitment by both the Rhode Island SJIS 

staff and by certain elements of the state judiciary to deliver the 
project objectives on schedule. 

h. The project staff has learned, in spite of previous 

operational difficulties, what to expect when dealing with a 

state-owned data processing facility, which must simultaneously serve 

many agencies. The project is now moving in a favorable direction in 
this area. 
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i. Faced with disinterest or non-acceptance in the superior 

court, the project staff still intends to deliver the products as 

promised. 

j. The SJIS project staff appears to have benefitted from 

their past experience with the superior court. They have taken 

positive steps in identifying a favorable pilot site for future 

implementation of the district court system. They have rightly chosen 

a small court with some enthusiastic clients. 

k. SJIS staff have wisely delayed development of the Civil 

Module for the superior court until the Criminal Module is first 

successfully implemented. 
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SECTION I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

On January 3, 4, and 5, 1979, a performance assessment was made in 

Washington of their State Judicial Information System (SJIS) Projects. The 

assessment was conducted by: 

Hon. Loren D. Hicks, State Court Administrator, 
Supreme Court of Oregon. 

Mr. James M. Parkison, State Court Administrator, 
Supreme Court of Missouri. 

Mr. Lynn A. Jensen, National Center for State Courts, 
SJIS Project. 

Mr. Richard W. Delaplain, National Center for state 
Courts, SJIS Project. 

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the administrative 

and technical status of the Washington SJIS Projects relative to the 

requirement~ and objectives of the Washington SJIS grants from LEAA and 

relative to good systems development practices and procedures. 

No p:dor assessm~nt has been conducted regarding Washington I s 

Phase I SJIS activities. Therefore, this assessment report will cover 

both Phase I and Phase II activities. 

The primary participants from the Office of the Administrator for 

the Courts (AFC) were: 

Mr. Phillip B. Winberry, Administrator for the 
Courts, Supr:'eme Court of Washington. 

Mr. Robin Trenbeath, Director of Information Systems 
Division, AFC. 

Mr. Fred Van Jepmond, Assistant Director, Information 
Systems Division, AFC. 

Mr. James Hanna, Project ~1anager SJIS Phase I (ACORDS 
Project), Information Systems Division, AFC. 

Mr. Mark Johnson, Project Manager SJIS Phase II (JUVIS/ 
PROFILE Project), Information Systems Division, AFC. 

Mr. Leslie Stomsvik, Clerk of Division II, Washington Court of 

Appeals, and Ms. Joanna Crawford, Chief Deputy Clerk of Division II, 
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Washington Court of Appeals, were also interviewed regarding the ACORDS Pro­

ject. Several other staff members from the AFC's'Information Systems 

Division were also interviewed regarding portions of Washington's overall 

JIS activities. 

A. Management Summary 

Phase I of Washington's SJIS efforts began on October 1, 197~ and 

was scheduled for completion in September of 1977. Because of a late start 

in Phase I activities (work did not commence until February of 1977h a 

no-cost extension of Phase I was granted until March 31, 1978. 

The Washington SJIS Project is currently nearing the end of 

Phase II of its development efforts. Phase II began on April 20, 197~ and 

was scheduled to end April 19, 1979. A no-cost extension of the Phase II 

has been granted until June 30, 1979. 

This report will assess the activities in both Phase I and Phase II 

of Washington's SJIS efforts since neither phase has been·th~ subject of 

a prior assessment report. Phase I activities were directed towards the 

development of an appellate courts management information system called 

the Appellate Courts Records and Data System (ACORDS). Phase II 

activities were directed towards the development of the Juvenile Infor­

mation System (JUVIS). Both of these proposed systems were to be designed 

as integral parts (subsystems) of the Washington Judicial Information 

System (JIS) which has been under development by the Office of the 

Administrator for the Court's InfoL~ation Systems Division (ISD) since 

1974. 

The overall goal of Washington's JIS is to establish a statewide 

judicial information system which provides a combination of on-line, batch, 

integrated, and stand alone data processing systems to serve all of the 

courts in the state. The eventual goal is to integrate all of these 

court data processing systems into one cohesive network to make up a 

statewide judicial management information system. Both Phase I and Phase II 

SJIS activities are considered steps towards this eventual objective. 

All subsystems within Washington's JIS are designed to be programmed 

and implemented in specified phases. For each subsystem of the overall JIS, 

there is a prescribed series of modular capabilities scheduled for development 

and implementation over an extended period of time. The priorities for 

- I 

imolementation of capabilities varies from subsystem to subsystem, but they 

all include consideration of the followi.ng modular capabilities (as ap­

propriate to a specific subsystem): (1) Case or citation indexing 

(reference system of litigants, cases, etc.); (2) Docketing (chronclogical 

recording of court events and documents); (3) Case or citation tracking 

(identifying and reporting the status of cases); (~} Issue tracking 

(identification and reporting of individual case issues--appellate module 

only); (5) Calendaring support (scheduling court appearances and printing 

calendars); (6) Accounting (bail, fees, fines, trusts, forfeitures); (7) 

Jury selection and management (trial courts only); (8) Warrants, summons, 

and supoena control (trial courts only); (9) Court minutes and exhibits-­

(appellate and general juriSdiction trial courts only); (10) Statistical and 

management reports; (11) Communication links with other judicial and 

criminal justice systems, and; (12) Miscellaneous procedures (possible 

functions relating to text editing and statute searches--appellate and 

general jurisdiction trial courts only). 

These 12 general sys·tems capabilities make up the menu of functions 

that various subsystems of the JIS will be designed to accomplish. Each 

subsystem will have its own unique implementation schedule and priorities 

for implementation of any of these 12 capabilities. The specific priorities 

for each subsystem are established via detailed requirements analyses 

and conceptual designs (which rely heavily on end-user input) to indicate 

which services should be developed in what sequence. 

At the time of this assessment, a general jurisdiction trial court 

subsystem had gone through the development cycle and was operational (in 

terms of indexing, docketing, case tracking, and production of statistical 

management reports) in several judicial districts in the state. This 

subsystem, the Superior Court Management Information System (SCOMIS), had 

been under development since 1975 by ISD staff. SCOMIS had been implemented 

in pilot sites with the above capabilities and was scheduled for expansion 

to all superior courts within the next six years. As this phased imple­

mentation progresses, additional capabilities will be added to the module. 

An interm District and Municipal Court System (DISCIS) had also been 

implemented in most major jurisdictions throughout the state (in terms of 
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indexing, case and citation tracking, calendaring support, general account­

ing functions, and the production of statistical management reports) • 

Personnel within the Information Systems Division of the APC are 

divided into project teams assigned to the development and implementation of 

the various subsystems, along with general data processing support :personnel. 

Hence, the design, development, initial implementation, and expansion of 

various subsystems takes place simultaneously, with different subsystems 

being at different stages of development or implementation at any given time. 

By delaying actual development work on their JIS until late 1975 and 

early 1976, Washington's ISD was able to take advantage of new teci1nology 

whicL was notavailable to some other states. It is the intention of ISD 

personnel that all JIS subsystems will eventually operate within the JIS data­

base (ADABAS) as resident subsystems, or be linked to ADABAS via distributed 

processing networks of stand-alone minicomputer~ in the various judicial 

districts wi thin the state. SCOMIS operates wi thin the ADABAS system, as does 

the ACORDS module. The interim DISCIS system op~rates on stand-alone de­

centralized IBM 3741 hardware and does not communicate with ADABAS. The 

JUVIS system, for reasons that will be explained later, has been developed 

as a stand-alone system whic~while operating on the state level computer, 

does not communicate with ADABAS. 

