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I. INTRODUCTION 

A ., Background 

Prosecution management information systems (PMIS's) were selected by LEAA / 
for a two-phased assessment conducted under the National Evaluation Program ~ 
(NEP). The NEP Phase I study was divided into two segments: 

• The first segment was a 12-month study to determine what is 
currently known about the topic area (the nature and extent 
of projects involved and issues concerning costs, benefits 
and problems), and to determine if data are available for 
in-depth evaluations; 

• The second segment of Phase I was a six-month study to 
determine the feasibility of Phase II in-depth evaluations. 

The NEP Phase II study is to be an intensive assessment of the effectiveness 
of PMIS projects. 

This NEP Phase I study was conducted by Westat, Incorporated, in affili-~ 
ation with the Center for Management and Policy Research, Incorporated (CMPR). 
Results of the first segment effort are presented in Volume I of this report; 
this volume reports the results of the second segment. 

During the first segment, information was developed on approximately 75 
operational PMIS projects of various sizes and types, and about 100 PMIS proj­
ects that are in the planning stage. Telephone surveys and site visits re­
sulted in additional information on about 30 operational projects of special 
interest. This information w~s sufficient to characterize the jurisdictional 
and project environments, intended uses, problems, and expectations of many of 
these projects. Some development and operational cost information was reported 
for a subset of the operational projects. 

The data have been useful in preparing judgmental assessments of the 
state-of-the-art and the state of general knowledge about PMIS projects. 
These data have also been useful in assessing the extent to which prosecu­
tors, courts, and other criminal justice agencies participate in PMIS projects 
and the extent to which prosecutors share information from criminal justice 
information systems. 

It was found that PMIS projects are usually designed to handle such appli-~ 
cations as case and defendant status monitoring (tracking), caseload reporting, -
calendar managem~nt, and disposition reporting. Some projects include case / 
aging, witness notification, and crime specific statistical analysis applica- ~. 
tions. A variety of other applications were also identified during site visits. ~ 

Some prosecution managers were using PMIS generated statistical data to ~ 
manage workloads and to alter office policies and priorities. In no instance, 
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reported to us, however, was the PMIS impact on the prosecution process being 
measured, although data, to do so appeared to be available within the PMIS 
projects. 

Prosecutors exercise wide discretion in their criminal justice role. As 
the interface between the police and courts, their decisions influence the 
course of all arrests made by the police. Increasing criminal caseloads 
coupled with limited resources have motivated many prosecutors to consider 
automation as a means of improving management and operations. Indeed, over 
175 of the larger prosecution offices surveyed having more than 25 employees, 
either have an operating PMIS or are in the process of planning such a system. 

Based on the survey data collected during the first segment of Phase I, 
it is estimated that in excess of $30 million has been spent in the last 
decade developing various types of automated MIS's serving prosecutors and _ 
over $20 million is spent each year on the operation of such systems. Until 
quite recently, the outlook was for SUbstantial expenditures to continue due 
to increasing interest of prosecutors in automation, the current funding 
policies of LEAA, and interest in criminal justice research. In light of 
diminishing criminal justice budgets, it is expected that the results of a 
Phase II evaluation of prosecution MIS's will be useful to Federal officials 
and state planning agencies in assessing MIS funding policies, reviewing 
grant applications, and allocating funds among competing projects. Prosecu­
tors, courts, other criminal justice agencies, and state and local government 
data processing service organizations should find evaluation measurements 
useful in identifying elements of PMIS's, and their associated implementation 
projects, that have been successful and effective in improving prosecution 
and court performance. Prosecutors, judges, and prosecution/court administra­
tors will gain insights into factors contributing to PMIS success and fail­
ure, methods uf measuring performance, and approaches to improving PMIS 
projects and prosecution/court performance. Phase II evaluative infor-
mation should also assist in determining changes or additions to make PMIS 
projects more effectiv~. 

B. Evaluability of PMIS Projects 

LEAA suggests three conditions which must be met for projects to be ~ 
evaluable.* The conditions are: 

• Users of evaluation results must agree on definitions 
of activities, the conditions to be changed, and the 
kinds of expected outcomes. 

• The key project assumptions must be stated in terms 
which can be tested objectively. 

*"Intensive Evaluation for Criminal Justice Planning Agencies," National 
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, July 1975. 
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• Program or project managers must clearly define at 
least one use. for evaluation information in making 
a decision or'in initiating administrative action. 

Few projects surveyed in the first segment of Phase I had explicit state­
ments of their goals and expected outcomes. However, th~re were enou~h models 
available through transfer projects and other w~ll co~celved PMIS ~:ojects to 
infer a set of implicit prosecution goals from lntervlews and the ~lterature 
search. The evaluation framework, developed in the first segment of , Phase I 
and discussed in Volume I, presents what we believe is a consensus, If not 
universal agreement, on definitions of activities, conditions to be changed, 
and kinds of expected outcomes. 

Although the key project assumptions linking PMIS implementation to 
expected impacts were not explicitly stated in any proj~ct, the study ena~led 
the research team to infer an implicit chain of assumptIons. The evaluatIon 
framework also specifies both quantitative meas~rem~nts and ju~gmental assess­
ments by independent observers as a means of objectlve evaluatlon. 

The final evaluability condition, identification of a clear use for the 
evaluation results, is the most significant factor. As stated ~arlier, l~rge 
sums have been invested at the Federal, state and local levels In developIng 
and operating PMIS projects. Interest in PMIS development is expected to , 
continue. However, particularly in light of recent Federal budge~ uncer~alnty, 
Federal, state and local government decisionmakers must allocate Inc:e~slngly 
scarce funds to competing program areas. In the pas~, ,many PM~S d~clslons 
have been made based on intuitive, emotional, or polltlcal motIvatIons, 
rather than objective information. In the future, funding de~isionmak~rs and 
prospective PMIS project managers and users ~il~ almost certaInly reqUIre a 
more complete understanding of the characterIstIcs of successful ~MIS develop­
ment and operation, the situational variables that encour~ge or hlnd~r 
successful PMIS implementation, and the expected results, costs and Impacts. 

Analysis of the data collected during the first segment of Phase I indi­
cated that all three conditions for evaluability appeared to be present and 
data required to measure performance/impact of PMIS projects ap~eared ~o be 
available. Thus, testing the feasibility of a Phase II evaluatlon deslgn for 
PMIS projects was initiated. 

C. Purpose of Feasibility Tests 

Results of the first segment of Phase I indicated a need for in-depth 
evaluations of PMIS projects to provide managers at all levels of governmen~ 
with decisionmaking information. There were also indications tha~ the condl­
tions for evaluating projects could be met and that data were avallable to 
produce performance and im~act measureme~ts. Due to the la:g~ number of 
projects surveyed in the fIrst segment of ~hase,I! only a lImlted amoun~ of 
time' could be spent on each. Even where SIte Vlslts,were m~de, the,project 
team had to rely on available reports and documentatlon or lnformatlon 
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gathered in interviews with a few key personnel on site. Thus, it was not 
possible to elicit detailed information considered crucial for a definitive 
evaluation of PMIS projects. One purpose of the feasibility tests, then, was 
to determine thE~ actual availability of data needed for in-depth evaluations, 
and, where study team a,\' lor PMIS project resources permitted, to collect that 
data for the purpose of testing evaluative methods. 

Once data were collected in sufficient detail, tests were conducted to 
determine feasible methods of measuring and assessing PMIS impact on the 
prosecution and judicial processes, PMIS cost-effectiveness, and PMIS transfer 
potential~ using the evaluation framework and approach discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 

D. Evaluation Framework 

PMIS evaluation is based on the notion that s prosecutor has defined, at 
least implicitly, goals for the operation of his or her office. These goals 
are normally defined in such terms as conviction rates, evenhandedness, delay, 
or other attributes of the criminal justice system.* The PMIS is developed 
and operated in the hope that it will assist in the achievement of goals, i.e., 
that it will have a positive impact. A logically structured impact evaluation 
must be carried out within a methodological framework that: 

• Provides a general theory linking PMIS operation to impact on the 
criminal justice system. 

• Defines prosecutor goals in terms of specific elements of PMIS 
impact. 

• Defines indicators of success -- operational measures of these 
elements that can be used to quantify the extent to which PMIS 
operation has impacts that advance the prosecutor's goals. 

Figure 1 summarizes a theory of how PMIS development and operation are 
linked to impact on the criminal justice system. Ideally, development of a 
PMIS takes place in four steps: requirements analysis s system design, system 
software development or transfer, ahd system implementation. Once the PMIS is 
operational, it may produce three categories of outputs: operational outputs, 
such as lists of witnesses, charging instruments, or subpoenas; records of 
operations and decisions such as in individual cases, attorney assignments, 
hearing dates or motions granted; and statistical displays in which these case­
level operations are aggregated into such measures as dismissal rates, 
average delay, or case mix. 

*A discussion of prose~utor goals and policies is contained in Joan Jacoby, 
liThe Prosecutor's Charging Decision: A Policy Perspective l." Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, Jan. 1977: 16-19. 
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In turn, these outputs may modify the prosecution or judicial process in 
a variety of ways. For example, witness lists, including accurate addressses 
and/or telephone numbers, may be used to administer the "on-call" feature of a 
witness assistance program to avoid unnecessary trips to the courthouse, only 
to learn that a hearing has been continued. Up-to-date and accurate records 
of attorney assignments and hearing dates may be used to reduce the inciderlce 
of scnedule conflicts for individual assistant prosecutors. Statistical 
displays of case duration may be used to monitor compliance with a speedy 
trial law. 

Such modifications of the process as these comprise the PMIS impact. In 
addition, by monitoring various indicators over time, the PMIS ideally pro­
vides fe~dback not only on its own impact, but on the impact of external 
changes in the criminal justice process. 

With the background provided by this overview of the theoretical linkage 
between PMIS operation and criminal justice system impact, it is possible to 
define more specifically the elements of PMIS impacts on prosecution and to 
relate them to goals of prosecution. Figure 2 identifies two general goals 
assumed to be important to the prosecutor implementing a PMIS: to manage the 
PMIS project itself effectively, and to use the PMIS to improve office 
management and operation. The former general objective is broken down 
into four more concrete prosecution goals: improving information system 
outputs, improving data handling, controlling PMIS cost, and developing a 
research and evaluation capability. The latter objective is broken. down into 
four operational goals: improving scheduling and control, maintaining an 
effective conviction rate, maintaining evenhandedness, and using resources 
efficiently. 

As indicated above, the third function of an evaluation framework is to 
define indicators of PMIS success. In other words, the evaluator must define 
operational measures that can be used to quantify the extent to which the PMIS 
advances the prosecution goals identified in Figure 2. These indicators have 
been defined in Section II, Volume I of this report and are-lief-repeated 
here. 

E. Evaluation Approach 

Within the context of the general evaluation framework outlined in the 
preceding section, the evaluator's specific approach will be conditioned by 
two factors beyond his control: the age of the PMIS being evaluated, and the 
resources available to conduct the evaluation. Therefore, the project team 
tested the feasibility of both a priori and a posteriori evaluation designs 
(to be applied, respectively, to relatively new and relatively old PMIS 
installations), and the feasibility of evaluation approaches involving both 
intensive and non-intensive data collection. 

6 
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For relatively new projects, the a priori design provides for thorough 
measurement of baseline conditions, and monitoring of changes in performance 
during the evaluation data collection period as measured by predefined indi­
cators of success. For projects that have been operational twa or more years, 
the a posteriori design focuses on the construction of a time-series from 
histcrj~l data files in a retrospective analysis of changes aver time. At 
sites where system enhancement is occurring, these twa approaches can be com­
bined. For example, impact of operational support applications may be evalu­
ated on an a posteriori basis while a newly introduced management/statistics 
capability may be evaluated on an 2. priori basis. 

Each design perspective has advantages and disadvantages. On recently 
implemented projects, it is usually easier to reconstruct an accurate set of 
measurements of baseline conditions. Memories are fresher for interviews an 
situational variables; judgmental observations can be made, and manual records 
on court performance are more readily available. The disadvantage in a priori 
design is the limited time frame available for observing changes. For-example, 
on newly implemented projects, only about six months of operation can be ob­
served during the course of the feasibility study. Of course, this time frame 
will vary somewhat depending on the date the particular. project became opera­
tional. 

The a posteriori. design has the advantage of providing about two years of 
data in a-time series format. Sur.h data are amenable to constructing mare 
valid evaluative research designs to measure project impact. To the extent 
that gaps exist in the definition of baseline conditions, it is mare difficult 
to reconstruct those from sources external to the PMIS itself because of 
failing memory, wa~ehoused court records, etc. However, a properly construc­
ted a posteriori design can yield the data necessary to measure project 
impacts. 

Both the a priori and a posteriori approaches involve the use of both 
PMIS data and samples of manual records. Resource constraints on the feasi­
bility study precluded intensive data collection and analysis at all evalu­
ation sites. Therefore, both intensive and non-intensive data collection 
approaches were used. 

The intensive approach, attempted in three sites, incorporated collection 
and analysis of PMIS-generated time-series data on indicators of success, as 
well as sampling and analysis of manual records to assess the quality of PMIS 
data. The non-intensive approach involved, instead, detailed assessment of 
the availability of PMIS time-series data to support impact evaluations and of 
the availability and comparability of manual records to support analysis of 
PMIS data quality. While use of the intensive approach at all sites would 
have be·en desirable, the nan-intensive approach nonetheless generated valuable 
insights into the feasibility of PMIS evaluation. 
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II. TEST SITES 

A. Selection Criteria 

Six PMIS projects were used as test sites for d t . 
f PMIS 1 t · e ermlning the feasibility ~. o eva ua Ions. These sites were selected in d ~ lowing criteria: accor ance with the fol-

(1) Availability of Appropriate Time Series Data; 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(1.1) Opp~rtunity to test ~he f~asibility of retrieving time 
serIes data from a sIte wIth a recently introduced PMIS, or 

( 1.2) Availability of time series data from historical PMIS records. 

Capacity to provide computer and data collection support to a Phase II 
research effort; 

Significant tran~fer potential -- range and quality of applications, 
software and hardware characteristics' . , 
Importance as a representative of a significant class of PMIS 
projects; 

Economical access -- travel casts, etc.; 

Duration PMIS operational -- systems in operation 2-3 years rated 
high; older systems rated lower; 

Prosecutor/court capacity to enter valid data and utilize outputs 
for decisionmaking. 

