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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 January
1978, the National Center for State Courts (NCSC) received a
grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA)
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 committee, 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
"performance 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 Nationai
Center's SJIS project staff and two from the 8JIS Advisory Com~
mittee. Appointments to the assessment teams were made at the
May 15, 1978 $JIS Advisory Committee meeting by the chairman,
Mr. Larry Polansky. The focal point 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 assist LEAA in monitoring effectively the progress
of each 7 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 ome of
the following conditions:

—-The state was a participant in Phase IV and had ac-
complished sufficient work under the current vear'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, Florida, 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. Al] available decumentation
was reviewed including grant paperwork, progress reports, work-
plans, annual reports, previous SJIS assessment reports, and
correspondance. Finally, extensive discussions were held among
the four assessment team members summarizing 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 team 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 beem sent to all
SJIS Phase IV participants and LEAA.

I~ii

B

()

Y

£

P

gy

Performance Assessment Report Format

The performance 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. Data Processing
3. 8JIS Project
4. SJIS Advisory Committee
5. Other SJIS-related Groups
6. Judicial Workloads
7. Related Systems

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

SECTION II: PROJECT ASSESSMENT

A. Project Planning and Control
1. Grant Summary
2. Plans
3. Current Status
4. Control Methods
5. User Participation

B. System Description
1. Processing Approach
2. Data Collection, Preparation, and Verificatien
3. Data Entry
4. Application Software
5. OBTS/ccH
6. Security and Privacy
7. Computer and Cowmunications Configuration
8. Documentation
9. Implementation
10. Maintenance
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C. Assessment Results L i
l. Concerns and Recommendations of the Assessment Team
2. Exemplary Findings
3. Conclusions i
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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 (8JIS) 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. Ferreil, Nation4l Center for State Covrts,
SJIS Project.

The purpose of the assessment was to appraise the
administrative and technical status of the Alabama SJIS Project
relative to the requirements of the Alabama SJIS grant from LEAA and
relative to good systems development practices and procedures.
Emphasis was placed on the project's progress during Phase II of its
development since an assessment of Alabama's Phase I activities was
conducted on Januafy 13, 1978.

‘the Primary participants from 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 Q'Sullivan of the AQC 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. Management Summary and Project History

The Alabama SJIS Project is currently in Phase II of its
developmeﬁt efforts. Phase II began December 27, 1977, and is
scheduled to end onm April 17, 1979.

Phase I of Alabama's SJIS Project began 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
bwnership and maintaining this equipment and furniture inventory in a
productive, management-oriented fashion; providing 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 eircuit courts, and
established jurisdictional 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
provisions. 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 the 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 reagonably be collected.
A source form was designed and implemented in two counties
for test purposes.
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A small claims reportiug system was designed, programmed, and
implemented 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 caseload 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 Project 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. Judicigaz
a. Alsbama 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 probate court, and such
municipal courts as may be provided by law. The passage of Act No.
1205, 1975, provided the descriptive detail 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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Figure 1
ALABAMA COURT SYSTEM

Basic Jurisdiction
(exclusive of writs)

Geographic Scope

Judges

Supreme
Court

Court of
Criminal
Appeals

Court of
Civil
Appeals

Circuit
Courts

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
certiorari.

Statewide; sits in
Montgomery.

Exclusive appellate juris-
diction over misdemeanors
and felonies.

Statewide, sits in
Montgomery.

Exclusive appellate juris-
diction in domestic re-
lations and suits at law
where the amount in con-
troversy does not exceed
$10,000; reviews admini-
strative agency decisions
(except those by the Public
Service Commission).

Statewide; sits in
Montgomery.

Original criminal juris- 38 circuits varying
diction over felonies; ex- in size from 1 to 5
clusive original jurisdiction counties. Court in
over misdemeanors and every county and at
ordinance violations when several locations
lesser included offenses in in some counties.

felony charge or which arise There are 74 sitting

from felony charge; original locatioms.
civil jurisdiction in matters
over $5,000; concurrent
jurisdiction with district
court in civil matters over
$500; appeals from district
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.

II-6

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.
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Court

Basic Jurisdiction

Geographic Scope
(exclusive of writs)

e e~

Judges

District
Courts
(1/16/77)

Municipal
Courts
(12/27/711)

Probate
Courts

Concurrent jurisdiction with Boundaries
circuit court in civiil coterminous with
matters where amount in county boundaries.
controversy does not exceed 66 districts.
$5,000. Exclusive original

jurisdiction of civil cases

where amount in controversy

does not exceed $500; con-

current juvenile jurisdiction

with circuit court. Exclusive

original jurisidction over

misdemeanors; original con-

current jurisdiction 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.

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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b. Administrative Qffice of the Courts. Act No. 1205, Acts of

Alabama, created the administrative office of the courts (AOC). The
AOC, as shown in Figure 2, and the administrative director, under the
direction 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 personmnel
needed for the administration of justice.

( 3) Prescribing uniform administrative and business
methods, systems, forms, and records to be used in the offices of the
¢lerks and 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 thé unified court system.

( &) 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 specialized 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 as 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 Terminal System, which will be used primarily 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
direct 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 persom
devotes 100 percent of his time 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 Management 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, and for the
preliminary design of standardized forms for these model
flows. He is also responsible for preliminary drafts of user
manuals and instructions.

- Systems Analyst II. This individual has the day-to-day
responsibility for computer-technology-reélated aspects of the
project. fe 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

II-10
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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 systems, 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 positioms 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. 8JIS Advisory Committee

The SJIS Advisory Ad Hoc 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 Subcomwittee,
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 caseload 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 submitted . . .
Appeals disposed of . .