It is into this operational environment that Washington's SJIS 

effort was absorbed. Phase I of Washington's SJIS effort was allocated 

to the development of the appellate court system. According to the 

Phase I SJIS grant, the ACORDS project activities were to include: 

1. SJIS Phase I (ACORDS Project) 

- Development of an information system for the supreme court 
and the three divisions of the court of appeals which would 
be integrated with the existing trial courts system of JIS; 

- Development of OBTS and CCH data gene rat. ion at the appellate 
court level; 

- Development of management information for all appellate courts; 

- Provision of day-to-day operational support for all a~oellate 
courts in such tasks as case indexing, docketing, calendaring, 
tUld other clerical functions. 
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The specific tasks to be completed during the grant period were 

to be determined by the requirements analyses which was identified as 

the first priority to be accomplished during the grant. In June of 1977, 

a requirements analyses was produced which identified the specific tasks 

to be completed during the grant as the development of indexing, docketing, 

case tracking, and management report module capabilities for the ACORDS sub­

system and their implementation at a pilot site (Division II of the Court 

of Appeals). In addition, a conceptual design was to be developed specifying 

the additional capabilities that should be added to ACORDS in subsequent 

years. 

At the end of Washington's Phase I SJIS grant, the basic ACORDS 

subsystem had been implemented and was fully operational in Division II 

of the Court of Appeals. This subsystem consisted of operational indexing, 

docketing, case tracking, management, and statistical reports modules. The 

basic ACORDS subsyste~ operates with on-line entry of data to disk storage 

followed by batch update of the database which includes routine EDIT of 

inputs. Subsequent to data entry, case records and management reports 

are available through an extremely versatile on-line inquiry system 

(ADASCRIPT). On-line access is supplemented by the production of weekly 

computer output microfiche (COM) indexes and case dockets which serve as 

the basic working records for the clerks' offices. At the time of this 

asssessment visit, the basic version of ACORDS had been fully implemented 

in all three divisions of the court of appeals and was scheduled for im­

plementation at the Washington SupremE'~ Court in .July of 1979. Work has 

continued on development of additional capabilities for ACORDS (e.g., 

automated notice preparation, etc.) as specified in the conceptual design 

for subsequent phases of ACORDS development which was produced in 

November 1978. 

At the time of this assessment, the ACORDS project was operating 

according to the schedules developed during Washington's Phase I SJIS 

grant. Development work has been accomplished by a highly professional 

staff from lSD, has been well documented, and according to interviews 

rith users of the system is considered to be a very beneficial system 

to the clerks of the Court of Appeals. There is every reason to believe 

that this module will continue to be developed to its full potential in 
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the near future. For other states that have access to the ADABAS data­

base system, the ACORDS appellate court subsystem should be seriously 

considered as a candidate for technology transfer. 

2. SJIS Phase II (JUVIS/PROFILE Project) 

In June of 1977, the Washington State Legislature passed House 

Bill 371 which substantially reorganized the manner in which juvenile 

courts in the State of Washington must operate. This bill took effect on 

July 1, 1978. Many of the provisions of this bill (including the requirement 

that readily accessable yet secure criminal history record~ be developed for 

juveniles, the requirement that accounting functions be set up for juvenile 

restitution orders, the development of management statistics to assess the 

bill's determinate sentencing provis±ons, etc.) have dramatically altered 

the manner in which juvenile court records must be maintained and processed. 

The impact on the judiciary and on the directors of Juvenile Court Services 

throughout the state was perceived as substantial. This perception led to a 

formal request from the Association of Directors of J'uvenile Court Services to 

the office of the Administrator for the Courts that a management "information 

system for the juvenile courts be developed which would operate as a subsystem 

of the AFC's JIS, which was already under development. While a juvenile sub­

system had been originally planned as part of JIS, the passage of SHB 371 and 

the available juvenile case filing projections (which indicated that there 

would be 15,500 filings in 1977 and a projected 48,000 filings by 1985) made 

the i.mmediate development of a juvenile subS)ystem a high priority. In 

June of 1977, the ~~C submitted a grant application to LEAA to use ies 

Phase II SJIS g~ant for the development of a juvenile court subsystem to 

the JIS. The juvenile system, which was given the acronym JUVIS.j. was 

to be developed as an operational subsystem within Washington's existing 

ADABAS database so that the juvenile subsystem could take advantage 

much of the technology already develol~d and implemented during the 

development of other subsystems (SCOMIS and ACORDS) of Washington's 

The phase II SJIS grant (JUVIS) was to begin in February of 1978. 

of 

JIS. 

As in the case of the. Phase I SJIS grant, the phase II grant 

indicated that the specific sequencing and content of modules which would 

be developed for the JUVIS subsystem would be based on a requirements 

analysis conducted by ISO personnel with the assistance of a user committee. 
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Because this SJIS grant was submitted approximately seven months before 

actual development was scheduled to begin, the grant application in­

dicated that existiny ISO staff would have completed the requirements 

analysis before the start of the grant. All of the relevant user group 

committees would have signed off on the proposed JUVIS design so that 

development work could commence irrunediately after receipt of funding. The 

grant application outlined the development of a basic JUVIS subsystem 

(consisting of 2-4 modules out of a possible 10-12 that would eventually 

be developed), to be implemented in one pilot site during the grant period. 

In subsequent years, the subsystem would be gradually implemented throughout 

the state, and additional modules of the subsystem would be developed as 

enhancements to the basic Subsystem. This was in keeping with the develop­

ment methodology employed in earlier JIS development efforts. 

ISO staff began work in July of 1977 on the requirements analysis 

for the JUVIS subsystem of Washington's JIS. A requirements analysis 

report was l?roduced in April of 1978 which layed out the modular develop­

ment of JUVIS within ISO's ADABAS controlled JIS structure. As a part 

of this requirements analysis, juvenile court systems in several other 

states had been reviewed to ascertain the state of the art in juvenile 

systems. By the time that the requi~ements analysis report, which 

indicated that the development of a comprehensive JUVIS subsystem would 

be a multi-year effort, was produced in April of 1978, the user committees 

(specifically the juvenile court directors) expressed a senSe of urgency 

in having a short-term, interim operational system which could help them 

meet the mandates of SHB 371. Therefore, the decision was made to attempt 

to transfer the PROFILE juvenile court system which was then. in operation 

in the State of utah. As an updated project workplan for SJIS phase II 
indicated: 

"'the workplan has changed and progressed markedly from the 
original grant submission in July, 1977, through the April 
1978 start date, to the present. • • • 

"Basic philosophical changes were made in the strategy for 
providing juvenile courts with comprehensive information. 
The workplan in the revised grant submitted was based u?Qn 
using current systems as guidelines but developing a unique 
system individually tailored to the needs of the Washington 
Juvenile Courts and their legislative constraints. After a 
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very careful analysis of the needs of the Washington courts, 
the sense of urgency expressed by the court directors, and 
the limited financial resources available a • . • (new) plan 
was developed. 

liThe new plan included 1) the technology transfer of the 
utah juvenile court information system to washi.ngton as a 
complete, unadulterated package; 2) testing and evaluating 
that system in total; 3) making system improvements to 
increase reliability, security, and ease of maintenance; 
4) changing the table contents from Utah data to Washington 
data; 5) using the system for an interim period to obtain 
operational experience; an~ finally 6) developing a long 
range plan for Juvenile _ ~~u~ information system imp·r~ye~~n~~.':.: 

After some delay in securing the necessary documentation of the Utah 

PROFILE system, the transfer of the system was made. It exists as a stand­

alone system within the Washington JIS. That is, it is not capable of 

communicating with other JIS systems. In addition, this system was not 

developed with the same state of the art design characteristics as 

the rest of the JIS system, and it requires a much higher commitment 

of maintenance resources than do other JIS subsystems. However, the system 

was successfully transferred at a substantial cost and time savings over 

developing the intended JIS subsystem. 