B. Classes of Projects and Candidate Sites 

. . Cand~da~e s~tes were chosen because of their characteristics and a re-
17m7n~ry IndIcatIon ~f being an evaluable PMIS project. Figure 3 de ict~ the 
~I~I~lon ~f.P~IS proJects by classes. This set of classes constitut~s an 
InItIal dIVIsIon of PMIS projects for assessment of general characteristics 
~ffeaCht~roup. The fea~i~ility study was not intended to provide sufficient 
~n ~rmat~o~ for generalI:Ing clas~ characteristics; rather it was designed to 

es .me. a s for developIng such Information. The class numbers shown below 
are :ndIcate~ b~ the numbers in the appropriate box in Figure 3. The site 
consIdered wIthIn each class were: s 

Class 1 Small minicomputer, prosecutor controlled 

Candidate sites: Marion County, IN (MINI-PROMIS) 
Suffolk County, MA (CMS) 

- 9 
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Class 2 Large minicomputer, prosecutor controlled 

Candidate sites: Alameda County, CA (DALITE) 
New Orleans, LA (DARTS-PROMIS) 

Class 3 Large scale computer, limited data sharing 

Candidate sites: Los Angeles, CA (PROMIS) 
Washington, DC (PROMIS) 
Jefferson County, KY (CATCH-PROMIS) 
Portland, OR (MAXI-PROMIS) 

Class 4 Large scale computer, extensive data sharing, prosecutor/ 
court shared 

Candidate sites: San Bernardino, CA (ACIS) 
Baltimore, MD (CCSIS) 
Milwaukee, WI (JUSTIS) 
Salt Lake City, UT (PROMIS II) 
Golden, CO (PROMIS - MAXI-PROMIS) 

Class 5 Large scale, extensive data sharing, integrated criminal 
justice system 

Candidate sitesi Orange County, CA (Super/CC) 
Santa Clara County, CA (CJIC) 
Dade County, FL (CJIS) 
Lake County, IL (JARS) 
Tarrant County, TX (TCCJIS) 
Norfolk, VA (TRACER) 

Class 6 Large scale computer, extensive data sharing, multi-juris­
dictional 

C. Selected Sites 

Candidate sites: Tallahassee, FL (JUSTIS) 
State of Massachusetts (MAXI-PROMIS) 
State of Oklahoma (ADRS)' 

The sites selected for each class are listed below with additional com­
ments relevant to their selection. 

Class 1 - Suffolk County, MA (CMS): 

• NOAA participation indicates wide applicability of 
concepts and approaches; 

11 
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• Apparently effective operational support; 

• Management and statistics capability being planned­
evaluation can be designed on an a priori basis. 
Since the system has been in use for operational 
support, its impact on operations can be evaluated 
~ posteriori using manually retrieved baseline data. 

• Historical data kept on hard copy; can be sampled for 
baseline data; manual statistics also available; and 

• Software is written in extended BASIC; qlthough modi­
fications are needed to transfer to different hard­
ware, site personnel indicated only 10-15 percent of 
a rewrite would be required. 

Class 2 Alameda County, CA (DALITE): 

• Enthusiastic users with apparent effectiveness, widely 
applicable potential; 

• Case seriousness rating, case aging and other management 
oriented applications; 

• Apparently excellent software COBOL based and tailor­
able and should be transferable; and 

• Apparently excellent historical files on disk packs for 
producing time series in an ~ posteriori evaluation. 

Class 3 - Portland, OR (MAXI-PROMIS): 

• Widely applicable potential use; 

• Highly relevant to LEAA funding policy; 

• Potential for cross-jurisdictional analysis; 

• Apparently high transferability; and 

• Opportunity for ~ priori evaluation. 

Class 4 - Golden, CO (PROMIS/MAXI-PROMIS) 

• Apparent effectiveness - shared prosecution/court; 

• Good design for transferability; 

12 
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• Good historical data -- special opportunity for cross­
city comparisons with other PROMIS sites; and 

• Strong management/statistics component. 

NOTE: Salt Lake City, UT was initially selected primarily 
because it is a PROMIS project. However, Salt Lake declined 
to participate in the feasibility test. Golden, CO was then 
selected because PROMIS has been operational there for 
several years and because the jurisdiction was in the pro­
cess of converting to MAXI-PROMIS. 

Class 5 - Norfolk, VA (TRACER) . 

• Apparent high effectiveness/cooperation; 

• Innovative applications; 

• Fairly good historical data files; and 

• Wide applicability. 

Class 6 - State of Oklahoma (ADRS) 

• Apparent high cost-effectiveness; 

• Excellent statistical capacity; 

• Wide applicability and user acceptance; and 

• Good historical data •. 

The PMIS classes, the sites selected to represent each class, and the 
data collection/evaluation approaches (as discussed in Section 11) are summarized in Exhibit 1. 
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DATA COLLECTION APPROACH 
PMIS CLASS SELECTED SITES 

I . 1/ 
ntens~ve-

1- Small minicomputer Suffolk County, MA 
(CMS) 

2. Large minicomputer Alameda County, CA 
(DALITE) 

J. Large scale computer Portland, OR 
limited data sharing (MAX I-PROMIS) 

- .-

4. Large scale computer, Golden, CO 
extensive data sharing, (PRDMIS/MAXI-PROMIS) 
prosecutor/court 

5. I_arge scale corrputer, Norfolk, VA 
extensive data sharing, (TRACER) 
integrated CJIS 

6. Large scale computer, State of Oklahoma 
extens~ve data sharing, (ADRS) 
multi-jurisdiction 

~ Collect data for time series analysis. 1/ Determine availability of data for time series analysis. 
4/ ~ priori - before PtHS implementation •• 
- A posteriori - after PMIS implementation. 

X 

X 

X 

Non-
. 2/ 

Intens~ve-

X 

X 

X 

EVALUATION APPROACH 

A p. .3/ 
r~or~-

APt . .4/ os er~or~-- -

X X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Exhibit 1. Data Collection/Evaluation Approach 

---_._- ----------~-~---.. 
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III. FEASIBILITY TEST RESULTS 

A. Data Collected at Test Sites 

1. Approach to Data Collection 

The six test sites were visited for the purpose of gathering data to 
test methods of evaluating prosecution management information systems. Four 
of these sites (Norfolk, Oakland, Oklahoma City, and Boston) had been surveyed 
during the first segment of Phase I and site visit reports had been previously 
prepared; information gathered during these second visits was added as supple­
ments to those original site visit reports. Complete site visit reports for 
the hlo sites surveyed for the first time (Portl;:md and Golden) were also 
prepared. All site visit reports are contained in Volume III of this report. 
A list of the persons contacted at the test sites during the second segment of 
Phase I is shown in Appendix A to this volume. 

As planned, the data collection approach was divided into two cate­
gories: intensive and non-intensive (see Section II). Survey teams spent 
three days collecting data at non-intensive sites and five days at the inten-
sive sites. 

The primary survey teams consisted of two persons for each site 
visit. The survey teams visiting Norfolk and Oakland were each augmented by a 
Westat field representative. These field representatives were trained inter­
viewers/ data abstractors employed to test the feasibility of abstracting 
case/defendant information from manual records. 

A data collection instrument was prepared for gathering information 
at ~he test sites. The collection instrument consists of a separate section 
for each agency or office (prosecutor, courts, police and data processing 
facility) from which information was sought. Face-to-face interviews were 
conducted in each office or agency. The collection instrument was used as an 
interview guide and used to record data that were extracted from records or 
opinions expressed by the respondent. Exhibit 2 lists the general categories 
of information covered by the collection instrument and shows the availability 
of data within each category from the agencies (sources) at the six test 
sites. As indicated in Exhibit 2, most data sought in general information 
categories were either obtained during the surveys or it was determined that 
collection of such data is feasible. 

The availability of specific data and the sources from which such 
data can be collected varied among the surveyed sites. 

2. Time Series Data 

The availability of time series data is shown in Exhibit 3. Data to 
support time series analysis were sought from three sources: (1) PMIS histor­
ical files maintained by the AOP facility; (2) monthly statistical reports for 
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Exhibit 2. Availability of Data By General category 

Actual Data Availability Status 

Norfolk Oakland 

Categolry of Data Expected from TRACER DALlTE 
Test SHes (Outline of Collection 
Insb'ument) * PR CT PO DP Prosecutor 

A. Personnel 

1. Number assigned Y Y Y Y Y 

2. Salaries Y Y Y Y Y 

B. Equipment 

1. Ilakes, modelS, quantities Y Y Y Y '( 

2. Costs Y Y Y Y Y 

C. Input to PMIS 
1. Methods Y Y Y Y Y 

2. Volume Y Y Y Y Y 

D. Output use and utility Y Y Y NA Y 

Eo Data Quality 

1- User jUdgments Y Y Y NA Y 

2. Comparison of PMIS data 
with manual records Y Y Y Y Y 

f. Prosecutor goals for PMIS 
1. Identification of Goals v NA NA NA Y 

.. ..,. 

2. Prosecutor ratings of PMIS 
contributions to goal Y NA NA NA Y 
attainment 

G. Interventions Y Y Y Y Y 

H. System operations 

1. Methods and procedures Y Y Y Y Y 

2. Costs Y Y Y Y Y 

1. Monthly caseload/caseflow 
statistics Y Y NA Y N 

J. PHIS development 

1. Hethods NA NA NA Y Y 

2. Costs NA NA NA Y Y 

K. Transferability 
1. Hardware/~oftware 

character istics NA NA NA Y Y 

2. Documentation status NA NA NA Y Y 

, . -LEGEND. Y _ Yes, data obtalned 
N = No, data not available 
f = feasible to collect data, not obtained at non-intensive sites 

fo = feasible to collect data when system is fully operational 
fS = feasible to collect dsta, needed on a statewide basis 
NA = Not applicable to agency, no attempt made to collect data 

Oklahoma 
City Boston 

ADRS CMS 

PR SAC DP Prosecutor 

fS Y Y Y 

fS Y Y Y 

NA Y Y Y 

NA Y Y Y 

NA Y NA Y 

NA f f Y 

FS Y NA Y 

fS Y NA Y 

NA f f f 

fS NA NA Y 

FS NA NA Y 

fS f f Y 

NA Y Y Y 

NA Y Y Y 

N,\ f f f 
.~ 

Nil Y Y Y 

'WI Y Y Y 

NA Y Y Y 

NA Y Y Y 

Portland 

PRO/-US 

PR DP 

Y Y 

Y Y 

Y Y 

Y Y 

Y Y 

fo fo 

Fo NA 

fo NA 

fo FO 

Y NA 

1"0 NA 

f N 

Y Y 

fD fo 

fo Fo 

Y Y 

Y Y 

NA Y 

Y Y 

*Agencies: PR = Prosecutor; CT = Court; PO = Police; DP = Data processing facility; SAC = Statistical Analysis Center 
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Golden 

PROmS 

PR DP 

Y Y 

Y Y 

Y Y 

Y Y 

Y Y 

fo fo 

fo NA 

fD NA 

fo fo 

Y NA 

fo NA 

Y Y 

Y Y 

fo fo 

fo fo 

Y Y 

Y Y 

NA Y 

Y Y 
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Exhibit 3. Availability of Time Series Data 

Data expected from test sites 

A. Computer history tapes 

B. PMIS generated statistical reports 
for the past 24-36 months 

C. Manually prepared statistical 
reports for the past 24-36 months 

D. Manually maintained case files 

E. Prospective PMIS generated reports 
probably obtainable 

-. 

Norfolk 

TRACER 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

L_l C] 

Site Location/PMIS Acronym 

Oklahoma 
Oakland City Boston 

DALITE ADRS CMS 

Y 1/ es- NJi No 

Nefti Partial No 

No Partial No 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes Yes Yes 

11 His.tory tapes from HP system could not be processed on IBM ",ystems. 

==='-

Portland 

PROMIS 

No 

Nclf 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

~ History tapes exist and could probably be obtained, but would require authorization from prosecutors statewide. 

1/ History tapes were made available from original PROMIS system; new PROMIS not yet operational. 

~ No statistical reports have been generate~ from DALITE; statistics generated by CORPUS are considered unreliable. 

~ PROMIS not yet operational; statistical reports are provided to the court in computer listings generated by the State 
Judicial Information System. 

h il _____ • ______________ . ___ _ 

-1 , 

Golden 

PROM IS 

Y 3/ es-

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

, 
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the preceding 24-36 months (either PMIS generated or manually prepared) by 
the prosecutor and courts; and (3) case files maintained by the prosecutor 
and courts. 

Among the six sites, the most complete set of time series data was 
available from Norfolk. A history tape, for the 1977-1979 periqd, containing 
selected variables concerning case load and case flow, was provided to the 
survey team. Monthly statistical reports, containing most of the needed vari­
ables, were provided by the courts and by the prosecutor. Data contained in 
the reports from the District Court and the prosecutor were generated by the 
PMIS; data in the reports from the Circuit Court 9re taken from manual records 
(PMIS outputs are generated for this report, but wher~ statistical totals may 
agree with manually kept figures, the breakdown of those figures -- by felony 
1 and 2, and by other felonies -- may not agree; therefore the Circuit Court 
continues the manually kept records pending resolution of the accuracy problem.) 
To create a data base to support time series analysis, data were abstracted 
from the monthly statistical reports, identified as being accurate, and 
entered into a computer record designed for this purpose. Data gaps* (that 
is, monthly computations of specific variables needed for analysis, but not 
contained in the monthly reports) were filled by lJsing Westat ADP facilities 
to compute monthly statistics from the Norfolk history tape. Appendix B 
shows the variables contained in the computer file created for time series 
analysis and indicates the source of the values for each variable. 

In Oakland, no monthly statistical reports were collected because 
neither the PMIS (DALITE) nor manually prepared reports, contain the needed 
data aggregated on a monthly basis. An attempt was made to have monthly 
statistics generated by the PMIS, but the workload on the DALITE personnel 
precluded the computer programming necessary to accomplish this task. In 
lieu of monthly compL~ations, history tapes were provided to the survey team. 
However, incompatibilities between the H~wlett-Packard system used by DALITE 
and the IBM system available to the survey team prevented the use of DALITE 
history tape files for time series analysis Nithin project resource con­
straints, particularly because of the time that would be involved. A review 
of the variables contained in DALITE records indicates that data to support 
time series analysis are available in the PMIS and the system can be program­
med to produce monthly statistics. Further manipulation of the resultant 
statistics, for time series analysis, would then have to be accomplished on a 
compatible system or the data converted (manually or by a computer conversion 
program) to a record that would be readable by the computer system available 
to the evaluators. 

