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Natlonal Ievel data collectlon
The State Jud1c1a1 Informatlon Systems, progect (SJTS) was ¢

1n1t1até§>1n 1974 to assist trial and appellate courts and state
court administrative offices in designing and developing effective
court information systems to support caseflow management and to ~
provide accurate statistical information for. planning and decision
’making. The National Court Statistics project (NCSP) was initiated
in 1977 ‘to compile, analyze, -and dlssemlnate state court caseload
o ‘statlstlcs and to help the state courts improve the quality of the

0 data they report by assisting them in resolving their statistical
problems. Both prOJects are cooperative efforts between the -
National Center for State Courts (NCSC), which provides the, staff

and resources, and the Conference of State Court Admlnlstrators
”(COSCA) from which a committee of experienced court personnel
provides: pollcy guidance for the projects, with fundlng provided for i
both projécts by the Bureau of Justlce Statistics in the U. S.
Department ‘of Justlce. oy S ; S ‘ L,

£l

LSRR WIS DR
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The NCSP s“flrst publlcatlon was State Court Caseload
.. Statistics: The State of the Art, which documented the 1eve1>of
« collection and publication or availability of state-level caseload:
_ ‘ " statistics and the general uses of these statistics.l  This survey
R also indicated the difficulties that would be encountered. in the ‘ , o
 State Court Caseload Statistics: Annual Report series of state court . .
statistics because of the wide variations and uncertain accuracy <and ;
4 ‘reliability of the aggregated caseload data and the varylng uges and
e comparablllty of case. types and- dlsposltxon categor1es from state to . . . ;
s state. L PR ‘ : ‘ ‘ 8 | R a - : -
; .e"\, : : . ; : ERRRTE B s i .
. . The SJIS progect pub11shed a similar State of the Art : ~“" . N
report, which documented the level of gtatewide development of court” ., . 5 ; :
case management information systems.2 It indicated the extent of ‘ ’ . ggﬂ“
computer usage within the state court systems and the number and B
types .of court functlons for which programmlng modules had been
developed Wlth partlcular empha31s on case—related systems.

La
o

. . E N 2 u - . e : - 3 L
T © R S

jiNatlonal Court Statistics PrOJect ‘State Court Caseload L S R 3‘1{¢ff1}jy
~ Statistics: State of the Art. (Washlngton, D.C.: U.S. Government v o
~vPr1nt1ng Offlce, 1978) T R L R

. om . : .
5 . . s . . . B ]

2State Jud1c1al Informatlon Systems PrOJect, State of the Art
8 1978, -updated in 1980, 1981 (W1111amsb?xrg, Va.: National Genter for R
i State Courts, 1979, 1980, 1981) e et : o .
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haiing tﬁe,éast‘five sears, both projects produced - With the publication of the Statg Court Model Annual

oy . . . ” e . o N P t the state court

additional publications which further documented the similarities = Report/ in that same year, the NCSP hope 0 glvz b are cour”s
and differences existing in-the state courts that affect their further assistance in reporting reliable data and in increasing the
ability to collect ahd disseminate comparable case statistics and to internal usefulness and effectiveness of:their own published annual

‘develop systemsﬂthat can produce and aﬁely7e these data. Two reports. The ramifications of folloving these guidelines was the
noteworthy documents are the State Court Organization, 1980 report SubieCt :g a c:sesstudycprepaﬁeg iuz;ng ;h; nexE %ea;ﬁengiizhigsis
(produced by NCSP)3 and the State Gourt Jnformation Systems and I?P ﬁme; ;Q%,zne ;a;e o:rz ace ngath epord.ff ) Lot
Statistical Reference Series (produced by SJIS).%4 In these two of the Mode nual Report demonstrate € meed tor a compiete

ablications ark found in-depth profiles of the indi idual st teﬂ examination of the relationship between the model data elements, the
Eourt Jurlsdlctlons caseflos aﬁd information proce:31ﬁg a ! caseload information collected, the individuals using it, the