Once the delays in securing adequate system documentation were over­

come/ the project has progressed according to the milestones identified in 

the revised workplan re~erenced above. At the time of the assessment, the 

JUVIS/pROFILE system was being readied tor implementation in a pilot site. 

Following pilot site testing, it will be implemented on a phased statewide 

basis. 

B. Organizational Structure and Processing 

1. JUdiciary 

a. Washington State Court System. The Washington state courts 

consist of a supreme court, 3 divisions of an intermediate appellate court 

(Court of Appeals), 28 districts of the general jurisdiction trial court 

(Superior Court), and 316 courts of limited jurisdiction (73 District Courts, 

241 Municipal Counts, 2 Justices of the Peace). The Washington court system, 
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including the jurisdictions of the various 
levels of the courts, is summarized in 

Figure 1. 

b. Office of the Administrator for the Courts. The Office of 

the Administrator for the Courts, established by the Legislature in 1957, 

operates under the supervision and direction of the 01ief Justice of the 

Washington Supreme Court, its purpose to study the operations of the courts 

of the .state, and to make recommendations for their improvement. Consistent 

with state statutes, the administrator for the courts . 
~s responsible to the 

supreme court for the execution of the administrative policies and rules as 

applicable to the Washington judicial system. 

In general, the cffice performs the following functions: 

Collects and compiles meaningful statistics. 
, , 

Develops and promotes modern management procedures 
to accommodate the needs of the state's courts; 

Continuously studies and evaluates information 
relating to the operations and administrative 
methods of the judicial system; 

Pro~ides pertinent substantive and procedural infor­
mat~on to the members of the judicial community, the 
other branches of government, and to the general oublic' .. , 
Prepares and submits budget and accounting estimates 
relating to state appropriations for the judicial system. l 

The structure of the Office of the Admi . 
n~strator for the 

Courts and the dut' f h ~es 0 t e various components of the off;ce 
in Figure 2. 

... are summarized 

lOffice of the Administrator for the Courts, Judicial Administration in 
the Courts, State of Washington, 1977, p. 77-.~~~~~==~~~~~~~ 
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.' . . - ~.... . ..... ~ .. 

. ~ ..... ", ,.. .... 

". ;. 

, .' 

, . 
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" (jourtof'Appeals 
• • ..... ,.: i --:.. • ~ 

~, , . -: .. _ ", :". ", I '" ';., ' 
" ' ,,"; '_ ': . INTERMEDIATE APPELLA~E'COURT ,<;,::'" .. ~ .. :,: :':'" " 16 Judges - 3 Division's 
, :, :,:,;",rGeneral Appellate Jurisdiction (majority of state's appeals) 
• ,-,;;?-"':" .' ,,' ' 

, . .. . 

I 

'. 

:'tSuperior Court .t .. _~. 

.. ,: -:: 

TRIAL COURTS OF RECORD , "", : ' 
111 Judges - 28 Superior Court Districts' 

Unlimited jurisdiction in criminal and civil cases " 
Appeals de novo from Co'lirts of Limited Jurisdiction 

, I 
COURTS OF LIMITED JURISDICTION • 

: ." ',' ........ , .. ~ • *·1 . ; .'~ ...... " 

: 

I 
Municipal Courts Justices 

District Courts' Police Courts of the Peace 

73 Courts - 38 Counties 
Civil Jurisdiction limited 
to $1,000 

Criminal Jurisdiction 
limited to misdemeanors 

Criminal penalties 
limited to 6 months in 
jail and/or $500 fine 

.. . 
241 Courts - Ali Counties 

. Jurisdiction limited to 
cases involving violations 
of municipal ordinances 

Criminal penalties 
limited to 6 months in 
jail andlor $500 fine 

2 JP's - 1 County 
Criminal jurisdiction 
limited to misdemeanors 

Criminal penalties 
limited to 30 days in 
jail or $100 fine 

Source: Judicial Administration In The Courts, State of Washington, 1977 
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2. Judicial Workloads 

The latest verified statewide caseload figures available for the 

State of Washington are from the 1977 Annual Report. Filings in the various 

courts are presented in Figure 3. 

3. Data Processing 

Computer facilities for the Washington Judicial Information System 

(which includes all SJIS Project efforts) are provided, under contract, by 

the Washington State Uni versi ty n'lSU) Computer Center. 

Analytical and design work for JIS (including the SJIS project) are 

performed entirely by the staff of the AFC's Information Systems Division. 

Programming and maintenance of systems are done by ISD staff via remote 

terminals linked to the JIS database located in the Washington State 

University Computer Center. 

The AFC planned to install a dedicated IBM 370/3031 computer within 

its ISD in early 1979. However, due to financial constra~nts and problems 

encountered in contract negotiations, the purchase and installation of a 

computer dedicated to Washington's Judicial Information System has been 

cancelled. For the foreseeable future, Washington's JIS will continue to 

function on the WSU computer and some stand alone mini computer equipment 

which is currently being utilized by the District Court subsystem of JIS. 

4. SJIS Project 

Washington's SJIS Projects for Phase I and Phase II (ACORDS 

and JUVIS projects) are operational units within the Information 

Systems Division (ISD) of the Office of the Administrator for the Courts· 

The organizational relationship of these projects to the Washington 

court system as well as to the various judicial advisory committees that 

oversee the development of JIS projects is depicted in Figure 4. The 

organization of the Informations Systems Division and the resources 

assigned4 to the two SJIS projects are depicted in Figure 5. 

Personnel who were assigned to the SJIS Phase I Project (ACORDS) 

were retained by the ISD at the conclusion of the project. They are 

currently supported by a mix of state funding and state block grant funds. 
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S'1urc!?: Judi.ci.al Adm4.nistratton In State of Washington, 1977 1 

Figure 3: 1977 CASELOADS FOR TH~ COURTS OF WASHINGTON 

Source: 

Note: 

Suoreme Court Filings 

Criminal Appeals 
Civil Appeals 

Total Appeals Filed 

Criminal Petitions for Review 
Civil Petitions for Review 

Total Petitions for Review 

Motions, Writs, etc. 
Disciplinary Procedures 

TOTAL MATTERS FILED 

66 
156 
222 up 11% from 1976 

155 
136 
291 

114 
11 

638 - up 8.3% from 1976 

Court of Aeoeals Filings 

Appeals Filed 
Motions, Writs Filed 

TOTAL HATTERS FILED 

1,697 
299 

1,996 - up 12.3% from 1976 

Superior Court Filings 

Civil 
Criminal 
Probate 
Juvenile 
Mental Illness 

TOTAL FILINGS 

Traffic 
Criminal 
Felony 
Civil 
Small Claims 

TOTAL FILINGS 

Traffic 
Criminal 

TOTAL FILINGS 

80,026 
14,141 
16,164 
14,824 - uo 10.5% from 1976 

2,810 

127,965 - up 5.1% from 1976 

District Court Filings 

412,419 
43,073 
6,731 

50,681 
21,074 

533,978 - ~p 7.5% from 1976 

Municipal Court Filings 

407,611 
67,570 

475,181 - up 10.7% from 1976 

Judicial Administration in the Courts, State of Washington, 1977, 
pp. 6, 10, 16, 23, and 27. 
Justice of the Peace filing data Were not available. 
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Personnel assigned to the s·-~s Phase II project (JUVIS/PROFlLE) are still 

sU9Ported by grant funds. At the conclusion of the JUVIS project, these 

personnel will also be retained by ISD. 