Historical computer tape files are available in Oklahoma City. As a 
non-intensive site, acquisition of history tapes was not planned; any attempt 

* PMIS monthly reports containing these data are currently being produced in 
Norfolk; these reports are relatively new outputs, therefore monthly sta­
tistics were available for only a few of the preceding months. 
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to obtain such tapes in the future, however, would require authorization by 
an organization representing prosecutors statewide, such as the State District 
Attorney's Association. The Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) of the Oklahoma 
Crime Commission is the focal point for operation of this PMIS and was respon­
sible for its development. As a service organization, SAC does not maintain 
files of previously produced statistical reports, only a few examples of each 
type of report. Monthly statistics for periods preceding the survey were, 
therefore, not available. The PMIS was developed primarily to produee statis­
tical reports on a statewide basis. Manually prepared reports are not required 
of the jurisdictio~s supported by the system are, therefore, not available. 

In Boston, the PMIS records do contain data needed for time series 
analysis. However, these data are stored only on disk packs; tape drives are 
not currently included in the system configuration. Acquisition of PMIS 
historical records would, therefore, require duplicating and transporting 
disk packs to a compatible computer system for processing. An alternative 
approach could be temporary interface with a tape drive compatible with both 
the Boston PMIS* and the evaluator's hardware, along with the software 
necessary to transfer PMIS records from the disks to tapes in a format 
compatible with an evaluator's computer system. No monthly statistical 
reports (neither PMIS nor manually generated) were available at the time of 
the survey. Computer programming specifications for generating monthly 
statistics have, however, been written for use by a contractor in preparing 
software necessary for their production. Once these programs are implemented, 
printed reports, generated by the PMIS, could be used as source documents for 
the purpose of entering monthly statistics into the computer to be used by 
the evaluators for time series analysis. 

The Portland PROMIS project was not operational at the time of the 
survey (data entry was to start about 10 March 1980), therefore monthly 
statistics were not available from the PMIS (nor from manually. prepared 
reports). It should be possible in the future, however, to obtain history 
tapes containing monthly statistics since the PROHIS management report package 
will be utilized. 

The new regional PROMIS system in Golden was installed in January 
1980 with data being entered and the inquiry/response capability being used 
since that time; no statistical reports were available for that short period; 
and no monthly statistical reports were available from the batch PROMIS 
project (nor from manually prepared reports). History tapes from the batch 
PROMIS system were obtained to test the feasibility of computing monthly sta­
tistics to support time series analysis. However, since batch PROMIS was 
being only minimally used by the prosecutor due to the emphasis on building 
the new PROMIS capacity (and because of time restrictions in completing the 
necessary processing and analysis), it was felt that a time series analysis 
for detecting PMIS impact on the Golden criminal justice system would not be 
justified. 

* Boston PMIS uses a NOVA 2 minicomputer with the MICOS-II operating system. 
Programs are written in BASIC. 
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, The feasibility of abstracting information from manually maintained 
case fll~s, for the,purpose of collecting time series data (for periods prior 
to PMIS lmplementatlon), was also considered. Testing of abstraction prQce-

'dures wa~ conducted at Norfolk and Oakland. A sample of the data collection 
form used for this purpose is contained in Appendix C. The time and cost 
involved in the data abstfaction procedures are shown in Exhibit 4. West at 
field representatives, who are residents of the surveyed areas, were employed 
to conduct the data abstraction operations. Use of field personnel restricted 
the cost of abstraction to the prevailing wage rate for the local area con­
cerned. The two areas in which these tests were conducted represent rela­
tively high (Oakland) and low (Norfolk) wage rates for the work performed. 
The cost of extracting data using these procedures averaged $1.57 per case. 

Once needed data are abstracted, processing of that data is required 
to produce statistics for specific time periods (monthly, for example) to 
~acilitate time series analysis. To accomplish this processing by computer, 
It would be necessary to enter the data into a computer record and then manip­
ulate that data to generate desired statistics. The cost estimated to accom­
plish this processing (see Exhibit 5) is estimated at $.87 per case. Computer 
programming to accomplish this processing would be a one-time estimated cost 
of about $350 if "canned" statistical packages (such as SAS or SPSS) can be 
used.* 

The cost to develop time series data for a jurisdiction such as 
Boston (where statistics are not available for the preceding 24-36 months) is 
estimated to be from $14,640 (24 months - 6,000 cases) to $21,960 (36 months -
9,000 cases) based on approximately 3,000 cases per year at a cost of $2.44 
per case (for abstracting, entering, and processing the data). Considering 
the labor force for such an operation, the data abstraction on 6,000 cases 
would require approxim~tely 215 person days; for 9,000 cases, 322.5 person 
days. 

It was expected that the most convenient and economical method of 
constructing a time series data base during the feasibility study would be to 
obtain copies of previously prepared monthly statistical reports. Only in 
Norfolk,did this prove feasible. A limited time series was constructed by 
extractlng data from those reports and converting the data to computer files. 

, ~t is d:sirable,that a set of performance statistics be developed 
In those sltes whlch are In a start-up mode to establish a baseline for 
monitoring change over time. Furthermore, it is desirable that a sufficient 
number of variables be monitored so that the impact of the PMIS intervention 
on the criminal justice system can be assessed. 

The interrupted time series design requires the generation of such 
statistics on a monthly basis, preferably starting with the period immediately 
preceding the installation of the PMIS and continuing through various stages 
of implementation and operation. In accordance with the design, we are inter­
ested in accounting for a learning curve effect, i.e., expecting the impact of 
the PMIS to be felt only after users learn how to effectively utilize the PMIS 
outputs. Thus, there is some flexibility in choosing the baseline period. 

* Programming costs will be substantially higher unless the analyst has 
structured the case abstract as a fixed-length record. 
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Exhibit 4. Abstracting Data from Manually Maintained Case Records 

Items regarding test sites Norfolk Oakland Totals _________________________________________ . __ -r ________ r-______ -+ ____ ___ 

1. Number of records from which data were 
abstracted 

2. Total time (minutes) needed to abstract 
data (time needed to retrieve case file 
not included) 

3. Average time (minutes) per record (case) 
needed to abstract data 

4. Average wage rate ($ per minute) of 
person abstracting data 

5. Average cost per record (case) to 
abstract data 

67 

1,124 

16.8 

$ .075 

$1.26 

73 140 

1,278 2,402 

17.5 17.2 

$ .108 $ .091 

$1.89 $1.57 

Exhibit 5. Estimates Regarding the Processing of Abstracted Data 

Items involved in processing 

1. Average time (minutes) needed to enter on record (case) 
into PMIS 

2. Average wage rate ($ per minutes) for data entry clerk 

3. Average cost per record (case) for data entry 

4. Average monthly computer processing cost to produce all 
monthly statistics needed for time series analysis 

5. Average number of cases processed monthJ.y as input to 
statistical reports 

6. Average cost per record (case) for computer processing 
of monthly statistical data 

7. Total estimated cost per record (case) to process 
abstracted data (data entry + computer processing) 
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Estimates 

5.0 

$ .060 

$ .30 

$97.00 

5,491 

$ .57 

$ .87 
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Both Boston and Portland, the sites selected for a priori analysis, 
represent offices with relatively high criminal caseloads. -Neither prepared 
monthly statistical reports on caseload, dispositions, and other performance 
measures prior to implementation of the PMIS. Nor has it been the experience' 
of the project team that such reports could be expected in comparable juris­
dictions to account for the period prior to installation of the ~MIS. How­
ever, many jurisdictions do prepare annual reports on case filings and 
terminations on a manual basis, and such reports could be used as a tool in 
estimating performance for the baseline period. 

3. Cost-Benefit Data 

The purpose of collecting cost-benefit data was to determine the 
feasibility of performing cost-benefit analysis of systems representing the 
six PMIS classes defined in Section II. There was no intent to develop a 
model for cost-benefit analysis for this study as several models were avail­
able*, and others probably have been used for predicting cost or benefits in 
jurisdictions not included in this study. It seems appropriate that if an 
analysis is to be performed for a PMIS for which cost or benefits have been pre­
dicted, the model used for those predictions should again be used for that 
jurisdiction to permit comparisons of common data (for before and after 
PMIS implementation), and for validating the model. 

Exhibit 6 shows the availability of cost-benefit data at the test 
sites .. 

Development costs were taken from grant documents and records that 
account for expenditures for various development components such as analysis, 
design, and programming. A complete breakdown of development costs 
was not available at all sites. In Oakland and Boston, for example, known 
costs for equipment and documentation were deducted from the total develop­
ment cost and the remainder shown under the general heading of "analysis, 
design, and programming." Generalized development costs such as these are 
sufficient for performing cost-benefit analysis, but greater detail is needed 
when considering the PMIS transfer potential, which is discussed later in 
this section. 

Operating costs were taken from current budgets for those systems 
that were fully operational at the time of the survey (Norfolk, Oakland, 
Oklahoma City, and Boston). Estimates of operating costs were taken from a 
cost-benefit package prepared by Portland. Operating costs for the old PROMIS 
system in Golden were obtained, but have not been included in Exhibit 6 which 
refers to new PROMIS. The only operational cost data that are not easily 
discernible deal with the on-line and batch processing costs for minicomputer 
projects in Oakland and Boston. Since the prosecutor owns these systems, he 
is not charged for-computer time and, the:refore, no accounting is kept of the 
time used for each type of transaction (input, inquiry, and batch report 
processing). In the other systems, where the prosecutor is charged by a 
central ADP facility according to CPU time used, transactions are timed and 
an average cost per transaction can be determined. These data are important 

* INSLAW cost-benefit model; MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON cost-benefit package; 
National Center for State Courts cost-benefit methodology for Evaluation 
of State Judicial Information Systems. 
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Exhibit 6. Availability of Cost-Benefit Data 

Site Location/PHIS Acronym 

Oklahoma 
Norfolk Oakland City 

Cost-Benefit Items TRACER DALITE ADl1s 

A. Cost Items 
1. Total development $222,24021 $265,000 $248,00011 

costs for PHIS 

a. analysis, design, 
l 54,10oY $217,51oY programming $ 42,185 

b. documentation $ 18,532 - -
c. equipment $ 63,360 $222,815 $ 30,490 

d. other (testing, 
$ 86,24aY training, etc.) - -

2. Local prosecutor's share 
$ 30,41~/ of operating costs $15~,821 N/rY 

a. personnel costs 
(salaries and 
fringes) for local 

YesY $ 84,98~ prosecutor's office $ 44,878 

b. equipment leasing Yes $ 7,080 $ 31 ,461~/ 

c. equipment 
Yeg§./ maintenance ' $ 23,642 $ 2,775'3/ 

.--..!~ .. 

- Ye~ $ 19,24~ d. communi cat ions N/A 

e. other operations 
costs (depreciation 
of equipment, 
supJ1lies, technical 

4,584~/ $ 80,221-Y $ 24,2611' assistance) $ 

f. computer processing 
(charge for CPU time) See below N/A!.l $ 87,272Y 
(1) on-line 

processing 
(inquiries/ 

$ 10,610Il N;z/ f!l entry) 

(2) batch 
processing 
(output 

$ 12,34~ N;z/ f!l reports) 

Legend: NA = Not appllcable 
No = Data not applicable 
Yes = Data available 
f = feasible to obtai~ data, not collected at non-intensive sites 
fO = feasible to obtain data after system is fully operational 

Boston 

CHS 

$137,785 

$ 58,985 

$ 15,000 

$ 63,8!J0 

-

$ 33,600 

$ 27,300 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

$ 1,200 

N/J# 

N;z/ 

N;z/ 

Page 1 of 3 

Portland Golden 

PROHIS PROHIS 

$140,000 $406,4161/ 

$136,900Y -
- -

$ 3,100 -

- -
$ 65,67a':1 -

$ 21,740t:/ 

$ 10,15ot:.! 

$ 8,00ot:.! -
$ 12,28a!1 -

$ 3,00ri!! -
$ 10,50oY -

flY fOY 

f~/ f~/ 

1!Regional systems: TRRCER (Norfolk) serves multiple criminal justice agencies in multiple jurisdictions. 
2/PROHIS (Golden) serves prosecutors in multiple jurisdictions. ADRS (OKLAHOHA) is a statewide system. 
~/furthe: breakdown of costs for indivldual items is available. 
Ir/Operatlng costs were taken from current budget documents ($27,539) plus the estimated annual cost for data entry ($2880) 
3'lstimated for first year of op7ratio~s. , ' 
- PHIS serves prosecutors statewlde; flgures refer to cost of PHIS operations as they apply to the Statistical AnalysiS 
6/Center (SAC) of.t~e Oklahoma Crime Commis7ion as estimated in latest budget request. 
- Norfolk ADP facllltY,charges users ~ccordlng to CPU time. In determining chargeout rates, Norfolk indicates users share 
7/0~ ~ersonnel and equlpment costs,whlch equate to the costs for batch and on-line processing as shown on lines 3d (1) and (2). 
~/Mlnlcomputers s~r~e~ed dO,not malntain a record of CPU time used for various transactions. 
- Central ADP facliltles uSlng large scale computers maintain records of CPU time usage by transaction' it is therefore 
9/fea~ible to ~btain.these data. ' 

10/Estlmates not appllcable to prosecutor, but can be made by other criminal justice agencies. 
- figures represent three year average. 
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Exhibit 6. Availability of Cost-Benefit Data (Continued) 

Site Location/PMIS Acronym 

Oklahoma 
Norfolk Oakland City 

Cost-Benefit Items TRACER OALITE ADRS 

B. Benefit items - cnnual 
savings 
1. cost displacement 

(personnel, equip-
ment or supplies no 
longer a recurring See None None 
expense) examples indicated indicated 

Examples: 
• eliminate second 

(night) shift of None 
clerks indicated - -

• eliminate filing 
cabinets, card-
vendor, vistu- Estimates9/ 
triever, etc. possible- - -

• reduce office 
supplies needed 
for manual records 
that are replaced Estimates9/ 
by PMIS operations possible- - -

2. Cost avoidance 
(personnel, equipment 
costs not expended due 
to increased produo- See See None 
tivity or efficienr.y) examples examples indicated 

ExalTflles: 
• PMIS generation of 

reports, warrants, 
subpoenas, etc., 
reduces clerical & Estimates None 
typing time poasible indicated -