> ’ different management uses to which it was put, and the data
i:::;gzgenz;tistzzegz affect the i°1IZCt1°n anﬁ use of court collection forms and procedures mnecessary to collect case-related
statis f‘ Or management anc research purposes. ; data. This Court Case Management Information Systems.Manual with
The need for a nationwide guide or model d1ct10nary in which Model Data Elements, Collection Forms, and Management Reports is the
esult of that examination. : ‘
basic case-related terms were defined became even more apparent as result of that examina l;
the NCSP project staff attempted to compile its first annual report :
of state court caseload statistics. As a result, the COSCA ~ 1 ;
Committee and the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) agreed that it B Local and SﬁateJevei data ‘ycollectlon
was:necessary to promote the collection of comparable data, - They The‘collectiOn and" reporting of court case-related
SEread o sty ohe uany ants and definiiomt heies gend by ohe infornation is one of the ¢raditional functions of state-level
. adiinistrative offices of the courts (AOC). All state court
Szzznttl::Saﬁgrngzzz:fz;ngi:rgzgtza;egozles agd iebcategoileshof administrative offices reduire trial dnd appellate courts to collect
many dzga clements ideﬁtifiedpby thz éJISspiojeiz ;:gigg;:m;tzoz and report some case-related information on their operations, and
that should be collected by a court information system were’ nearly all state aduinistrative offices. produce an amnual
-surveyed along with the tZrms being used b eachystate in it s statistical report. .  The type of  informition collected and the level
annual feport. The resulting modelgfor reertlng caseload . ; & of analysis performed, however, depend in large measure on the
statistics at the state level was published in. 1980 in the State Y research or management gsgs for which th; information is
Court Model Statlstlcal D1ct10nary 5 : needed—--often. determine y the extent of management control exerted
* ) " ' , ‘ e by the AOC over the local courts. Therefore, if caseléad data are
. to be useful to state-~level court managers, they must be collected
blie ‘ 3
Justlce g:;: g:rminiizgz, S;Egézzzztﬁs Z%Aﬁgi g;gﬁlonizz oingrlmlnal " with a spec1f1c court management function in mind. Likewise, the
released at the same tlme: gave the state courts tﬁelr f;rst 2 needs of all local courts are not the same, but their management
A : 2 * N . o R . .
reliable guidelines for the definition, collection, and reporting of ” functxdns Shm-lld c'letermlne_what c.lata.they@ collect. Large courts
comparable caseload data in their annual roboits that are heavily involved in monitoring case delay need more
, ; P * : detailed caseflow data than do small courts with less’ ‘caseload
s L (2 B Tl ' . & " volume and limited managerial resources. Thus, before any decision
—_—— ' ' , s . e is made as to what statewide information to collect or what uses to’
3 - i make of information already being collected, the administrative
(gzz;zzatogougtCStaglztlzs erJecz PState Cogz; Orggylzaglon, ;980 ) , L offices and local court managers should have their common management
gton, 0 » bovernment frinting 1ce, 982 o : - functions in mind and should jointly determine what their true
4State Jud1c1a1 Information Systems Project, §£§E§.§QE£E ' ) i ':zgozzzszg:n:nga::nzgiTZZElzeeds are:in order £ e11m1nate wasteful
Information Systems and Statistical Reference Series, Volumes'l, 2, 2 . “ &
"and 3 (Wllllamsburg, Vas: Natlonal Centensfor State Courts, 1981 ) A it
1982). . ‘ ‘ s S : g ’ - . : .
' g » 7N t 1 C t Stat1 ti P o ct St te Cou t Model Annual
5Nat10nal Court Statistic t : s : ational Cour stics Proje & 3
~D1ct10nar (Washant;z IDSCPrOchS’ gzsgingzzztpf:iiinztggzizzc;j L Report (Wllllamsburg, Va.: National Center for State Courts, 1980)
s s o Y L
1980). : : ’ S '