5. SJIS 1I.dvisory Committees 

The state of Washington has established a series of advisory 

committees that oversee all development efforts for the state judicial in­

formation system. In 1976, the supreme court promulgated the Judicial 

Information System Committee, which is responsible for overall JIS development 

efforts, and established court rules for the operation of a 22-member 

cornrrd.ttee responsible for directing the design and operation of a statewide 

judicial in~orrnation system. The committee members, appointed from names 

submitted to the Supreme Court by representative groups and associations 

within the judicial system, include judges, clerks, and administrators from 

all court levels, a prosecutor, a bar member, a lay citizen, and the 

Director of the Washington State Data Processing Authority. 

The JIS Committee has appointed the following four ad hoc committees 

to coordinate the development and implementation of computerized systems 

within the co~rts: 

The Appellate Courts Records and Data Systems (ACORDS) Committee 
which consists of user and administrative personnel concerned 
with appellate court operations. 

_ The Juvenile Information System (JUVIS) Committee which consists 
of user and administrative personnel concerned with juvenile 
court operations. 

The Superior Court Management Information System (SCOMIS) 
Committee consisting of persons with interests in general juris-
diction trial court operations. -

The District/Municipal Court Information System (DISCIS) 
Committee consisting of persons with interests in limited 
jux'isdiction courts. 

The ACORDS Committee has been responsible for overseeing the design 

and implementation of the SJIS Phase I Project, including the official 

review and signoff on the requirements analysis and conceptual design 

documents. 

The JUVIS Committee has been rf.::Jponsible for overseeing the dlasign 

and implementation of the SJIS Phase II Project, including the decisic:m 

XIII-16 

to transfer Utah's PROFILE system into Washington as an interim juvenile 

court management information system. This committee has also been 

responsible for reviewing and approving the requirements analysis report for 

the more long-term goal of developing a juvenile subsystem to the overall 

JIS. 

In addition to these officially constituted committeesy there are 

various ad hoc committees that meet to consider specific design or imple­

mentation problems and strategies regarding the various subsystems that are 

currently under development.. ISD personnel provide staff support to all 

committees. 

All of these committees meet regularly and play an active part in 

overseeing all aspects of JIS develooment. Committee members' knowledge of 

the working environment in which a prospective system will be used has been 

an invaluable resourc'e. In general, Washingb.~·n has made excellent use of 

the user agency resources available to them, and this aspect of Washington 1 s 

SJIS efforts has played a key role in the success of the system's develop­

ment and implementation efforts to date. 

6. Related Syste~s 

Three local jurisdictions in Washington currently ogerate or are in 

the process of developing local/regional subject-in-process type information 

systems. These local systems do not relate directly to Washington's JIS 

efforts. It is anticipated that all of these jurisdictions will be given 

access to whatever subsystems of JIS are appropriate to their needs. The 

APC has had a policy of attempting to discourage the 9roliferation of local 

court information systems.. It is the intent of the Washin.gton judiciary that 

local courts become a part of the Washington JIS rather than developing 

independent local/regional systems which would then have to be interfaced 

with JIS. 
,. 

C. Project Description 

1. Background 
In 1973, the Supreme Court of Washington instructed the administrator 

for the courts to develop a program to meet the information management needs 

of the Washington courts. To this end, the Judicial Inforreation System (JIS) 

was established as a tool to assist in the administration of justice in 

Washington's courts through the retrieval and p~ocessing of information. 
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During 1974 and 1975, staff from AFC's Information Systems Division 

studied existing systems in multiple states and reviewed the types of data 

processing technology that was available to assess its appropriateness to 

Washington's environment. Staff of the Information Systems .Division 

determined that Washington's JIS efforts should take advantage of state-of­

the-~r·t data processing technology to develop an overall information system 

that would consist of multiple subsystems providing services to specific 

levels of courts. To establish the JIS, ISO staff decided to utilize a 

commercially available database pac age nown as k k ADABAS which was a. p.roduct 

of Software AG. Long-range plans were developed ~'1hich envisioned all 

judicial information subsystems as operational s11bsystems within the 

ADABAS database, or operating as distributed subsystems utilizing ADABAS 

and the main computer as the system host. Initially, ADABAS was installed 

at the Washington State University Computer Center, with long-range plans 

calling for the acquisition of dedicated hardware which woule \~~ under the 

control of AFe. 
ISO's long-range plans called for the development of four sub­

systems of JIS (Appellate Subsystem, General Jurisdiction Subsystem, 

Limited Jurisdiction Subsystem, and Juvenile Subsystem) and their phased 

implementation on a statewide basis. Full development of these subsystems 

(indicating the completion of JIS) was not envisioned until 1985. 

Actual development work began on two of the JIS subsystems in 1976. 

, t managem~.nt J.'nformation system for general juris-SCOMIS, a superJ.or cour .. 

diction trial courts (to handle all' general jurisdiction court caseload), 

began its development cycle with the goal of developing a statewide on-line 

system that would operate from the state computer via remote terminals in 

all superior courts. DISCIS, a stand-alone on-line system for limited 

jurisdiction district and municipal courts, was begun as an interim system 

operating within the major district and municipal courts. 

call for its redesign and inclusion within the overall JIS. 

Long-range plans 

The interim 

DISCIS system operates on stand-alone minicomputers which are self-con­

tained systems within selected district or municipal c:ourts. 

a. SJIS Phase I. In late 1976, funding for SJIS Phase I was 

received. This project was to Jevelop an appellate court information 

system (ACORDS) which would eventually provide management information 
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services to the three divisions of the court of appeals and to the supreme 

court. The SJIS -funded phase of the ACORnS proj ect called for the develop­

ment of the basic subsystem (indexinq, docketing, case tracking, and the 

production of management reports) and its implementation in at least one 

pilot site (Division II of the Court of Appeals) by the end of the grant 

period. . 

b. SJIS Phase II. In early 1978, funding for SJIS Phase II 

was received. This project was to develop a juvenile court information 

system (JUVIS) which would provide management information services to 

the states' juvenile courts. The SJIS-funded phase of the JUVIS project 

called for the devel.;pment of the basic subsystem (indexing, docketing, 

case tracking, and th~ production of management reports) and its imple­

mentation in at least one pilot-site juvenile court by the end of the 

grant period. The portions of the overall ACORDS and JUVIS projects which 

were funded by SJIS are summarized in Figure 6. 

2. Functional Description 

At the time of this assessment, the ACORDS system had been developed 

and the basic subsystem was implemented in all divisions of the court of 

a9peals. The JUVIS system design had been completed. However, rather than 

develop a juvenile system from scratch, Washington had decided to transfer 

Utah's PROFILE system (a juvenile justice management information system) 

to Washington. This transfer had been accomplished and during Februa~, 

197~ the first two pilot sites began using the JUVIS/PROFlLE system. This 

system is considered an interim system by ISO personnel and will eventually 

be replaced by the originally planned JUVIS subsystem. 

Both the ACORDS and ~vIS/PROFII£ subsystems are operational and 

provide basic indexing, docketing, case tracking, and management report 

production at the selected implementation sites. A more detailed des­

cription of each system is contain~d in Section II (PROJECT ASSESSMENT) 

of t.'1is report. 

3. Goals and Objectives, SJIS Phases I and and II 

a. SJIS phase I. The overall goal of Washington's Phase I 

SJIS grant was to develop an appellate court subsystem to Washington's JIS. 

Specific objectives specified in Washington's Phase I grant aoplication 

included: 
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- Development of an information system for the supreme court 
and the three divisions of the court of appeal~ integrating 
the requirements of trial courts. 

- Enable OBTS/CCH data supoort by the appellate courts to other 
components of the cr~minal justice system. 