• reduce or eliminate 
need to period-
i cally increase 
staff to cope with Est imates9 / None 
increased caseload possible- indicated -

• ~educe the need to 
ohtain answers to 
C;lse or defendant Estimates Estimates 
ir,quiries I possible possible -

• reduc~ or elimiJl;;i": 
need for perio(.lc 
procurement of 
additional e,'~uip-
ment to cop~ with Estimates 
increasp.:i ~Iaseload possible2! - -

Legend: NA = Not applicable 
No = Data not applicable 
Yes = Data available 
F = Feasible to obtain data, not collected at non-intensive sites 
FO = feasible to obtain data after system is fully operational 

Boston Portland 

CMS PROMIS 

N",ne See 
indicated examples 

$ 49,000 
- estimated 

$ 41:10 
- estimated 

Estimates 
- possible 

See See 
example~ examples 

None $ 12,000 
indicated estimated 

None $ 25,36o!Q/ 
indicated estimated 

Estimates $ B,OOO 
possible estimated 

None $ 1,70o!Ql 

indicated estimated 

Page 2 of 3 

Golden 

PROMIS 

None 
indicated 

-

-

-

See 
examples 

Estimates 
possible 

None 
indicated 

Estimates 
posllible 

None 
-- 'indicated 

l/Regional systems: TRACER (Norfolk) serves multiple criminal justice agencies in multiple jurisdictions; and 
2/PROMIS (Golden) serves prosecutors in multiple jurisdictions. ADRS (Oaklahoma) is a state~ide system. 
>/Further breakdown of .costs for individual items is available. 
II/Operating costs were taken from current budget documents ($27,539) plus the estimated annual cost for data entry ($2,980). 
'/Estimated for first year of operations. 
- pMIS serves prosecutors statewide; figures refer to cost of PMIS operations as they apply to the Statistical Analysis 
6/Center (SAC) of the Oklahoma Crime Commission as estjmated in latest budget request. 
- Norfolk ADP facility charges users according to CPU time. In determining chargeout rates, Norfolk indicates users share 
7/of personnel and equipment costs which equate to the costs for batch and on-line processing as shown on linea 3d (1) and (2). 
~;Minicomputers surveyed do not maintain a record of CPU time used for various transactions. 
- Central ADP facilities using large scale computers m~intain records of ,CPU time usage by transaction; it is therefore 
9/fessible to obtain these data. 

liJ;Estimates not applicable to prosecutor, but can be made by other criminal justice agencies. 
-- Figures represent three year average. 
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Exhibit 6. Availability of Cost-Benefit Data (Continued) 

Site Location/PMIS Acronym 

Oklahoma 
Norfolk Oakland City 

Cost_~~nefit Items TRACER DALITE ADRS .~ 

3. 

Legend: 

Value added (improved 
services, performance, 

See and decisionmaking See See 
capabilities) examples examples examples 

E~amples: 

• more inquiries can 
be answered than 
with manual system -

Judgment None better service to Judgment 
public and users possible possible indicated 

• new statistical 
reports - aid Judgment Judgment Judgment 
decisions possible possible possible 

• case rating/case-
weighting capability None Judgment None 
enhanced indicated possible indicated 

• more efficient use 
of resources 
through imp roved 
scheduling and 
notifications to 
6ppear in court, 

Judgment None (continuances Judgment 
reduced) possible possible indicated 

NA = Not applicable 
No = Data not applicable 
Yes = Data available 
F = feasible to obtain data, not collected al: non-intensive sites 
FO = Feasible to obtain data after system is fully operational 

Boston Portland 

CMS PROMIS 

See See 
examples examples 

Judgment $ 5,00[) 
possible judgment 

Judgment $ 22,000 
possible judgment 

None $146,250 
indicated judgment 

Judgment Judgment 
possible possible 

1!Regional systems: TRACER (Norfolk) serve~ multiple c~iminal justice agencies in multiple jurisdictions; and 

Page ;I of 3 

Golden 

PROMIS 

See 
examples 

-

Judgment 
possible 

Judgment 
possible 

None 
indicated 

Judgment 
possible 

PROMIS (Golden) serves prosecutors in multiple jurisdictions. ADRS (Oklahoma) is a statewide system. 
11 Further breakaown of costs for individual items is avl1ilable. 
l~operating costs were taken from current budget documents ($27,539) plus the estimated annual cost for data entry ($2,880). 
! Estimated for first yeor of operations. 
~ PMIS serves prosecutors statewide; figures refer to cost of PMIS operations as they apply to the Statistical Analysis 

Center (SAC) of the Oklahoma Crime Commission as estimated in latest budget request. _ _ ' 
~Norfolk ADP facility charges us~rs according to CPU time. In determining cha~geout rate:, Norfolk IndIca~es users share 

of personnel and equipment costs which equate to the costs for batch and,on-Ilne proc7ssIng as shown on lInes 3d (1) and (2). 
7/~inicomputers surveyed do not maintain a record of CPU time used for varIous,transactlons, , 
~central ADP facilities using large scale computers maintain records of CPU tIme usage by transnctIon; it is therefore 

feasibl~ to obtain these data. . 
1iEstimates not applicable to prosecutor, but can be made by other criminal justice agencies. 

2Q!Figures represent three year average. 
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when comparing the costs of PMIS generated reports versus the cost of manually 
produced reports and when analyzing benefits that may accrue from the PMIS 
on-line inquiry capability versus the cost of retrieving data manually. 

Benefits could be identified for the fully operational PMIS projects 
and predictions of the value of benefits have been made for the two PROMIS 
projects (Portland and Golden). Portland used the Multnomah County cost­
benefit modal to predict benefits while the INSLAW developed cost-benefit 
model was used for Golden. The model used by Portland defines benefits in 
general terms allowing for the recording of specific benefits in an open-ended 
manner. This format is conducive to illustrating the availability of cost­
benefit data at the test sites and has been used as the outline of benefits 
listed in Exhibit 6. 

Comments contained in Exhibit 6 indicate the availability of data at 
all sites and shows the cost savings predicted by Portland. The comment 
"estimates possible" indicates that a fairly accurate cost savings can be 
attached to the defined benefit; "judgment possible" indicates that cost 
savings attached to the defined benefit would represent a "best guess" by ex­
perienced personnel; and "none indicated" means that there was no indication 
that the defined benefit is applicable to the PMIS surveyed. In general, 
value estimates are more generally available for benefits in the "cost dis­
placement" and "cost avoidance" categories than in the "value added" category; 
therefore, cost/benefit evaluation becomes more judgmental as the mix of bene­
fits includes more of the latter group. At one end of the spectrum, Portland, 
anticipating several types of cost displacement and cost avoidance benefits, 
has completed a cost/benefit analysis largely in financial terms. For Oakland 
and Boston, and particularly for the Oklahoma statistical system, the benefits 
are almost completely of the value-added type. The fact that this makes cost/ 
benefit analysis of these systems more subject to judgment does not imply that 
the systems are less desirable than the others. 

Cost-benefit predir.tions were available in Portland, as previously 
mentioned. This system was not yet operational so predictions could not be 
validated. Data to perform cost-benefit analysis are either available or will 
be available once the system has been operational for a reasonable period of 
time. Portland is a good representative of its class and should be a primary 
candidate for in-depth evaluation in the future. 

Cost-benefit predictions were made for Golden's old and new PROMIS 
projects. The INSLAW developed cost-benefit model for PROMIS was used for 
these predictions. Since the focus of this study was on new PROMIS, which has 
been operating only since January 1980, no attempt was made to validate the 
INSLAW cost-benefit moOe!. ADP records for the old PROMIS project contain 
detailed cost data; since the same ADP facility is processing new PROMIS, 
detailed information should be available for any future evaluation. The 
Golden regional system is considered a good candidate for future in-depth 
evaluation, once the system has been fully operational for a reasonable 
period. 
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Oakland and Boston are both good representatives of their PMIS 
Neither jurisdiction, however, can identify benefits that can be 

quantified. Most benefits would require value jUdgments by the users, 
the analysis primarily judgmental rather than financial. 

The Oklahoma statewide system was originally developed to sat-
isfy the requirement for reporting offender based transaction statistics on a 
statewide basis; an estimate could be made of the cost to manually produce 
the statistical reports and compared to the cost of computer production. 
However, the innovative approach taken by SAC personnel has produced useful 
reports as a spinoff from the system that would require value judgments by 
users on a statewide basis. It is evident that avoiding the workload of 
manually preparing the statistical reports throughout the State would be 
worth the cost of PMIS operations. 

The TRACER system in Norfolk is a good representative of its class. 
Since it serves multiple criminal justice agencies and multiple jurisdic­
tions there are a number of benefits that can be identified and quantified. 
There are also a number of benefits that would be difficult or impossible to 
quantify. The ADP manager in this jurisdiction is not in favor of attempting 
to quantify benefits that require a judgmental assessment, as any assessment 
could be easily challenged. In Norfolk's case, a compilation of quantifiable 
benefits in all agencies and jurisdictions would probably offset operating 
costs, but this would not be true for the prosecutor's office alone. To 
accomplish an analysis requiring value judgments would then necessitate an 
agreement among users and PMIS managers on assessments that would be accept­
able to all concerned. 

4. Data Concerning Transfer Potential 

A number of environmental and system factors may influence the trans­
fer potential of a PMIS. Exhibit 7 shows the data collected at the test sites 
regarding PMIS environment and characteristics. 

Detailed cost data on the analysis, design, and programming compo­
nents of PMIS development were not available at all sites: Oakland and Boston 
did not identify these specific costs; and Oklahoma City, Portland, and Golden 
could calculate these costs fairly accuratp,ly. Norfolk, on the other hand, 
had complete cost details on all developmer,~al components. Since any juris­
diction considering acquisition of a PMIS by transfer will incur costs relating 
to all aspects of system development, it would be extremely helpful to be able 
to compare costs of each development component between transfer systems and 
those fully developed at a jurisdiction. 

B. Judgmental Assessment of Data Quality 

1. Crucial Feasibility Issues 

The data collection effort in the field investigations included 
three types of tasks. First, the project itself was described, e.g., data 
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Exhibit 7. PMIS Environment and Characteristics 

Pagel of 2 

Site Location/PHIS Acronym 

Oklahoma 
Norfolk Oakland City Boston portland Golden 

Environment and Characteristic~· 
Descriptors TRACER DALLTE ADRS eHS PROHIS PROMlS 

A. Environment 
1- Area served by PHIS Region County State County County Region 

2. Population served 1,250,000 1,100,000 2,766,000 723,000 1,000,000 1,500,000 

0' 

3. Number a f local 
prosecutors 16 120 NA 108 60 25 

4. Local prosecutor's 
2,9001/ B,BOo1/ 3,0001/ 2,0001/ annual case load 50,000 12,200 

5. Agency controlling 
computer operations City ADP Prosecutor Cot.:.:ty ADP Prosecutor County ADP County ADP 

6. E~tent of PHIS usage multiple prosecutor multiple prosecutor prosecutor prosecutors of 
agencies and only agencies and only only of multiple 
jurisdictions jurisdictions jurisdictions 

B. Characteristics 
1. Date HIS became not 2/ 

operational 7/76 10/74 1/77 11/77 operat ional- l/BO 

2. Hethod of PMIS in-house/ in-house/ in-house/ in-house/ in-house/ 
development contractor contractor in-house contractor transfer transfer 

3. Cost of development $15B,880 $ 42,185 - $ 73;985 $136,900 $172,722 

4. Cost of equipment $ 63,360 $222,815 - $ 63,800 $ 3,100 $233,694 

5. Total developmental cost $222,240 $265,000 $248,000 $137 ,785 $140,000 $406,416 

6. Annual operating cost 
$270,76B~/ $155,82,l! $250,00OY $ 33,60oY $ 65,67s':.! for entire PMIS -

7. L~cal prosecutor's 
$ 30,419Y $155,82,2/ $ 33,60oY $ 65,67s':.! annual operating cost NA -

8. Hardware 
a. size of computer Large Mini Large Mini Large Large 

b. central processing 
unit IBH 370/145 HP3000/III IBM 370/158 Nova 2/10 Amdahl 270 Honeywell 6620 

c. terminals used by Data 
prosecutor RACAL - MILGD Terrninal, Hazeltine 
(make-type) 1MB - CRT's HP - CRT'S CRT's Inc. - CRT's IBM - CRT's CRT's 

17 - Felony cases. 
lIror the purpose of this study, a PHIS was considered operational if data were being entered end if outputs (visual displays 

in response to inquiries and/or printed reports) were being produced at the time of the survey. 

1iOperating costs were taken from current budget documents ($27,539) plus the estimated annual cost for data entry ($2,880). 
!/Operating costs are estimates for the first year of operation, taken from the cost-benefit package. 
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Exhibit 7. PMIS Environment and Characteristics (Continued) 
Page 2 of 2 _. 

Site Location/PMIS Acronym -. 
OklahomlJ 

Norfolk Oakland City Boston Portland Golden 
Env~ronment and Characteristics . 
Descriptors TRACER DALITE ADRS CMS PROMIS PROMlS 

9. Software 
a. operating system DOS/VS I-f'E - III DOS MICOS - II OS/VSl GEOS 

b. data base 
management system CICS - VS IMAGE 3000 IMS None ADA BAS I-D-S 

c. teleprocessing 
monitor CICS MTS 3000 CICS None COM-PLETE IDS 

d. programming ANSI ANSI ANSI 
language ANSI COBOL COBOL 74 ANSI COBOL BASIC COBOL 68 COBOL 74 

10. Input method on-line on-line on-line by 5 on-line on-line on-line 
counties, 
forms mailed 
by others, 
then on-line 
by SAC 

11. Processing capabilities 
a. on-line inquiry/ 

, 

response Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
0 

b. on-line printing 
(e.')., forms, 
1101 ices) Yes Yes YeR I Yes Yes Yes 

-
on-line report 

. 
c. 

generation Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

d. off-line report 
generation 'fea Yes Yes No Ye!) Yes 

12. Types of support and 
reports 
a. on-line booking Yes No No No No No 

b. on-line arrest 
reports Yes No ~o No No No 

c. on-line warrants Yes No No No Yes Yes 

d. schedu.les Yes yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

e. workloads Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

f. statistics Yes No Yes Planned Yes Yes 

13. Dopurnentation status 
a. general system 

descr iption Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 

b. system design Complete None Complete None Complete Complete 

c. program source 
listings Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete Complete 

d. logic flow charts Complete None Complete None Complete Complete 

e. operational manual Complete None Complete Complete Complete Complete --f. users manual Complete None Complete Complete Complete Compl~te 

1/1' e lony cases. 
lIFor the purpose of this study, a PHIS was considered operational if outputs were being produced at the time of the survey. 

l/Operating costs were taken from current budget documents ($27,539) plus the estimated annual cost for data entry ($2,8BO). 
'YOperating costs are estimates for the first year of operation, t.aken from the coat-benefit package. 
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on staffing, costs and computer facilities. Second; the MIS was described, 
including its operational capacity and interventions over time, its inputs, 
and its outputs. Third, it was desirable to collect sufficient data on the 
operation of the criminal justice system, e.g., monthly caseload and dispo­
sitions, to permit the construction of a time series data base. 