Appeals pending . . .

Petitions for writs

of certiorari

Pending preliminary comnsideration . . .
Petitions granted . . ¢ ¢« &« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o
Petitions denied . ¢« « o 4+ o ¢ o o o &
Petitions dismissed . « « + o ¢ @ s & &

Petitions pending . « « o+ o « & & o &

Petitions awaiting resubmission
after granting of writ of certiorari

Argued and resubmitted

Resubmittad on briefs .
Pending (to be carried forward)

Court of Criminal Appeals

Filings . . . .

Begimning pending

Docket load . .
Dispositions

End pending .

Court of Civil Appeals

Cases submitted
Cases decided .
Cases dismissed

End pending . .
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324
324

292
62
230

76
34
14
27

976
548

.

Circuit Court

Criminal Caseload:

r ot
N

Filings
Indictments * . L] . . L] L] * o ® * * L] 17 ’533
Other * - L] L] E L ] L] . . . L] L] L] . L] . 6 1610
Total L] . » L] - L] L] L] . . L] . L] L 24 ’143
Dispositions
Jury trials « « ¢ « o o o o C e e e e 1,440
Bench trials « « ¢ o & o & e s e s e 1,314
Guilty pleas .+ « + ¢ + o o e s e s s 13,841
Nols/dismissals « « ¢ o« o & « o s o ® 6,915
Total * . . L] L ] . L2 L] . L] . L) Ll L] L] 23 ’443
Civil Caseload:
Filings L] * L . . . . . L] . L] L] . L] L . 23 ’539
Dispositions « « ¢ ¢ o o « e 4 e s e 25,191
Domestic Relations Caseload:
Filings . L] L] L] . L] . . . L] L] . L] L ] . L 41’ 080
Dispositions « « « « ¢ ¢ o o o« e e e 39,078
Juvenile Caseload:
Filings L L] - - L . L L] L] . L] L] ¢ . L [ ] 10 ,764
Dispositions .+ « « o ¢ o » o s e e e 9,371
Total Cageload:
Filings L] * L] L] L . - * . . . » . [ ] . 99 ’526
Dispositions + « ¢ o ¢ o o . . e e e s 97,083
District Court
Percentage
Total Total of Filings End
Category Filings Dispositions Disposed Pending
Criminal 92,528 72,020 77.8 +20,508
Civil 36,713 32,327 88.1 + 4,386
State Juvenile 13,423 10,683 79.6 + 2,740
Total Small Claims 64,109 36,715 57.3 +27,394
Traffic 179,604 147,001 81.9 +32,603
Total 386,377 298,746 77.3 +87,631
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7. Related Systems

The Alabama Criminal Justice Information Center (ACJIC) was
established by law to collect, storz, 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
Corrections Information System (OBSCIS) modules. Future plams are to
install terminals in all the district attorneys' offices in order to
provide accurate caseload 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 provides 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 infermation.

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 Birmingham and the SJIS system at the ACJIC.

C. Project Description

1. Background

Historically, the judicial branch of the Alabama government had

operated in an enviromment devoid of any managerial organization,
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.

II-16

Sy

e

S

The Alabama Phase I grant received approval in July, 1976, to
begin the SJIS development. The objectives 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 those noneutcmatzsd rural gircuit und district
courts.

- Integrate the only automated trial court system (Birmingham)

into a statewide SJIS and CJIS.

At the conclusion 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 designed and implemented statewide to provide
statistical information to the AOC and CJIS. They were the Small
Claims Reporting System, which provided staistical 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 management. The SJIS Project staff
conducted a feasibility study that concluded that statistical reports
would be forwarded to all presiding 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 ACJIC 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 T 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 systems and to extend development

effort into other management information applications. The follewing

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
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 Flanning and Corntrol

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, and 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 CCB/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 regquired by
the ACJIC and interface with that agency. CCH 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 include supplemental criminal
interfacing with the ACJIC. This is not envisioned to be a
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- Provide complete documentation of all systems in a standard,
uniform format. This will include the development of systems
design and 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 documented. The system has been implemented in all the
counties in the state. The SJIS staff, following the
requirements 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 distory (CCH) Reporting System: At the time of
this assessment the SJIS staff were working in conjunction

with the user to determine what output reporits to produce
from the system.
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PROJECT PLAN WORKSHEET . - %', . .
"ALABAMA 5JIS - PHASE II Tan Ho shultz | i e et maniast
BYSTEM ANALYSTS SUSSYSTEM: DaTE areacvio
OBJECTIVE 1: RECORDS STANDARDIZATION
svant EVENT TITLE/DESCRIPTION :Mw“n b :“m panmoun §_coms
' i 1-16-78 | 4-28-78
1-1 |Design/Model Appellate Forms 1-16-78 | 3-15-78 980
. 5-15-78 | 8-31-78
1-2 |Design/Model Criminal (Trial Court) Forms 5-15-78 | 8-31-78 490
Develop Improvements in Records 9-1-~78 | 8-31-78
1-3 Management Processes 5-17-78 | 8-31-78 630 .
Implement Criminal Forms developed in 9-1-78 11-27-78
1-4 iTask 1-2 9-1-78 420
Implement New Records Management Processes 9-1-78 | 11-30-78
1-5 |developed in Task 1-3 9-1-78 420
Evaluate Current Accomplishments and 12-1-78 | 12-29-78
1-6 |determine future directions 280
Mile~ 4-28-78
Stone 1 Completion of event 1-