- Development of management data for the supreme court and 
each division cf the court of appeals. 

- Encouragement and assistance in the standardization of 
statistical data elements reporting and usage. 

- Provision of information concerning 
• calendar backlogs, 
• source of case filings by various categories, 
• dispositions, 
• duration of cases, and 
• issues for possible consolidation of cases. 

- Provision of day-to-day operational support to the appellate 
court on such tasks as 

• indexing, 
· docketing, 
• calendaring, 
• case consolidations, and 
• law search. 

The specific objectives (work to be completed during the grant 

period) were defined by the requirements analysis that was to be completed 

during the first months of the project. These objectives included the design, 

coding, testing, and implementation of the basic ACORDS system (case indexing, 

docketing, case tracking, and management report production) in a pilot site 

(Division II of the Court of Appeals). In addition, the design documents for 

additions (enhancements) to the system were to be produced during the grant. 

b. SJIS Phase II. The overall goal of Washington's Phase II 

SJIS grant was to develop a juvenile court subsystem of Washington's JIS. 

Specific objectives l;!,sted ir! Washington's Phase II grant application 
included the following: 

- Provision of useful management information for administration 
of the juvenile court system and for its statistical reporting. 

- Integration of the system into the Judicial Information System 
of the Washington JUdiciary. 

Implementation of the requirements mandated by the Legislature in 
Hous,,:; Bill 371. 
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- Provision of a means to help juvenile courts increase their 
efficiency anc handle the increased workloads caused 
by the rising trend in filings. 

Provision of appropriate support to OBTS as developed in 
conjunction with the Judicial Information System. 

- Establishment and maintenance of a computerized criminal history 
file for juvenile cases. 

- Establishment and maintenance of appropriate communication links 
among juvenile courts and between the courts and relative 
juvenile justice agencies. 

Provision of an accounting system for restitution in juvenile 
cases. 

As was the case in Phase I efforts, the specific lI'urk to be 

completed during the grant period was to be defined by a re<:uirements 

analysis rE:!port which wouJd be completed (work on it had s ;arted before the 

grant was awarded) during the first month of the grant. During the JUVIS 

requirements analysis effort, the JUVIS Design Committee decided tha~ rather 

than develop a juvenile subsystem to their existing JI~ they would attempt 

to transfer Utah's PROFILE system to Washington. Once this decision was 

made in April of 1978, the objectives of the grant shifted to the transfer 

.and implementation of this system in Washington. After reviewing Utah's 

PROFILE system, the JUVIS committee felt that 'it could meet all of the 

origi!lal objectives specified in the SJIS grant, except that PROFILE's 

design characteristics precluded its operation within the existing JIS 

database. Hence, at least on an interim basis, it would operate on the 

same state university computer but would essentially be a separate data 

processing system from JIS. 

4. E:xPected Impact 

a. SJIS Phase I (ACORDS Project). The major benefit antici­

pated from this project was to be an increase in the efficiency and 

effectiveness of appellate court administration. It was anticipated that 

better clerical processing would allow a reduction in the average time 

for civil cases from the filing of ~ notice of appeal to the issuance of 

an opinion. In addition, ACORDS would facilitate comprehensive statistical 

analyses of reported data, help in the avoidance of duplicative clerical 

efforts, and avoid costs that would otherwise be associated with the 

i.ncreasing appellate caseloads. 
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b. SJIS Phase II (JUVIS/PROFILE Project). The major benefit 

expected from the JUVIS project was the development of an operational 

juvenile J'ustice system. As a by-product of th' , 1S operat10nal system, 
management statistics would be available not only to measure case pro-

cessing and recidivism rates but also to help the juvenile court better 

manage its own internal processing and resources. The system to be imple­

mented would contain accumulating juvenile criminal history records (CCH) 

and would also provide data on how juveniles were processed to the approp­

riate OBTS facilities. In addition, the9roposedsystem would contain an 

accounting function regarding court-ordered restitution in juvenile cases 

and would address other areas mandated by the legislature's recently passed 
juvenile court reorganization act (SHB 371.) 
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SECTION II 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

A. Project Planning and Control 

1. Grant Summaries 

a. SJIS Phase I (ACORDS Project). Phase I of Washington's SJIS 

Project began on October 1, 1976, and was scheduled for completion in 

September of 1977. Due to a late start in Phase I activities in February 

of 1977, a no-cost extension of Phase I was granted until March 31, 1978. 

The ACORDS Project grant application provided overall objectives for the 

grant period but indicated that the specific workproducts to be accomplished 

during the grant would be defined in the requirements analyses which would 

be completed during the early stages of the grant year. 

ments analysis repQrt was produced in June of 1977. 

The ACORDS require-

The ACORDS requirements analysis report indicates the work 

to be complet.ed during the SJIS grant in the following passages: 

"This phase will provide on-line data entry tc;: and . 
updating of computer files for all case record ~nformat~on 
nor.., contained on the court's docket sheets, case status 
('ards and name cross reference index cards. All case 
;ecord data will be updatable with a single ent~y of 
data via the video terminals in the cler~s office. If 
desired, this information can also be reproduced on a 
pl';inter terminal at the same location. 

This module will provide the basis for a complete case­
flO\,l management system. It will also provide inquiry 
access to the court's information base by name and case 
number, as well as providing a mechanism for instantly 
determining the status of a given case. Back-up procedures 
wil:j,. be provided which will prevent the impairm7nt ,?f. " 
court operations in the event of computer unav~lab~l~ty. 

This phase of the ACORDS project would see the design, deveJ,op­

ment, and pilot implementations of the basic caseflow management capa­

bilities of the appellate subsystem. The specific funct:i.ons that would 

be automated included 
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- Case indexing (reference system of litigants, cases, etc.); 

Docketing (chronological recording of court events and 
documents); and 

- Case tracking (identifying and reporting the status of cases). 

b. SJIS Phase II (JUVIS/PROFILE Project) . 

Phase II of Washington's SJIS Project began on April 20, 1978, 

and was scheduled to end April 19, 1979. Because of delays in receiving all 

of the necessary documentation involved in the transfer of Utah's PROFILE 

system to Washington, the project has received a no-cost grant extension 

until June 30, 1979. 

The JUVIS grant application provided overall goals and objectives 

to be achieved by the JUVIS project. As in the case of the ACORDS project, 

the actual workplan was to be specified in the requirements analysis report 

wrdchwould be completed during the first month of the grant-funded periQd 

of the project. A requirements analysis report was produced in May of 1978 

which layed out the specific functions of the JUVIS system that would be 

developed in Phase I of the development efforts of this JIS subsystem. 

However, by the time that the requirements analysis had been completed, 

the JUVIS Advisory Committee had decided to opt for the transfer of Utah's 

PROFILE system rather than proceed with the immediate development of a 

juvenile subsystem to Washington's JIS. Hence, the objectives of Phase II 

of Washington's SJIS efforts have been reduced to the transfer, modifi­

cation, and pilot site implementation of Utah's PROFILE system. This 

interim juvenile justice syetem has been entitled the JUVIS/PROFILE 

Project. Specific tasks that were identified to be accomplished during 

Phase II of Washington's SJIS Project included the following: 

- Complete the technology transfer of the Utah juvenile 
cOurt information system (PROFILE) to Washington as a 
complete unadulterated package; 

- 'rest and evaluate the PROFILE system in total; 

- Make appropriate modifications to PROFILE to increase 
its reliability, security provisions, and ease of 
maintenance; 

- Change the har.d coded table contents of PROFILE from 
Utah data to Washington data (e.g. judge names, etc.); 
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- Implement PROFILE as an interim system in at least one 
jurisdiction; and 

- Develop a long-range plan for juvenile court information 
system improvements (the development of a JUVIS sub­
system for JIS) • 

2. Plans 

ISD staff have developed written project plan worksheets for both 

the Phase I (ACORDS) and Phase II (JUVIS/PROFILE) SJIS grants. These work­

plans art:! attached to this report as Appendix I (ACORDS workplan) and 

Appendix II (JUVIS/PROFlLE workplan). In addition to these project-specific 

workplans, the ISD unit produces a supplement to the administrator for the 

c'ourt's annual w:>rk schedule. At the time of this assessment, the 1978 work 

schedule was available for review; however, the 1979 work schedule was 

still being printed. 