As expected, much of the data collection was straightforward. The 
three types of data that were ,most difficult to obtain were comparable project 
costs, external checks on the accuracy of computer data, and time series data 
on criminal justice system performance. Thus, the assessment of feasibility 
was most concerned with these three data collection issues. 

Given the collection of adequate time series data, another major 
issue was the availability of appropriate techniques for analyzing the impact 
of the prosecution MIS. These techniques had to be able to measure changes in 
criminal justice system performance in the time frame of the PMIS interven­
tions. In addition to detecting changes in performance patterns, techniques 
were needed to assist in attributing any changes to the PMIS interventions. 
Thus, data were required to describe significant variations in caseload mix, 
personnel, policies, organization, facilities, and other factors that could 
affect performance in addition to the PMIS itself. 

2. Commonality of Data Across Test Sites 

Common data were available from all test sites regarding: 

• Personnel - their salaries, fringe benefits and their work-

• Equipment 

load relevant to PMIS operations 

makes, models, quantities, cost of purchase or 
lease and maintenance costs 

• Operation of PMIS methods of input, processing, and output; 
use, utility, and quality of outputs 
(from fully operational sites); hardware 
and software characteristics; and status 
of PMIS documentation 

• Development of PMIS - methods of development. 

Data lacking commonality among sites includes: 

• Caseload - caseload data differs within jurisdictions as well 

Ij 

as among jurisdictions. In Norfolk, for example, 
caseload statistics maintained by the prosecutor 
represent "adult felony indictments"; in the 
Circuit Court, the caseload figures represent 
counts (tllere may be several counts in an indict­
ment) of felonies and misdemeanors; and the District 
Court statistics represent the number of hearings 
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Cost of 

held. Caseloads do not necessarily represent work­
load, as far as PMIS operations are concerned. In 
all test sites except Norfolk, the prosecutor (or 
SAC in Oklahoma City) is responsible for entering 
all data pertaining to a case or defendant. In 
Norfolk, the police enter arrest data and the courts 
enter disposition data. It is important, then to 
define the manner in which caseload counts are'madeo 
if cost per case is a factor to be considered, a ' 
common denominator for counting "cases" should be 
used. 

PMIS Development - developmental cost data vary not 
only in degrees of detail, but also in components 
included (e.g. contractor cost only or in-house 
staff as well) and treatment of "soft" costs (e.g. 
management 7fforts by chief prosecutor). Moreover, 
when comparlng development costs per case, report, 
inquiry, population, and prosecutors served across 
jurisdictions, it is important to take note of the 
area served by the overall PMIS. In systems 
serving regional (Norfolk) and statewide (Oklahoma 
City) areas, it is difficult to allocate the cost 
of development for one specific prosecutor's 
office. Therefore, in some sites, developmental 
costs were stated in gross terms and not equated to 
the support provided one prosecutor's office. In 
Golden, on the other hand, the grant application 
shows expected development costs for each district. 

Operational costs - total costs of operation can be determined 
for each PMIS. Cost backup data leading to those 
totals vary among PMIS projects. Centralized ADP 
facilities, such as Norfolk, Portland and Golden, 
charge prosecutors for ADP services. In Norfolk, 
the prosecutor is charged for his share of PMIS 
operations based on his usa~e of CPU time. The rate 
per CPU minute is set to cover the costs of ADP 
personnel, ADP equipment, and ADP equipment depreci­
ation. In' Portland and Golden, charges are made 
according to CPU time used plus the cost of personnel 
time. In Oklahoma City, SAC budgets for PMIS opera­
tions and individual prosecutors are not charged for 
the service. Cost of operations for prosecutor owned 
systems (Oakland and Boston) involve primarily direct 
costs for personnel, eqUipment rental, and supplies 
devoted to the PMIS. In the latter cases, realistic 
costs per transaction (input, inqui~y, and report) 
could not be determined within the available time 
and resource constraints, thus precluding the 
comparison of such costs across all test sites. 
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3. Comparison of Expected Versus Actual Availability of Data 

It was expected that caseload and caseflow statistics would be more 
readily available; if not being produced by the PMIS, it was expected that 
manually kept records would be on hand. Monthly statistical reports are 
currently PMIS generated only by Norfolk and Oklahoma City; such reports are 
planned for Boston, Portland, and Golden. Only one manually prepared statis­
tical report (from the Norfolk Circuit Court) was available. 

More cost-benefit data were expected to be available. Cost savings 
have been predicted for only two sites using cost-benefit models; none of the 
other four sites have documented either predicted or actual savings. 

It was expected that more data would be available regarding new­
PROMIS ooerations in Golden. INSLAW newsletters and contacts with site 
personnel indicated that the system was "operational." As used by INSLAW, 
"operational" means that the software has been installed on the hardware 
system, and data are being entered into the systems. At the time of the site 
visit, between 500-700 cases had been entered into the Golden new PROMIS 
system and inquiries could be made on those cases; however, no scheduled 
output reports were being produced. Also, the proportion of cases entered to 
date was so small that the system was not being used in day-to-day operation. 
Except as indicated ~bove, the availability of other data was as expected. 

C. Analysis of Test Data 

1 • Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Quantifying PMIS costs is a relatively easy task compared to quan­
tifying PMIS benefits. Only Portland identified a reduction in prosecutor's 
staffing and equipment that is expected because of PMIS implementation; 
these benefits, if reductiens actually take place, can be easily quantified. 
None of the other prosecutor's offices could identify such clearly defined 
benefits. In Norfolk, however, the police and the courts are active, on-line 
users of the system and those agencies can identify and quantify extensive 
benefits directly related to the PMIS. 

One important PMIS benefit identified at all sites is the improved 
capability to track cases.. The fact that cases will no longer "fall through 
the cracks" (an expression used repeatedly), or "fewer cases are dismissed 
because of age," are improvements indicated by the prosecutor. The PMIS query 
and response capabilities reduce the burden of manually retrieving case and 
defendant information, a PMIS benefit of concern to line prosecutors and the 
support staff. More efficient use of personnel time, a result of improved 
scheduling using PMIS capabilities, is another benefit often cited by prosecu­
tion personnel. 
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Benefits derived from new reports, which would not be economically 
feasible without the P~~IS, are difficult to define and may be impossible to 
quantify in many jurisdictions. Portland has used the method of estimating 
the cost of manually producing new reports and subtracting from that the 
estimated cost of PMIS report generation to determine a cost savings. This 
method may be valid for certain typ"s of reports (for example, statistics to 
satisfy state reporting requirement~), but other factors should be considered 
in determining the value of new reports. A r8port, although similar or iden­
tical in content, may be used differently among jurisdictions or even within a 
jurisdiction. In Norfolk, for example, the Circuit Court used TRACER case 
aging a0d caseload reports to aid in identifying problems regarding the 
time involved in case processing (see III C 3, below); the result was that 
less court time is now being spent on serious felony 1 and 2 cases. Similar 
benefits were not identified in the prosecutor's office, although his office 
receives similar outputs. Utilization of the TRACER outputs differ between 
the prosecutor and the court; and the value placed on those outputs would 
therefore differ between the two agencies. In the prospective INSLAW cost/ 
benefit analysis prepared for Golden, this difficulty is addressed by use o~ 
"will:i.ngness to pay" as the evaluation measure; however, even that measure lS 
difficult to assess in advance of PMIS implementation. 

Benefits can be identified and quantified where PMIS outputs replace 
manually generated products such as warrants, subpoenas, witness notices, and 
scheduled reports. Clerical/secretarial personnel can give fairly accurate 
estimates of the time required to manually produce such items, so costs of 
manual production can be determined by knowing the wage rate of the producers. 
The CPU time required by the PMIS to produce these items can be determined and 
costs derived from the rate charged for CPU usage. A valid estimate of cost 
savings can be made for those functions actually replaced by PMIS operations. 

Benefits change over time. In the Norfolk situation, discussed 
above the benefit of decreasing case processing time occurred approximately 
20 mo~ths after PMIS implementation; the benefit resulted from the initiation 
of new reports as part of a phased plan for implementing PMIS support. 

Other factors will effect the time when PMIS benefits occur: 

• In Portland., for example, dual operations (PMIS and manual) 
are planned for a six-nine month period, and dual operations 
took place in Boston for an extended time. 

• A "learning curve" will be involved for prosecutors who 
receive management-type reports never before provided to 
them, and benefits will accrue only after experience has 
been gained in the utilization of these reports. 

• Benefits expected or benefits actually accrued may be 
reduced or negated by management decisions made after the 
PMIS has been operational for some t.ime. In Norfolk, for 
example, two police booking stations were consolidated 
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into one because of the on-line booking capability of TRACER, 
resulting in a sUbstantial savings in manpower and equipment. 
Now, because of transportation problems and fuel consumption, 
the police are re-opening the second booking station; the costs 
involved in these operations, along with any reductions in 
transportation costs, will have to be calculated to determine 
if quantifiable benefits remain. Other examples include juris­
dIctions that continue, or revert to, manual recordkeeping 
because of inaccuracies in PMIS outputs, although the PMIS 
continues to generate the outputs; the PMIS generated report 
may have originally been considered a benefit, but has emerged 
as an added cost in such situations. 

In those jurisdictions where technical resources are limited (Oak­
land and Boston, for example), benefits are slow in developing because PMIS 
personnel must devote full time to daily operations. In both jurisdictions, 
the PMIS is primarily a case/defendant tracking system with printed outputs to 
support scheduling, case assignments, and retrieving of information. Both 
jurisdictions plan to have statistical reports, but neither jurisdiction will 
reap benefits from such outputs for some time. The quantification of benefits 
at these sites would depend, primarily, on the value judgments of the prosecu­
tors because little in the way of personnel and equipment cost savings can be 
identified. It was interesting to note, however, that the Oakland PMIS had an 
impact on legislation* and that the Boston PMIS has proven helpful to the 
police**, which are examples of other benefits that would require judgments to 
quantify -- or possibly cannot be quantified at all. Even though very few 
quantifiable benefits can be identified for these systems, the prosecutors are 
enthusiastic about the improved capabilities provided by the PMIS and, at this 
point, certainly consider the system to be worth the cost. 

*DALITE was used by the Alameda County prosecutor's office to aid in the 
research of cases involving the "Ballard Motion" which required rape victims 
to submit to psychiatric treatment prior to trial. Cases that involved a 
motion (the Ballard Motion, per se, could not be identified by the system) 
were selected and listed by the PMIS. The prosecutors performing the 
research then retrieved file jackets for only those cases on the list, pre­
cluding the need to look at all file jackets for motions. The research 
revealed extensive delays in trial proceedings because of th~ Ballard Motion. 
The resulting court decision on the matter led to repeal of the Ballard 
Motion legislation. 

**One Boston police investigator uses the PMIS generated schedule of cases to 
identify persons scheduled to appear in court who are "friends of fugitives." 
On the day of trial, the investigator visits the court to see if the fugi­
tive shows up as a spectator at his friend's trial. A number of fugitive 
arrests have been made using this procedure. 
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are: 
The main points emerging from this analysis of cost-benefit data 

• A PMIS may provide benefits to more than just the prosecutor, 
even in those jurisdictions where the prosecutor has sale 
access to the system, and particularly where the system is 
shar~d by other criminal justice agencies. An analysis of PMIS . 
costs and benefits should, therefore, include the examination of 
capabilities and outputs provided to all agencies concerned. 

• A number of benefits can be identified that may be difficult 
or impossible to quantify. Some benefits can be quantified 
merely by comparing the cost of manual versus PMIS functions· 
while other benefits require a judgment of their value by th~ 
users, for which there is no standard measurement. 

• The results of a cost-benefit analysis may be invalidated by 
subsequent events that violate the assumptions of the analysis 
and affect the magnitude of a given cost or benefit element. 

2. Performance Measures 

. Of the six sites selected for field investigations, two were con-
slde:ed ~s ~ priori. evaluation sites because their PMIS's or certain key 
applIcatIons were not operational over a sufficient period of time.* Port­
land's MAXI or new PROMIS system was not yet operational** at the time of the 
site visits an~ Boston's statistical and management reporting capability was 
not yet operatIonal. In these two sites, the feasibility study focused on the 
issue of constructing a baseline on criminal justice performance and following 
changes prospectively. 

In the four sites selected for ~ posteriori analysis, the intent was 
to con~truct a data.base.s~anning at least two years, consisting of monthly 
summarIes of case dISposItIons, delay, and other pertinent performance mea­
sures identified in the evaluation framework in Section II of Volume I. It 
was also desired to include data on control variables, such as caseload and 
type of case. The field investigation included an examination of alternative 
methods of data collection, e.g., derivation of data from processing of 
comp~te~ files, tabulations drawn from copies of previously produced monthly 
statIstIcal reports, and tabulations drawn from a manually retrieved sampling 
of court case files. 

A data base consisting of 36 monthly summaries was constructed for 
the city of Norfolk, starting with January 1977, or six months after the PMIS 

* Operational two or more years. 
**For the purpose of this study, a PMIS was considered operational if data 

were being entered and if outputs (e.g., visual displays in response to 
inquiries and/or printed reports) were being produced. 
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became operat ional. The following performance measures were computed \.t:'~_ 
I t,;,,r;" 

felony 1 , felony 2, and .other felony cases: 

• number and rates of caseq terminated, by plea; 

• number and rates of cases terminated, by court dismissal; 

• number and rates of cases terminated, by nolle by prosecutor; 

• number and rates of cases terminated, by trial; 

• mean days from arrest to indictment; 

• mean days from indictment to trial; 

• mean days from trial to sentencing; 

• number of fugitives added; 

• number of fugitives apprehended; and 

• cases set for trial. 