One of the grant-specified goals of the JUVIS/PROFILE project 

(SJ'IS Phas€~ II) was the production of a long-range plan covering develop­

ment of ~/IS as a module of JIS. This document was produced in May 

of 1978 in the form of a requirements analysis and planni,ng document. It 

contained plans for the eventual phase development of a juvenile module 

to JIS which will be implemented in subsequent years as a replacement to 

the PROFILE system transferred from Utah. 

All currently operational and planned subsyst~s to JIS have 

similar planning documents which specify the long-range plans for imple­

mentation, enhancement, and expansion to all courts in the state of the 

various subsystems (e.g.j SCOMIS, DISCIS, ACORDS, JUVIS). 

3. Current status 

a. ACORDS (SJIS Phase I). At the time of this assessment, 

Washington's Phase I SJIS efforts (ACORDS) were continuing to progress 

according to the workplan contained as ~~ppendix I to this report. ACORDS 

has now been fully implemented in all three divisions of the court of 

~peals. Supreme court implementation is scheduled for July, 1979. A 

site visit was made to Division II of the Court of Appeals to verify 

ACORDS operational status. The system is operational and works to the 

complete satisfaction of the clerical staff assigned to that court. In 

summary, Washington's JIS staff have completad, on schedule, all grant­

specified objectives for the ACORDS (SJIS Phase I) Project. 
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b. JUVIS/PROFILE (Phase II). At the time of ·this assessment, 

the PROFILE system from Utah had been physically transferred into Washington's 

JIS environment. The system was operational in a test mode and the final 

alterations were being made to the system (altering hard coding from 

Utah codes to Washington codes for court names, judges names, etc.). 

Subsequent to this assessment visit, JUVIS/PROFILE was implo.­

mented in two pilot sites (February 1979) and is scheduled for in~lementation 

in three more sites during 1979. This work was completed according to the 

workplan for the JUVIS/PROFlLE Project which is attached to this report as 

Appendix I!. In summary, Washington's JIS staff have completed, on schedule, 

all grant-specified objectives for the JUVIS/PROFlLE (SJIS Phase II) Project. 

4. Control Methods 

All subsystem development work witilin Washington's JIS is the 

responsibilit}' of the Director of Information Systems. Project work is 

accomplished by project teams which work somewhat independently of each 

other. Each team leader (project manager), is required to submit periodic 

written and verbal reports to the Director of Information Systems which 

allow the Director to monitor each project team's development progress. 

Each project team operates on a documented timetable which specifies the 

precise deliverables which are due by specific dates. 

All employees (team members) are required to maintain active "Work 

Status Logs" vvhich con'!:ain information relative to all tasks assigned them, 

including the work to be done, the estimated versus actual completion 

dates, and the amount of time billed to a specific task. A duplicate set 

of these task control sheets is maintained by the team leader (project 

manager) for all work assigned to his/her team. These sheets form the 

basis of the periodic reports made to the Director of Information Systems. 

They allow a great deal of control over the work being performed and allow 

for rapid identification of problem areas in terms of work completion, 

deliverable dates, or adherence to budget limitations. 

All control methods are formally documented and distributed to 

all employees in the form of a System Development Manual which s~ecifies 

all projsct control methods which are to be adhered to by all 

team members and team leaders. These project control methods specify 

how all project work will be accounted for and provide specific procedures 
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for the control and documentation of systems maintenance and/or modifi­

cations work that is requested by users or team members. In addition, 

specific written guidelines are included covering library standards and 

program documentation as well as the actual coding conventions to be 

employed. System documentation is developed using Warnier Diagrams to 

depict the operation of systems at the conceptual and detailed design 

levels, and the program lis,tings stem from the more detailed Warnier 

Diagrams • 

JIS uses full-time documentation personnel to make sure that user 

documentation and system documentation are kept current. If a modification 

to a system affects documentation previol1sly written, a documentation 

specialist updates the appropriate area in the documentation (users 

manuals, system descriptions) . 

5. User Participatio~ 

The Washington SJIS Project staff has thoroughly integrated user 

participation in both their Phase I (ACORDS) and Phase II (JUVIS/~ROFILE) 

projects. The prospective users of each subsystem have participated in 

the subsystems development process from start to finish and continue 

participation as the system is enhanced and expanded throughout the state. 

Svstems Descrintions 
* -

B. 

1. Processing Approach 

a. ACORDS Overview. The ACORDS (Appellate Courts Records 

and Data System) operates as a centralized data entry and retrieval 

system for all appellatte courts withi.n the state. Using the Washington 

State University computer system, data are entered on-line to disk 

storage during terminal update sessions. When the operator signifies 

that the update session is terminated, t~e material stored on disk is 

then batched into the JIS database while simultaneously being ~assed 

through standard EDIT programs which check for possihle clerical or logic 

errors (e. g., operators placing numer~.cal entries in fields designed 

alphabetic, or entering certain types of case records befvre other required type 

of records have been entered). A listing of update transactions containi!t'J 

errors is provided to the terminal operators immediately following the 

update session. The operator then modifies his/her entries and resubmits 

the corrected transactions for inclusion in the JIS database. 
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Information currently contained in the system includes case 

~~dexing (reference system of litigants, cases, etc.); docketing (chrono­

logical recording of court events and documents); case tracking (identifying 

and reporting the status of cases); and court minutes and exhibits 

(recording the short version of minutes and exhibits filed on a case) . 

Output reports include on-line access to any case record, as 

well as printed output reports and microfiche. The printed reports are 

comT?iled at the request of the terminal operator. By choosing from a lis,t 

of available reports, the operator subnuts to the computer a series of 

commands which tell the computer exactly which report is desired. Once the 

computer has compiled the report, the operator can type in more commands 

to get the report to print on the local court printer. 

Some lengthier reports are generated via Computer Output 

microfiche (COM) and mailed to the courts. All indexes and registers of 

actions (dockets) are reproduced on COM on a weekly basis and mailed to 

the courts. Hence, the local court has the c,~tion of accessing the case 

on-line or referencing the COM-produced indexes and register of actions. 

b. JUVIS/PROFILE Overview. The JUVIS/PROFILE (juvenile infor­

mation s¥stem) as transferred from Utah's PROFILE system is a totally on­

line management information system for juvenile courts in the State of 

Washington. It is a centralized system (it also runs on the Washington 

State University c~mputer system) but does not operate within the ADABAS 

database management system that the other JIS subsystems use. 

Data are entered via remote terminals on-line to the central 

JUVIS/PROFILE system. As data aJ;e entered, they undergo on-line EDIT for 

standar.d ~lerical errors (e.g., entry of alphabetical data in fields 

specified to be numerical, etc.). Once data are passed through :;;Li CT, they 

update the master and interrelated on-~ine disk files for that case. 

These files are accessible via on-line inquiries from any juvenile court 
terminal. 

Information contained in JUVIS/PROFILE can be divided into three 

major types: records processing data (master juvenile CCH record, petitions, 

summons, docket production, notice production, various tickler lists, and 

restitution accounting functions); management information (case tracking; 

workload reports for local courts, judges, and probation personnel; 

juvenile detention facility reports; general statistics for annual report 
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production; and reports to other juvenile justice related agencies); and, 

prediction/evaluation data (information to predict the probability of 

recidivism from case data and personal characteristics of the iuvenile) • 

The current version of JUVIS/PROFILE produces 10 output reports. 

Because of major changes in juvenile court law in Washington during 

1978, the state will develop a statewide CCH system for juveniles. The 

~~ster juvenile record j~ JUVIS/?ROFILE will ser~e as the basis for this 

CCH system in that ~t accumulates cases involving a particular juvenile 

over time. 

2. Application Software 
All application sof~ware for Washington's JIS are written in COBOL 

ACORDS (SJIS Phase I) operates within washington's JIS database (ADABAS) 

while JUV1S/PROFILE is a. stand-alone system. 

a. ACORDS (SJIS Phase I). 

"The Appellate Courts Records and Data System is a hybrid 
of batch COBOL programs, on-line COBOL programs and several 
~oftware packages including CICS, ADABAS, VIDEO/370, ROPES, 
WYLBUR, EDIT, UPDATE and REPORT programs. The following 
is a brief o'rerview of the components and their interaction 
within the system. 

Data entry is accomplished with VIDEO/370 under CICS which 
allows an operator to enter data directly from source 
documents onto pre-formatted display screens. Data are 
~;;:0red in VIDEO/370 data files ;.lnd can be assesset'\ on-line 
by the entry operator for update or correction. Data ~re 
subsequently formatted into logical records by the batch ex·' 
tract program of VIDEO/370. Data extracted are saved on 
disk and used as input to the edit and update run. 

The edit and update batch job applies the courts data to 
the ACORDS data base t:'iles, which are handled by ADABAS, a 

·data base management package supplied by Software A.G. 
The data on file is accessed through ~n associator table 
which connects data records to various record-key files 
e.nd allows quick and flexible retrieval of a.ll, or a.ny 
portion, of the stored data. 

The edit and upda.te job is initiated by the user by using 
WYLBUR, a text editor program which contains a high-level 
execute command program language. An interactive WYLBUR 
progranl has been developed to create the JCL for this edit 
and update run stream, or any of the report programs to be 
run by court staff. These batch reports may be retrieved 
by using an interface callad IIROBES" which transmits printed 
re1Drts to on-line terminal printers. 
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A series of CICS on-line programs have been written to 
access the ROPES print queues for the user. With these, 
through simple English commands, printed reports can be 
easily handleq by the court sta~f. In addition to those 
reports printed at the sites, a set of microfiche is 
produced weekly for each court which includes a listing 
of all information on file for each case and two cross­
reference listings. 

In addition to these reports, the capability for on-line 
inquiry of the ADABAS files is also available. This is 
accomplished through the use of macro commands written in 
"ADASCRIPT+", a high-level inquiry language whirer. is supplied 
with lIDABAS. Thus, simple English commands can be used to 
formulate data base queries with th~ resultant report 2 
being formatted and returned to the requesting video terminal." 

b. JUVIS/pRIJFILE. The. juvenile information system was trans­

ferred from Utah. It exists as a stand-alone systE.-ut which operates under 

CICS, OS, MV'.i' but does not operate within the JIS da,:abase (ADABAS). Access 

to JUVIS is via on-line remote terminals through CIC~ to six on-line 

index sequential disk files. These six interrelated on-line disk files are 

linked by case number to allow single entry and multiple file updating. 

Files include master file (contains all identifying, social, family, 

detention, refp.rral, and disposition history information regarding each 

juvenile processed by the juvenile court); name index (a phonetic name 

index) i calendar file (contains a chronological li~tinq of all cases to be 

heard by each judge and provides the basis for on-line printing of docket 

calendars); Court services delivery file (contains essentially a register 

of actions regarding court and probation actions taken for each case); 

order followup file (contains accounting information for restitution 

accounting and tickler list generation); and detention population file 

(contains records for all juveniles detailed and serves as the basis 

for daily listings of detention populations) . 

JUVIS provides for on-line access to any specific case, plus 

use of the master file as an on-line CCH file for juveniles. 

3. OBTS/CCH 

Neither ACORDS nor JUV'iS/PROFILE are designed to specifically pro­

vide OBTS data, although both could be capable of producing such data with 

minor modifications. JUVIS \o1ill serv." as the central repository for 
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juvenile CCH data and will be made accessible to non-judicial agencies 

on a "right to know" basis. 

~one of the JIS subsystems currently provide machine-readable OBTS 

or CCH data to state repositories. There is currently no statewide OBTS 

operation and the Washington Bureau of Criminal Identification (state 

repository for adult criminal history information) will not accept.machine­

readable case dispositions without attached fingerprint records. Hence, 

case disposition is accomplished through standardized reporting forms 

filled out by local courts. 

4. Security and Privacy 

The Washington SJIS system is designed to be reasonably secure against 

hardware failure hazards and natural disasters. However, because the systems 

operat;e in a shared. environment (Washington State University computer system), 

absolute control over accidental or intentional software modification cannot 

be assured. 

All system files for ACORDS and JUVIS are copied onto back-up 

tapes daily and stored off site in a locked vault. Remote terminals 

are all under the physical control of judicial personnel and have physical 

locks as well as password protection for operator usage. 

The Washington JIS Committee is currently working on a security and 

privacy manual for submission to the supreme court. ISO staff have sub­

mitted re1?orts identifying the various issues that should be addressed by 

the committee in such a manual. 

Security and p~lvacy for Washington's SJIS ao.pears adequate except 

in the area of access to the act~~l computer system (which indirectly 

allows for access to the programs and data files). The assessment team 

expressed concern at the low level of da.ca file security provided by the 

university computer center. As is often the case; with 'anblersity-run 

computer centers, numerous students have access to the computer room and 

via time share texndnals could figure out ways of accessing files 

controlled by various subsystems of JIS. There exists no agreement 

with the university which guarantees the security of JIS files. However, 

it was the assessment feam's feeling that a written agreement would not: 

actually guarantee. security. The probable answer to this problem is to 

remove the JIS syst~m from the university computer center and to e$tablish 
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a separate judicially controlled data processing center. A second (and 

less desirable) choice would be to put JIS on a computer system operated 

by law enforcement agencies, where overall database access would be more 

closely monitored than in the current academic setting. The ~econd 

alten!ative, if available, would have t~ be weighed against tile potential 

for second-rate service that law enforcement ~xecutive branch) 

agencies might supply to the judiciary. In general, operations the 

size and complexity of Washington's SJIS should strive to avoid dependence 

on other agencies to supply computer support. 

5. Computer Configuration 

Both the ACORnS and JUVIS/PROFILE systems operate on the Washington 

State University's Amdahl Model 470V/6-II computer which ooerates with 

8 megabytes of core storage. The JIS opurating em.-irorunent is OS/MVT 

Release 21.8 and operates under the CICS l~elease 33 Teleprocessing System. 

ACORDS operates under ADABAS (a commercially available database management 

system). Remote video terminals used by both ACORDS and JUVIS are Harris 

Hodel 3277' s (approximately 50 on-line currently). Remote pl.'inters are 

Harris Model 3125'5. Disk storage is on two Calcomp Model 3330-II's with 

200 megabytes of storage each. The system uses two IBM Model 3420-5 

t:l.pe drives. 

The ISO had plans to purchase an IBM 370/3031 for installation in 

January of 1979. Purchasing negotiations broke down on this unit and its 

peripheral equipment, so for the foreseeable future JIS will continue to 

operate on the vlashington State University computer system. 