In addition, certain workload variables were available, including 
the number of cases commenced: type, number of hearings, and jury-trial days. 
A measure of court backlog was available through a special manual system 
maintained by the court administrator, but was not kept in the computer 
system. 

In order to discern patt~rns of change, . each performance measure 
was plotted against time in producing a two dimensional graph. To facilitate 
visual comparisons of the relative magnitude of change across the various 
plots, the values on the vertical scale (i.e., the impact measures) were 
standardized to vary from -2 to +3, with some outliers. 

Several performance measures exhibited a change in pattern following 
this PMIS implementation. The number of felony 1 and 2 case~l terminated by 
guilty plea had been declining between January, 1977 (time period 1 in the 
data) and'March, 1978 (time period 15); then appeared to start increasing in a 
parabolic fashion as depicted in Figure 4. A possibly related pattern of 
change was observed for mean days from indictment to trial; this pattern 
changed from a rising one to a leveling off around the 15th month, as shown in 
Figure 5. The third variable for which a change in pattern occurred also 
would appear to be related. A rising pattern in the number of felonies dis­
missed by the court, other than felony 1 and felony 2, was observed starting 
about the 14th month (see Figure 6). These three patterns could be consistent 
with a policy of reducing backlong and delay of serious cases through more 
intensive plea bargaining and court dismissals. This hypothesis was examined' 
during the,impact analysis described below. 
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Figure 4. Cases terminated by guilty plea, felony 1 &2 
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Figure 5. Mean days, indictment to trial 
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Figure 6. Other felony cases dismissed by court 
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It was desirable to attempt to adjust performance measurBs to 
indicate relative efficiencies, that is to divide by caseload volume. We 
would like to have divided each month's figures by the backlog (defined as 
cases pending for prior month, plus cases commenced, less cases terminated). 
However, because the backlog of pending cases was not available in the 
computer system, a surrogate measure, cases commenced, was used to adjust 
for workload. 

The analyses indicated no substantial change in patterns of per­
formance over the 36 month period for m~ny of the measures, whether or not 
account was taken of the court's workload, as indicated by cases commenced. 
For example, Figure 7 depicts the pattern observed for felony cases terminated 
by trial. 

Additional data for measuring performance are maintained on 
Norfolk's TRACER system, but these data were available for only a portion of 
the 36 month time series period. These data include: 

• Trial outcomes -- guilty, not guilty 

• Convictions -- on original c)large, or reduced charge 

• Cases terminated -- filed this term, filed five months or less 

3. Impact Analysis 

The measurement of the impact of the PMIS on the prosecution/court 
process involves two aspects of analysis -- descriptive and explanatory. 
First, changes in patterns of prosecution/court performance need to be 
detected. Second, the analysis must attempt to determine whether the change 
can be attributed to the PMIS. The latter explanatory analysis attempts to 
rule out effects of external events such as policy or personnel changes. 

Each variable was plotted over the 36 month time frame. The pattern 
of variation in several of the performance measures exhibited a change around 
March, 1978, the 15th month. Thus, a change in performance was observed. 
This raised the question -- did the change arise due to the use of TRACER? As 
indicated in the discussion on the performance measures, the observed changes 
could have been due to the change in chief judge and the institution of a 
master calendaring procedure for assigning judges to cases. According to the 
clerk of the court, it also could have been partially due to the improved 
utilization of TRACER. This finding would be consistent with a hypothesis 
that after a 15-month "break-in" period TRACER assisted the prosecutor and 
court in monitoring cases more efficiently; thereby increasing pleas and 
reducing time delays. Insufficient information was available to decide this 
aspect of the analysis. 

In Qrder to identify and measure any impaj~ .. of the PMIS, it is use­
ful to hypothisize a set of expected impacts., Such' )otheses were formulated 
for Norfolk's TRACER system as part of the Evaluation framework described in 
Chapter 1. Of course, the hypotheses actually tested were limited by the 
availability of data. 
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Figure 7. Felony cases termi11ated by trial 
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One hypothesis was discussed above, i.e., that improved case 
tracking added by TRACER enabled the increase in guilty pleas for felony 1 
and 2 cases and helped the court reduce time delays. In order to further 
examine possible impact, a productivity index was hypothesized. This index 
was structured to combine measures of efficiency and effectiveness. It was 
hypothesized that prDductivity would rise as the impact of the PMIS (TRACER, 
in this case) was felt. The productivity index was assumed to vary directly 
with cases terminated by plea, cases terminated by trial, cases set for trial, 
und fugitives apprehended. It was assumed to vary inversely with mean days 
from arrest to trial, cases nolled and dismissed, and fugitives added. These 
assumptions were tested for each class of felonies by means of factor analysis. 
Following validation of these assumptions, the factor loadings were used to 
construct the productivity index. The index, in ~urn, was used to test the 
hypothesis that the PM IS improved productivity. 

Six variables were selected for inclusion in the factor analysis, 
consistent with the hypotheses to be tested, the availability of data, 
and examinations of preliminary data plots. The six variables were total 
cases terminated by plea, by dismissal and by trial, fugitives added, 
fugitives apprehended, cases set for t~ial, and mean time from arrest to 
trial. The factor analysis had the effect of reducing the number of variables 
from seven to three. 

The three factors are summarized below, indicating those variables 
which are highly correlated (.7 or higher factor loading): 

(1) Factor 1 (positive productivity) 

Cases terminated by plea - factor loading .887; 

Cases terminated by trial - factor loading .768; 

Cases set for trial - factor loading .744; 

(2) Factor 2 (negative productivity) 

Cases terminated by dismissal/nolle - factor loading .696; 

Fugitives added - factor loading .814; 

Fugitives apprehended - factor loading .872, and 

(3) Factor 3 (delay) 

Mean days from arrest to trial, factor loading .949. 

Plots of ea.ch factor against time were then performed to attempt to 
detect any changes irl patterns, especially in testing the hypothesized impact 
relationships. 
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The,fluctuations,in Factor 1 identified with positive productivity 
s~owed ~ery llttl~ change In trend over time. A similar lack of any identi­
fIable Impact of ~he PMIS (see Figure 8) resulted when the variables were 
converted to rates, i.e., divided by the corresponding figures for cases com­
men7ed. The fluctuations in Factor 2 associated with negative productivity 
varIables also appeared to be random either in unadjusted form (see Figure 9) 
or when adjusted for workload. The delay factor also showed no substantial 
chang~ in ~attern. Thus, there was no support for any hypothesized impact 
relatIonshIps on the total caseload. However it remained to be tested 
whether impacts were masked by lumping ~ll feionies together. 

A finding that the~e was little impact of TRACER on the court and 
prose7tion,s~stem would have been consistent with certain observations during 
the SIte VIsItS. TRACER was being used by the prosecutor for case and defend­
ant status monitoring via terminal inquiry. However based on interviews of 
th~ ~rosecutor!s office in Norfolk, it was concluded'that TRACER was under­
utIlIzed by the prosecutors. The court and police appeared to understand and 
use TRACER capabilities, but the prosecutor's office needed to be educated 
and upgraded especially in the use of management statistics. 

, ,The above factor analysis showing no discernible impact occurred 
USIng varIables that meaSLJre "all felonies" as one class. When classes of 
~elo~ies were looked at separately, some changes were observed,' as discussed 
In the performance section. The observed changes in pattern of felony 1 and 
2 pleas, average days from indictment to trial and court dismissal rates lent 
some ~upport to a the~ry that TRACER was having some impact by helping to 
expedIte case processIng. A followup phone call to the Norfolk Circuit Court 
r:vealed,that the co~rt started to use TRACER outputs, during the observed 
tIme perIod, to examIne the age of cases and as an aid in enforcing stricter 
7on~ro~s on case proce~sing., Emphasis was placed on the most ~erious charges 
In IndIctments by seekIng qUllty pleas in favor of dismissing lesser included 
charges. Th~ court believed that as a direct result, the number of felony 1 
and 2 pleas Increased~ the rate of dismissals increased and the average days 
fro~ indictment to trial decreased. The data appeared to support the court's 
bellef.tha~ TRACER had such an impact. The project staff also learned that a 
new chIef Judge took over about the time that the change was observed. He 
had a reputa~ion for be~ng t~ugh and i~stituted a master calendaring procedure 
to p~eclude J~dge sho~plng, I.e., the Judge was not assigned to a case until 
the aay of trIal. ThIS change might also help to explain the observed change 
in disposition rates. 

A more conclusive time series analysis would bp, possible through 
the us~ of cross-sectional data involving a group of jurisdictions. This type 
of deSIgn would enable the inclusion of additional control variables. 
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Figure 8. Value of positive productivity factor (dispositions 
by plea, trial, cases set for trial), by month 
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D. Conclusions Regarding Feasibility Issues 

1. Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Although several cost-benefit models exist and these models have 
been used for predictions (predominately PROMIS sites), no evidence was found 
among the 19 jurisdictions visited during this entire study that cost-benefit 
analyses have been performed after PMIS implementation. Analysis after PMIS­
implementation will require close cooperation among the PMIS users, particu-~ 
larly to obtain agreement that users are willing to provide value judgments/ 
(i.e., give dollar values) for intangible benef~ts. 

The goals that a prosecutor establishes for his PMIS are helpful 
in identifying PMIS benefits. During this study, prosecutors were asked to 
identify their PMIS goals, and to rate the PMIS regarding "expected" and 
"actual" contributions toward goal attainments. The ratings were given on a 
scale of 1-100, but the same approach can be helpful in assigning a dollar.-/ 
value to related benefits. 

Many PMIS projects are implemented in phases. The most common 
practice is to start by entering data for one type of case (i.e., felonies). 
Once satisfied with the data el ;ry and basic day-to-day operations of the 
system for the initial case type, the next type of case (i.e., misdemeanors) 
will be initiated. PMIS applications may also be implemented in phases. The 
trend is for daily outputs, such as calendars and schedules, to be initiated 
first, followed sometime later (usually months later) by management reports, 
such as statistical outputs. PMIS support to daily prosecution operations 
will reflect some benefits. If cost-benefit analysis is to be used in con­
junction with the analysis of PMIS impact on the prosecution process, suchan 
analysis should not be attempted until after management outputs have been 
produced for 9-12 months (which will also allow time for a "learning curve" 
regarding use of such outputs). 

Performing retrospective PMIS cost-benefit analysis is considered/ 
feasible provided that the PMI~ is operational for 24-26 months prior to 
analysis. 

2. Availability of A Priori Baseline Data for A Impact Analysis 

A feasible approach toward construction of the baseline is to com­
bine the use of several data sources, i.e., available statistical reports and 
special tabulations drawn from a sampling of case records, to generate per­
formance measures. 

Where reports on caseload and dispositions are available, they can 
provide a point of departure in constructing the baseline. Comparability and 
reliability of annual reports are open to question, and some effort needs to 
be made to check validity through an external source. A statistical sample 
of several hundred cases should be drawn manually from the files of cases' 
terminated during t~e baseline year. Most data could be obtained from court 
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files. ~ome ~ata c?uld,be o~tained from the prosecutor'~ files. Experience 
in ~he fleld lnvesbgabons lndicated that it would be feasible to construcY 
such a data base for computation of the required perfor~ance measures if / 
staff time of about 20 minutes per case could be allocated to the data collec-/ 
tion effort. 

3. Availability of Time Series Data for A Posteriori Impact Analysis 

During,the field inv~stigations~ the manually maintained prosecution' 
and court case fll~s were,examlned to ascertain the feasibility of extractin~ 
data for constructlng a tlme series. Most jurisdictions maintain their case / 
files in sequence by court case number, and generally,these numbers are . 
assigned chr?nologically on the date the case is filed in court, i~e., accepted 
~or pro~ecutlon. In order to obtain statistics on cases for which prosecution 
lS decllned, one would have to search the prosecutor's files. Such cases are 
usuall~ filed ~y defendant's name or police complaint number. Thus, the most 
convenlent method of sele~ting the sample is based on the date of case filing. 
If a la~ge enoug~ sample 18 drawn, starting with cases filed about one year 
bef?re lnstallatlon of the computer (to allow time for building up case termi­
natlons), then a representative time series could be constructed. Th~ sample 
wou~d need to be l~rge enough to generate a sufficient sampling of all the 
d~sl~ed subpopulatlons, e.g., cases declined, cases going to trial, cases 
d~smlssed, and other categories for which separate performance measures are 
desired. The size of the sample required will also depend on the purpose of 
t~e task. For example, to produce a set of baseline statistics for a single 
tlme frame, a sample of about 400 cases should be sufficient. However, to 
generate the complete time series data base for impact evaluation would 
require about 24 monthly summaries. To construct such a data base would 
p:obab~y,require,a sample exceeding 1,200 cases to be followed through to 
dlSpos·ltlOn. ,Uslng an estimated 20 minutes per file, about 400 person hours 
would be requlred to tabulate the data. The latter type of effort is con­
sidered neither feasible nor necessary by the project staff. Since the 
purpose of the task is to evaluate the impact of the PMIS, it is reasonable 
to assume that the PMIS would be available to monitor its own performance, 
and require manual samplings only as supplemental data. 

The feasibility of collecting time series data from computer based 
records was investigated by obtaining computer tapes from Norfolk, Golden and 
Oakland. The Oakland tape was not readable on Westat's IBM 370 due to some 
hard~are incompati~ilities. Oklahoma City could have provided the tape, but 
requlred that a wrltten request be submitt~d to the Governor's Commission for 
a~p~o~al. This was not feasible, in view of some potentiHl political sensi­
tlvltles to release of such data and because of time constraints of the 
project. The Norfolk (IBM) and Golden (Honeywell) tapes were readable. The 
project budget did not permit the use of the Golden tapes in time series 
analysis. Howe~er, based on us~ of the Norfolk tapes, it was the judgmen~ of 
the staff that lt would be feaslble to construct a time series data base from~ 
the Golden tapes if more time and resources were made available. 
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4. Analytical Techniques 

Analytical techniques were examined for feasibility in three areas: 

• cost analysis; 

• performance measurement; and~ 

• impact evaluation. / 

In respect to the first two areas, ~herelar~ maj~~ep~~~~e~~ ~:f~~:~ 
structing an adequate data base for subsequen ana YfS1S • . and collect the 

d bl measures of cost and per ormance, 
appropriate an campara e time periods are discussed elsewher~ in this 
required data over the relevant defined data elements, the analytlcal tech­
report. However, given uniformly ational costs and productivity/ 
niques for estimat~ng dev~lopmenta~~~v~~erare conventional. Quantitative 
performance for prl~r ~erlods ,Oft sts ~r criminal justice system performance 
techniques for predlctlng proJe~, ~~ ~ cost models were applied by sites, 
are more challenging~ S~~e ~re ~~el~~~~ussed elsewhere in this report. 
e. g., Portland's cos es lma ,es " "--; t,' s stem performances exist in 
Various models for predicti~gd crldmln~~i~~st~~esc~pe of this feasibility 
the field.* These are conSl ere au 
study. 

The feasibility issue ~x~:i~~~~ ~~t:v:~~~~~~gt~h:n:~i~;~aim~:~~-of / 
niques, concerned the ade~uacy at I cor dance with the interrupted time'/ 
the PMIS on the court envlr~~men • d ~aa~ase of monthly activity, spanning at 
series design present~d,ear ~erti~e ~ erations, was desired preferably 
least two years,of crlmln~l JUs datePthe PMIS was considered operational. 
including a perlod precedIng ~he eeded to (1) detect any changes in 
Given such a data base, t~chn:ques w~re n t' 't and (2) deter.mine the 
the patterns of criminal Justlce sY~te~b~~a~~~ i~ the intervention of the 
extent to which those changes are a r 
PMIS. 

th N· f lk TRACER system was used in 
The data base assembled for e or a , ' l' t h-

, " f I in interrupted tlme serles ana YS1S ec 
examlnlng t~e feaslblllty,o ap~h~ m~thods employed combined judgmental 
niques for Impa:t evalu~tlonbt i ed through on-site interviews and observa­
assessme~ts ~f lnfo~~atlonbto, adnthrough interpretations of statistical 
tions wIth InformatIon a alne 
analy~es of the time series data. 

TechniquE:s 
activity appeared to 
performance measures 
trial and dismissal, 

for detecting changes in the patterns of criminal jus~ice 
be sufficient. We examined monthly s~ati~tics on bas-::...­
such as case load, rates of case termInatIons by pl~a, __ 
delay, fugitives apprehended and added, and schedullng 

--",,..-___ -:;---:-:-::-- t' M d I An Overview," J. ChaIken, et aI, 
*For example, see "Criminal Jus Ice a e : A 'I 1976 

t d Criminal Justice, prl • 
National Institute of Law Enforcemen an 
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activity. Bivariate relationships were analyzed first, i.e., the data vari­
ables were plotted against time to detect any changes in patterns. For 
example, was there a change in the rate of dismissals or in the average 
number of days from arrest to trial of felony cases? We next tried to adjust 
for the possibility of "noise" in these bivariate relationships, that is, the 
presence of errors, random variation, and confounding effects of one variable 
on another. Factor analysis techniques were used and the factors were plotted 
against time. 

This analysis also involved hypothesis testing, i.e., examination 
of the results in the light of certain hypothesized effects of a PMIS, as 
discussed above in the section "Analysis of Time Series Data." The results 
of the statistical analysis were also compared with the judgmental assessments 
obtained from the site visit. The project staff concluded that while limited' 
in scope, the techniques for detecting changes in patterns of criminal justice 
activity are reasonably sensitive and adequate. Again, a crucial aspect of/ 
this task is data base development. For example, data on comparative staff/ 
attitudes and capacities were obtained only through imprecise anecdotal and/ 
observational methods in one site visit. Such information obtained through J 

more systematic observation over the time frame of analysis would have more / 
accurately detected change. 

The second set of analytical techniques -- to attribute changes to 
the PMIS intervention -- is much more demanding. To attempt to perform this 
attribution, a non-experimental interrupted time series design was adopted as 
described earlier. A set of hypotheses was formulated to predict the poten­
tial impact of the PMIS. Given soch a theoretical framework with a suffici­
ently rich set of control variablest supplemented by judgmental assessments 
derived from site interviews and observations, it was felt that a credible~ 
impact evaluation could be accomplished. The Norfolk PMIS was the only one / 
for which a usable time series data base for impact measures could be~ 
constructed in the feasibility study. The data base was limited; it was ~ 
sufficient for measuring impact but not for attribution analysis due to an 
inadequate number of control variables. In the judgment of the project 
staff, an adequate time series data base could be constructed in the test' 
sites, using the available PMIS to monitor changes over time, if sufficient_ 
time and resources were available. Given an adequate data base, the techni- ~. 
ques for analyzing time series data to test hypotheses are considered adequate· 
for impact evaluation, especially if supplemented by judgmental assessments ~ 
of experienced evaluation researchers. 

5. The State-of-the-Art in PMIS Use 

Assessments made by the project staff, during the first segment on­
site surveys, indicated that many PMIS's were used effectively to support 
day-to-day case processing operations, but few were used effectively as stra-/ 
tegic management tools, i.e., to support management policy development and -
decisionmaking. (For five of seven features supporting day-to-day operations, 
more than 90 percent of the PMIS projects had some capability and more than 
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80 percent had state-of-the-art capability. The,same wa~ tru~ for ~nlY,one of 
nine management features.) Nothing was observed In the fleld lnvestlgatlons to 
change this impression. Indeed, the evidence gathered reinforced the c~nten­
tion that these systems are not yet being utilized to anywhere near thelr 
capacity as management information systems. In order for such systems to ~ave 
an impact they first must be understood and used. In the course of the sIte 
visits, the project staff found that most prosecution managers di~ not suffi­
ciently understand the potential of the PMIS, nor were they very Interested 
in using it as a tool for management, as distinguished from its use in case 

'monitoring. 

There are notable exceptions, however, to the above observations on 
the apathy of prosecution managers toward the PMIS as a management tool. Many 
of the district attorneys, i.e., the top managers, participating in the PROMIS 
Users Group do appear to be highly motivated toward understanding and using 
PROMIS as a tool in policy development, management decisionmaking and court 
reform. The difference between PROMIS and non-PROMIS jurisdictions with , 
respect to top management backing is quite noticeable. Many non-~ROMIS juris-/ 
dictions could benefit by establishing technology-or concept-sharlng user ~ 

organizations of their own or exchanging information w~th,other u~e~s under 
the auspices of the National District Attorneys' Assoclatlon or Slmllar 
associations. 

E. Remaining Research on PMIS Evaluations 

The field investigations reported here ha~e been necessarily limited in 
scope. They have indicated the feasibility of conducting in-depth evaluations' 
of PMIS projects, but they have not constituted such in-depth evaluatio~s. 
Also with just six sites, the sample is too small to do any cross-sectlonal~ 
anal~sis. The latter type of design, coupled with time series analysis, 
offers the best opportunity for performing in-depth evaluations. Thus, it 
remains to examine the feasibility of constructing and analyzing a cross~ 
jurisdictional time series data base for evaluating PROMIS and non-PROMIS -
projects. In the process of constructing and analyzing such a data b~se, a­
set of actual in-depth evaluations should be carried out as an extensIon of ....... 
the research methodology tested in the field investigatidns reported here.-
The research should include the use of non-PMIS generated data to supplement 
the analysis. 

As indicated earlier in this report, several classes of PMIS projects~ 
were identified. Some classes appear to be more cost effective than others. -
A cooperative research project involving about 30 juris~ictions in con- r 
structing a cross-sectioned time series data base would create a powerful­
vehicle for performing in-depth evaluative research.* It would also create the/ 
opportunity for exchanging user information, disseminating research results / 

*Much of the necessary data are being compiled under the National Institute 
of Justice Cross-Jurisdictional Analysis. 
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and, in general, educating and upgrading PMIS users. By including both PROMIS 
and non-PROMIS users, more broadly applicable and realistic evaluations and 
exchanges of information would result. This would provide the greatest oppor~ 
tunity to assure that the PMIS is well understood and used for both operational 
and management uses, and that the impact of such use can be measured and eval­
uated. The implications of such research for the Bureau of Justice statistics 
program are apparent. The participating PMIS projects could be used to/ 
generate a wide array of comparable criminal justice statistics in support of~ 
both longitudinal and cross-sectional analysis./ 

Ano~her issue to be explored in evaluating PMIS projects is the predic-
, tion of criminal justice system costs and performance. The application of 

stochastic (probabilistic) modeling and simulation techniques should be/ 
explored because such predictions are relevant in evaluating PMIS projects/ 
Comparisons of actual with predicted results should assist in advancing the 
state of the art of evaluative and modeling research, as well as being intrin-
sically useful in improving PMIS and criminal justice statistics programs. ~~ 

An evaluation of the comparative utility and of PMIS generated statistics­
versus periodic surveys by independent statistical agencies (Census or BL,S 
models) should be performed. There are inherent advantages and disadvantages 
in developing and utilizing both approaches in an ongoing BJS sponsored 
statistical program. 
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APPENDIX A 

Persons Contacted at Feasibility Test Sites 

Norfolk, VA 

Norfolk Police Department 

Capt. Niel Koch 
Sgt. D. H. Mason 
James Barnhill 

Data Processing Division 

J. W. Nixon 
Bill Garbee 
Richard Nichols 
LeAnn Diller 

Commonwealth Attorney's Office 

Tom Baldwin 
Ginger Nicholson 
Carol Marx 
Tom Rutherford 

Circui t Court 

Char lie Greene 

District Court 

Alan C. Hooper 

Oakland, CA 

District Attorney's Office 

D. Lowell Jensen, District\~ttorney 
Don Ingraham 
Rod Rollefson 
Kathy Bergland 
Richard Haugen 
Ruby Freitas 
Dave Budde 
Peggy Richmond 
Nina Wood 
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APPENDIX A (Continued) 

Oakland, CA (Continued) 

District Attorney's Office 

Don Whyte 
Ben Graves 
William M. Baldwin 
Bill McGuinness 
Yvonne Ayers 
Diane Bullock 

Court Administrative Office 

Herbert L. Pike 

Portland, OR 

District Attorney's Office 

Jack Pessia 
Chrys A. Martin 
Suzanne Lewis 
Dorthea Anderson 
Kelly Bacon 
Wayne C. Pearson 

Multnomah County Data Processing Authority 

Jack Wilson 
Bob Davidson 

Circuit Court 

Charles Benard 
Adele Goggins 

Oklahoma City, OK 

Statistical Analysis Center, Oklahoma Crime Commission 

Jim Wilson 
Jon Steen 
J. Patrick Sweeney 
Jane Bluejacket 
Neal Gilson 
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APPENDIX A (Continued) 

Oklahoma City, OK (Continued) 

Golden, CO 

Oklahoma state Bureau of Investigation 

Paul D. Boyd 

District Attorney's Training Coordination Council 

Tom Elliott 
Niles Jackson 

Pottawatomi County District Attorney's Office 

Tom Tompson 

District Attorney's Office, First JUdicial Court 

Nolan L. Brown, District Attorney 
Dan B. Fahrney 
Maurice H. Bennett, Jr. 
Kristen M. Beauchamp 
Mary L. Simon 
Larry Webster 
Jerry L. Jorgenson, 
Ray Kechter 
Steve Siegal 
Jack Long 
c. Stephen Cantrell 
Judi Webb 
Pat Blackard 

Colorado District Attorney's Council 

Diane Edes 
Daryl Anderson 

District Attorney's Office, 18th JUdicial Circuit 

Roger Allott 

Jefferson County Department of Data Processing 

James Opp 
Don Haakinson 
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APPENDIX A (Continued) 

Golden, CO (Continued) 

Boston, MA 

Lakewood Police Department 

Lt. Bruce Glasscock 

First Judicial Circuit 

Daniel J. Shannon, Presiding Judge 
Anthony F. Vollock, Judge 

District Attorney's Office 

George Gushue 
John Duffett 
Bernie Dwyer 
Bob Powers 
Dave Rodman 
Jim Lynch 
Daniel C. Mullane 
Marion Walsh 

Boston Metropolitan Police Departme~i 

Det. John V. Nee 
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APPENDIX B 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Name 

1. Date (Month/Year) 

2. Cases commenced 

2.1 By indictment, presentation 
or information 

2.1 .1 
2.1.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

2.2 All others 

2.2.1 
2.2.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

2.3 Total commenced 

2.3.1 
2.3.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

2.4 Total commenced - all 
felonies 

2.S Total commenced - all 
felonies (time minvs one 
month) 

3. Cases terminated 

3.1 Dismissed by court 

3.1.1 
3.1.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

CC1 
CC2 

CC3 
CC4 

CCS 
CC6 

CC7 

CC10 

CT1 
CT2 

Source of 
Data* 

All sources 

Circuit Court 

CCS+CC6 

CCS+CC6 (T-1) 

Circuit Court 

*Source of data is indicated for each major category of variables (e.g., cir­
cuit court indicates data was taken from the monthly statistical report 
p~epared by that agency). Data for variables in sub-categories ar: t~ke~ 
from the same sourbe unless otherwise indicated; where the source lS lndl­
cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CCS+CC6), the values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create"data need/3d. 

B-1 
\ 

~~------------~( =~~b~=. ===------------~ -.. -~.-..•... ,. .. --
~ . 

-

. j rn 

ill 

3. 

Variable 
Name 

APPENDIX B (Continued) 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

Cases terminated (Continued) 

3.3 Guilty plea 

3.3.1 Felony 1 and 2 
3.3.2 Other felonies 

3.4 Trial by judge 

3.4.1 Felony 1 and 2 
3.4.2 Other felonies 

3.5 Trial by jury 

3.S.1 Felony 1 and 2 
3.S.2 Other felonies 

3.6 Total cases terminated 

3.6.1 Felony 1 and 2 
3.6.2 Other felonies 

3.7 Total cases terminated 
by court and prosecutor 

3.8 Total cases terminated 
by guilty plea 

3.9 Total cases terminated 
by judge and jury 

CTS 
CT6 

CT7 
CTS 

CT9 
CT10 

CT11 
CT12 

CT13 

CT14 

CT1S 

SOlJrce of 
Data* 

CT1+CT2+CT3+CT4 

CTS+CT6 

CT7+CT8+CT9+CT10 

*Source of data is indicated for each major category of variables (e.g., cir­
cuit court indicates data was taken from the monthly statistical report 
prepared by that agency). Data for variables in sub-categories are taken 
from the same source unless otherwise indicated; where the spurce is indi­
cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CCS+CC6), the values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create data needed. 