6. Documentation 

Documentation of all of Washington's JIS subsystems is done in 

accordance with guidelines established and published by the ISO. Require­

ments analyses (called External 2esigns by ISO) and systems design 

documents (called Internal Designs by ISO) are published documents which 

are reviewed and approved by several user committees. Documentation for 

programs and systems logic are provided by Warnier Diagrams of sufficient 

detail that program statements follow from the diagrams. Documentation 

for the ACORDS project (SJIS phase I) was complete and up to date at the 

time of the assessment. Documentation for the JUVIS/PROFILE project 

(SJIS Phase II) was being developed at the time of the assessment visit. 
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Documentation for this system, which was received from Utah, was not as 

complete as ISO guidelines called for,and therefore ISO staff were 

expanding the quantity and quality of documentation available for JUVlsl 

PROFILE. Provisions are made to keep all documentation current on a 

continuing basis-. 
In general, the assessment team feelsthat Washington's ISD has 

done an outstanding job of documenting their systems development and 

planning. The level of documentation that is available in Washington 

makes their systems ideal candidates for transfer consideration by other 

jurisdictions that may be hardware and database-compatible to Washington. 

Washington's JUVIS/PROFltE is currently undergoing transfer to the State 

of South Carolina. 

7. Implementation and Maintenance 

users. 

Formal on-site training sessions are conducted by ISO staff for all 

Within ISO is a unit that is responsible for ongoing liaison with 

users and continuing followup training. In addition, this unit is responsible 

for continually updating all user documentation (user manuals, etc.). 

Each system is thoroughly tested and debugged prior to actual imp le-

'I 't When a new system is implemented, regardless of mentation in p~ ot s~ es. 

how well tested it has been in other sites, users operate the old or 

manual system in parallel mode with the new automated system until such 

time as they are confident enough to completely changeover to the automated 

system. 
Any modifications to an existing system (programs, reports, etc.) 

t d d f The request is scheduled and are requested in writing on a s an ar orm. 

personnel are assigned as appropriate from the project team responsible 

When the modification is compieted, a documentation for that system. 

specialist updates all appropriate documentation (user manual, 

system documentation) • 

C. Ass~ssment Results 

This section will review the current status of Washington's Phase I 

and Phase II SJIS Project efforts. 

the 

1. Concerns and Recommendations 

In general, the asssessment team was very pleased and impressed with 

progress and the quality of work completed by Washington's SJIS (ISD) 
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staff. Projects have been completed on schedule, properly documented, and 

users have been involved from start to finish of each phase of system 

development. 

The one area of concern exprp.ssed by the assessment team related to the 

question of the degree of security and privacy that can be secured at the 

Washington state University Comouter Center. In general, it was the 

assessment team s view (which was shared by ISO staff) that the security 

provided for JIS systems that operate within the university computer center 

environment is quite low. The relatively relaxed security usually associated 

with university computer centers is not sufficient to meet the more stringent 

security and privacy requi~ements associated with the processing of criminal 

justice-related information. With the development of juvenile CCH capa­

bilities within the JUVIs/pROFILE system, this nroblem will become increasingly 
acute. 

It is therefore the assessment team's recommendation that the 

Office of the Administrator for the Courts attempt to secure more 

stringent security and privacy safeguards from the university 

computer center. If this typ~ of arrangement cannot JJe secured, it is 

recommended that ISO seek alternative sites (preferably equipment that can 
be controlled by ISO) to support JIS systems. 

2. Exem2lary Findings 

The following exemplary findings should be noted: 

a. Staff Comoetence. JIS staff in general, and those associated 

wi th SJIS efforts in part:i.cular, have demonstrated a high degree of pro­

fessional data processing skill. The ov~rall organization of ISO promotes 

individual initiative and has resulted in high-quality work being completed 

in a timely manner. The Director of ISO has hired a professional st~[f who 

are knowledgeable in both courts and data orocessing. This staff competence 

has been and will continue to be a major factor in the successful develop­
mel .. ~ of Washington's SJIS. 

b. User Participation. JIS staff in their development efforts 

have done an excellent job of involving system users. The various committees 

and subcommittees which actually control the development efforts of ISO 

are comprised of individuals who are involved in the day-to-day operations of 

the courts (and related agencies) and have played a crucial role in assisting 

the ISO staff in JIS development and implementation. 
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c. Documentation. Washington's JIS staff have done an excep­

tionally good job in documenting their operational ~'d developing systems. 

Documentation is produced in consistent formats for the various systems and 

is of consistently high quality. This factor, in conjunction with the 

quality of the systems developed, makes the Washington JIS subsystems ideal 

candidates for technology transfer to other states which are hardware and 

softwa.re (database) compatible with Washington. 

d. Technology Transfer. Washington is one of the few states 

that has successfully transferred a state-level stand-alone system from 

another state. Given the time involved and the quality of documentation 

with which staff had to work, Washington's ISD staff are to be commended 

for the successful technology transfer of Utah's PROFILE that they have 

just completed. 

3 • Conclusions 

Washington's SJIS Projects' (Phase I--ACORDS and Phase II--JUVIS/ 

PROFILE), when evaluated against the Phase! and Phase II SJIS grants and good 

systems development practice and procedures, are in excellent condition. 

The ISD staff have produced quality systems in a timely manner that have 

satisfied the needs of the courts. Staff have actively solicited and 

made outstanding use of input from end users of the systems b~ing developed. 

Staff on the ACORDS project have been retained with a combination 

of state funding and state block grant funding. It is anticipated that 

when the JUVIS/PROFILE grant expires in June of 1979, that staff from 

this project will also be retained by state funding. 

The caliber of ISD staff meets the highest professional standards, 

and in the assessment team's opinion will continue to develop and implement 
successful systems in the future. 
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APPENDIX II 

JUVIS/PROFILE DETAILED WORKPLAN 

LEAA Grant Li7B-SS-AX.-002S 

JUVENILE COURT INFORHA.TION SYSTEM 

Detailed Workplan 

This ,,,orkplan for LEAA Grant fi78-SS-AY..-0025 , "Juvenile Court Information 
System" is provided for LF..A..o\ pursuant to special condition 14 of the grant, 
as lOodified. This plan reflects the best estimates of the Information Systems 
Division staff concerning tasks, milestones, resources, time lines, and de­
liverable dates and descriptions, based upon currently available information. 

The ~"orkplan has changed and progressed markedly from the original grant 
submissio~ in July, 1977, through the April, 1978 start date, to the present. 
The present ,""orkplan reflects the innovations, time, and cost saving procedures 
used by the Administrator for the Courts to achieve the maximum positive i.rupact 
from the limited grant resourc~s. 

Basic philosophical changes were made in the strategy for providing 
juvenile courts "dth a comprehensive information. The "orkplan in the revised 

.; : submitted ,.as based upon using current: systel~S as guioeljnes but developing 
Q. ~que system individually tailored to the needs of the Hasnington Juvenile 
Courts and their legislative constraints. After a very careful ~nalysis of the 
needs of the l';ashington courts) the sense of urgency expressed by the court 
directors, and the limited financial resources available, a bold, imaginative 
plan was developed. 

The neW' plan included 1) ):he technology transfer of the Utah juvenile court 
information s>':-::em to \o:'asllington 2-S a complete~ unadulterated package; 2) testing 
and evaluating that system in total; 3) making system improvements to increase 
reliability, security, and ease of maintenance; 4) changing the table contents 
from Utah data to '!~ashington data; 5) using the system for an interim period to 
obtain operational experience; and finally 6) developing a long range plan for 
Juvenile court infon--:ation system improvements. 

The major tasks~ milestones, resources, time lines and deliverable products 
are outlined in the accompanying charts. 
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