B-2 



[ 

[ 

r 1 

r 
r 
r 

r: 
L 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

I 
I 
i 

APPENDIX B (Continued) 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Name 

4. Fugit ives 

4.1 Apprehen~~d during month 

4.1.1 Felony 1 and 2 
4.1.2 Other felonies 

4.2 Added during month 

4.2.1 Felony 1 and 2 
4.2.2 Other felonies 

4.3 Total fugitives added 
during month 

4.4 Total fugitives 
apprehended during month 

5. Pending cases 

5.1 Cases in abeyance, end 
of month 

5.2 

5.1 .1 
5.1.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

Total cases in abeyance, 
end of month 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

FG1 
FG2 

FG3 
FG4 

FG5 

FG6 

PC1 
PC2 

PC3 

Source of 
Data* 

Circuit Court 

FG3+FG4 

FG1+FG2 

Circuit Court 

PC1+PC2 

*Source of data is indicated for each major category of variables (e.g., cir­
cuit court indicates data was taken from the monthly statistical report 
prepared by that agency). Data fo~ va~ia~les in sub-categories ar~ t~ke~ 
from the same source unless otherwIse IndIcated; where the source IS IndI­
cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CC5+CC6), the values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create data needed. 

B-3 

-

., 

- -~~" ----- -----~---~ 

! I ill 
II m 
u 
[] 

6. 

7. 

8. 

APPENDIX B (Continued) 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Name 

Cases set for trial 

6.1 Cases assign trial dates 

6.2 Cases not set for trial 

Number of jury trial days 

History of terminated cases 

8.1 

8.2 

8.3 

8.4 

Filed this term 

8.1.1 
8.1.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

Filed prior to this term, 
but not more than five 
months ago 

8.2.1 
8.2.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

From five to nine months ago 

8.3.1 
8.3.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

More than n~ne months ago 

8.4.1 
8.4.2 

Felony 1 and 2 
Other felonies 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

CSFT1 

CSFT2 

DJT 

HTC1 
HTC2 

HTC3 
HTC4 

HTC5 
HTC6 

HTC7 
HTC8 

Source of 
Data* 

Circuit Court 

Circuit Court 

Circuit Court 

*Source of data is indicated for each major category of variables (e.g., cir­
cuit court indicates data was taken from the monthly-statistical report 
prepared by that agency). Data for variables in sub-categories are taken 
from the same source unless otherwise indicated; where the source is indi­
cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CC5+CC6), t.he values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create data needed. 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Name 

History of terminated cases 
(Continued) 

8.5 Total cases terminated 
this month 

8.5.1 Felony 1 and 2 
8.5.2 Other felonies 

Felony indictments 

9.1 Total defendants 

9.2 Number commenced 

9.3 Number pending 

9.4 Total number concluded 

Concluded by reason 

10.1 Number reduced 

10.2 Number convicted 

10.3 Number acquited 

10.4 Number dismissed 

10.5 Number nolle prose 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

HTC9 
HTC10 

FI1 

FI2 

FI3 

FI3 

CBR1 

CBR2 

CSR3 

CBR4 

CBR5 

Source of 
Data* 

Prosecutor 

. Prosecutor 

*So~rce of d~ta.is indicated for each major category of variables (e.g., cir­
cu~t court Indlcates data was taken from the monthly statistical report 
prepared by that agency). Data for variables in sub-categories are taken 
from the same source unless otherwise indicated; where the source is indi­
cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CC5+CC6) the values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create data ~eeded. 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Name 

10. Concluded by reason (Continued) 

10.6 Number withdrawn 

10.7 Number of others 

10.8 Total number dismissed, 
nolle and withdrawn 

10.9 Total number convicted 
and acquitted 

11. Commenced by charge 

11. 'I Assault 

11.2 Felonious assault 

11.3 Burglary 

11.4 Manslaughter 

11.5 Murder 

11.6 Rape 

11.7 Robbery 

11.8 Attempted robbery 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

CBR6 

CBR7 

CBR8 

CBR9 

CBC1 

CBC2 

CBC3 

CBC4 

CBC5 

CBC6 

CBC7 

CBC7 

Source of 
Data* 

ProsecutG.~ 

*Scurce of data is indicated for each major category of variables (e.g., cir­
cuit court indicates data was taken from the monthly statistical report 
prepared by that agency). Data for variables in sub-categories are taken 
from the same source unless otherwise indicated; where the source is indi­
cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CC5+CC6), the values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create data needed. 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

APPENDIX B (Continued) 

MONTHLY STATISTICAL FILE 

Variable 
Name 

Event duration 

12.1 Average number of days 
arrest to indictment 

12.2 Average number of days 
indictment to trial 

12.3 Average number of days 
trial to sentencing 

from 

from 

from 

Convictions and incarcerations 

13.1 Number sentenced 

13.2 Average actual sentence 

Number of felony bookings 

Number of preliminary hearings 

Variable 
Abbreviation 

ED1 

ED2 

ED3 

CI1 

CI3 

ARRESTS 

HEARINGS 

Source of 
Data* 

History Tape 

History Tape 

History Tape 

District Court 

(e.g., cir­
indicates data was taken from the monthly stat,istical report 

for each major category of variables *Source of data is indicated 
cuit court 
prepared by that agency). 
from the same source unless 

Data for variables in sub-categories are taken 
otherwise indicated; where the source is indi­

cated as being derived from other variables (e.g., CC5+CC6), the values of 
the indicated variables were added together to create data needed. 
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APPENDIX C 

Sample of Data Recording Form 

For Abstracting Data From Manual Case Files 

Individual Case Data 

End time 
Start time 

Time required 
to retrieve data 
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r APPENDIX C (Continued) 
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COURT ACTIONS 
CATE PcEA .IWW CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION OATE NEJeT REL.EASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

D JURY D. Cl GRANO JURY 5 0 CONFERENCE COURT C,B.O CASH BONO BONO OR SUAITY ., DNG 1. a INIT. APP 6.0 PRE·TRIAI. ACTION C.J. 0 COUNTY JAIL 

i:-:TEAECBY - - - D NON- 2. 0 PAEL HEAR. 7. 0 TRIAL TI,iE'------· P.A. 0 PEA. AECOG. 
DG 3. C ARRAIGNMENT •• 0 SENTENCE X.P. 0 1~ CASH 

.. JURY $0 •. 0 MOTIONS SI, 0 poST CONV. 55 OtHER' - i ". •• .,.0. 52 ... 
CATE PcEA .JURY CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION DATt; A AMOUNT OF 

D JURY 
a 0 GRANO JURY 5. 0 CONFERENCE C.B. BONO OR SliRITV 

DNG 1. a INIT, APP 6. 0 PRE·TRIAl. C.J, ... IL 
ENTERE08Y---- D NON-

2 0 PRE!.. HEAR. 7. a TRIAL TiIAi------- P.R. G. 
DG 3 0 ARRAIGNMENT II 0 SENTENCE X.P, ... SH 

JURY .. a MOTIONS 51, 0 POST. CONV. OTHEA·_____ i 
A,. Pc ... JUH, CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION DATE RELEAse STATUS AMOUNiOF 

O. 0 GRAND JURY , 0 CONFEAENCE C B. 0 CASH BONO BONO OA SUAITY 

DNG o JURY 1 0 IhiIT. APP G 0 PRE·TAIAL C,J a COUNTY JAIL 
ENTEREo-BY---- 2. 0 PREL HEAR 7 C TAIAL TlME------- pA, a PEA, AECOG. 

DG D NON- 3 0 ARRA!GNMENT G CJ SENTENCE X.p. a 10;; CASH 
JURY .. , 0 MOTIONS i a POST. CONY. OTHER' 

[ 

{ 

, DATE Pc"" JURY CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION OATE RELEASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

D JURY o 0 GRANO JURY 5. 0 CONFERENCE C.B 0 CASH BOND BONO OR SURITY 
D NG 1 0 IN,T APP 6, 0 PRE-TRIAL C J 0 COUNTY JAIl. 

EhTEAEOav---- D NON- 2 a PREL HEAR 7 0 TRI"L nME------- PAD PER RECOG. 
DG 3 0 AIHtAIGNMENT a 0 SENTENCE XP. 0 10't0tCASH 

JURY .. 0 MOTIONS 9 a POST CONY OTHEfl: 

OATE PLEA JURY CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION OA TE RELEASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

D JURY 
o C GRANO JURY S a CONFERENCE C B. 0 CASH BONO BONO OR SUAITY 

DNG 1 0 INIT APP is 0 PRE· TRIAL C.J, 0 COUNTY JAIL ----------- 2 0 PREL HEAR 7 C TRIAL TIMe------· P A. 0 PER RECOG. ENTE;;EO BY 
DG D NON- 3 0 ARRAIGNMENT a 0 SENTENCE xP. a 10'1tCASH 

JURY .. C MOTIOItiS V. 0 POST CONY. OTHER 

DATE PcEA JURY CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION DATE AELEASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

D JURY Q. a GRANO JURY 5. a CON'EAENCE C.B 0 CASH BONO BONO OR SUAITV 
DNG 1.0 INIT APP 6 0 PRE, TRIAL C J 0 COUNTV JAIL ----------- 2 0 PREL HEAR 7. a TRIAL TiME------- PRO PER RECOG E"4TEAEO By 
DG o NON- 3 0 ARRAIGNMENT a. 0 SENTENCE XP.O 10"11 CASH 

JURY .. 0 MOTIONS i, 0 POST CONV. OTHER 

r 
DATE PcEA JURY CURRENT ACTION NEXT "'CT'ON DATE RELEASE STATUS AMOUN'" OF 

DNG D JURY o 0 GRAND JURY !S. 0 CONFERE.'lCE C e. 0 CASH BOND BONO OR SURITV 
1 0 INIT. APP a. 0 PRE-TAIAL C J 0 COUNTY JAIL 

ENTERED BY----- D NON- 2 0 PACL. HEAR. 7. a TRIAL 1i;:4£------ P R. 0 PER RECOQ, 
DG 3 a ARRAIGNMENT •. 0 SENTENCE XP.C10"1.CASH 

JURY .. 0 MOTIONS i 0 POST CONV. OTHER 

DATE PcEA JURY' CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION DATE RELEASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

D JURY o 0 GRANO JURY 5, 0 CONFERENce C.B. a CASH BONO BONO OR SURITY 
D NG 1 a INIT. APP G 0 PRe·TRIAL C.J 0 COUNTY JAIL 

E'NTEREO-Sy---- D NON- 2, C PREL HEAR 7. a TRIAL 'TiME'------ P R. a PER RECOQ. 
DG l 0 ARRAIGNMENT a 0 SENTENCE X P O,~ CASH 

JURY 4 a MOTIONS & 0 POST CONV. OTHER 

r 
O"'TE PcEA JURY CURRENT :\CTION NEXT ACTION DATE RELEASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

D NG D JURY Q 0 GRAND JURY 5 0 CDNFEnENCE C B 0 CASH BOND BONO OR SURITV 
1 a 'NIT APP 15 a PRE· TRIAL C.J a COUNTY JAIL --------- 2 0 PAEL HEAR 7 0 TRIAL nM'E------ PRO PER REcoa, ENTERED BY DG D NON- 3 0 ARRAIGNMENT s. a SENTENCE xP a 10"11 CASH 

JURY .. 0 MOTIONS g, a POST CONV. OTHER 

DATE Pc"" JURY CURRENT ACTION NEXT ACTION DATE RELEASE STATUS AMOUNT OF 

o JURY o 0 GRANO JURY $ 0 CONf'ERENCe C B 0 CASH BONO BONO OR SURITV 

---------- DNG 1 a INIT APP e a PRE·TRIAL C J a COUNTY JAIL 
ENTERED BY D NON-

2 0 PREL HEAR 7 0 TRIAL 'TiMf'------ PA a PEA RECOQ, 
DG 3. 0 ARRAIGNMENT e 0 SENTENCE XP a I~CASH 

JURY .. 0 MOTIONS 51, 0 POST. CON'.I OTHER 

L 
NEXT COURT ACTION CODES REPORTS OTHER RELEASE STATUI 

..... JOIII [YE;NTI SECONDARY !YEHT~ 009 DR REPORT w,e WITHOUT BAIL 
007 MENi "L pROCEEDING 5 B SURITV 001 FUATt'lER PROCEEDINGS 0Ig.,.,~OU~~", AND DECISION 01$ WELFARE REPORT C S CENTRAL STATE 002 PREL'..-I"4A.AY HEARINGS 014 PRE·SENTENCE INVfSTIGATION 

003 A~AAIGNMENT 012 PROBATION R~YIEW J A JAIL· OTHER COUNTY 
C06 CONFERENCE MOTIOHI EO EDDYVIL.LE 

[' 
ooa JURY TRIAl. OO"wtOTION OTHERS LA LAGRANGE 
oc.& TRIAL all MOTION BOND REDUCTION 017 SET OATE FP FECERAL PRISONER 016 DISPOSITION 020 MOTION TO SUPPRESS 021 REFUSAL PE PEWEE VALLEy Oil SENTEr<lCING 013 POST CONVICTION MOrleN 022 DECISION BO BOONE COUNTY 023 STAYS 

ou OUA LADY OF PEACE 

SENTENCE 
o. , . . . • 1 ... 1 '~IC'''L ~.OGIII"" ~.O."tlOH 

r A a C ... C A B 8 
SUSPENDED AMOUNT .... B 

PEAIOO TYPE SUSPENDED PEAIOD AMOUNT PERIOD TYPE PERIOD TyPE PEAIOD SUSPEl-,CEO 

1 a SUPERVISED 

A 2 a NO~ 
SUPERVISED 

58 57 50 ,& 60 61 62 ., .. .. 
[ 

1. 0 SUPERYISED 
8 2.0 NON-

SuPERVISED 

1 0 suPERVISED 
C 2 ONO~ 

SUPERYISED 

-

[ 0 
1 0 SUPERVISED 
2 ONO~ 

SUPERVISEe 

D"'TE OF SENTENCE JUOO£ N ..... e lUll, • DIVISION PROSECUTOR (Nlm., lCODE 
I .. er I .. 08 170 

[ 

( 

CONFINEMENT TYPE: 1, CONCURRENT 2, CONSECUTIVE 3, LIFE 4, CONFINEMENT OR FINE 9, OTHER 

- - - - .+-~ < 

APPELATE ACTION TAKEN 
DAnE 'IUD TYPE OF APPEAL OETERMINATION :OATE 

,"'AND'" TE APPEAL 
, , 

71 72 73 '7< 7' , ; , 
, : , 

i , 

I 

I 
C-2 

.:~----