I8 ® . i . 5 PR o ! - R I _ 8V1ct0r E. Flango ‘and Mary E. Elsner, Implementlng the State’ Court
GSEARCH GrouP, Inc., chtlonary of Crlmlnal Justlce Data I e ‘ S ‘:l“;J' = ’ . %giitsAn?ggi)Report (W1111amsburg, Va.. National Ceater for State :
Termlnologz ‘Second Edition (Washlngton, DeCut s S. Government S o Co . ' : ? , R et '
Printing Office, 1981) R [ERPIR o = ' T ' '
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A vast gulf separatesca minimum tally.of»theVnumber of cases
processed, which is all that many courts publish, from the -
intimidating array of data elements suggested by some'qf the .
information system and caseflow management studies ?hat have b?en.,
written. In the recent past, the predominant“techn}que used: within
the state court systems for building court'info¥mat10n §ystems §as;
been to éollect, orl a piecemeal basis, all the 1nform§tlon required
for solving immediate problems from the vast amount ?t case-relateg
data currently available or thought to have a Potentlal use to. the
court. This evolutionary approach to infprmatlon szsteﬂs has been
repeated each time a new problem has emerged‘and‘a nﬁw system ‘has
been required to solve it. This so-called ?bottom up apprqach has
resulted in the inclusion of almost every piece of 19f9rma§10n that
might be available, on the assumption that court officials can
decide later what to do with the data.

This approach to information management has created many
problems for both state and local administrators. It.has often.led
to the c¢ollection of redundant data or of data not suited for either
operational or management purposes. Those collegting the data haye
reacted negatively to the additional burden they must assume for
providing data for which they see no need. As a resul?, the
accuracy, timeliness, and completeq@gs»of the data begin to fall
off, and the management and information value of the da?a ha§
suffered. This situation is unnecessary and can be av01d?d.1f
proper planning and systems development techniques, are utilized.

Those uéing the -data have not necessarily done any‘bet?ef in
analyzing it. The selective aqg,meaningful use of large quant;tlesc
of data requires a clear understanding of the cqntent’of the
information and the management reports needed for planning and
research as well as tlie purposes they can and shoyld serve., - One‘of
the constantly recurring themes .of the research literature on case
management is the)ﬂament that no data'§u§t?p1e for the part?cu%gr ’
study were avai}gﬂle,‘even‘in the courts with the most sophisticated
information systems. This dearth of useful management data forced
the researchers to go directly to case records and extract Fhe
information they sought from a limited sample of cases. 'This
situation can_be averted with proper planning andvawareness of the
information needs of all court users. S

The material contained in thi¥ report is presented in an
effort to share what the NCSP and SJIS projeqt.staffs have learned
about the uses, functions, and types of effective case management

reports and data. _It also presents an opp0rtupity for the reader to

learn more about techniques for developing systems that can provide

L3 [y 1
. NP ) . ] . . S ion
accurate, reliable, and ¢omparable court case management informat

without the redundant, costly, and time-consuming activities .
associated with the evolutionary or "bottom up" approach te systems
- development. R e < . , : v

w8

Y e

Purpose of the manual o BN

The greatest challenge facing the state courts in the
information systems and statistics area is the resolution of
existing problems in data collection methodology, data redundancy
and accuracy, data classification, and information misuse or lack of
use. The resulting lack of common terminology, methods of counting
and reporting, definitions, and usage should be tackled in a
systematic manner. Before doing this, however,-each state

administrative office should seek the cooperation of the appropriaté /

local trial and appellate court officials before taking any major
action. The model data elemerts, collection forms, and management
reports contained in this report are offered as aids to the state
administrative office and local trial and appellate court officials
engaged in these management activities.

/
i
v

This Court Case Management Information Systems Manual marks
a point of convergence of the work accomplished by the National ‘
Court Statistics and State Judicial Information Systems projects
during the past five years and recognizes the need to integrate more
completely the activities and objectives of these two BJS-funded
efforts.

The intent of this report is to provide a usable framework
for deciding what case-related information is essential for -
efficient local court management, at the same time satisfying the
information needs of state-level managers and researchers. Tt takes
the position that case file data are raw data, some of which are
needed for local court operations and some for regional or _
state-level management purposes. The need to expand the data base
or change the data elements collected should depend on the functions
to be performed and the decisions to be made. Collecting data. that
are not usable or the uses of which have not been identified-is not
cost~effective. Nor is it cost-efficient for each local court to

~have several separate procedures for collecting and compiling the

same or partially the same data for different users. That kind of
evolutionary or "bottom up" .approach to data collection is

‘redundant, inconsistent, prene ‘to error, -absorbing valuable court
" resources and clogging the court system with fruitless activity it -
“ecan ily“afford. : ST “ :

a

The approach to systems building described in this report.
assumes that it is more cost-effective to determine both statewide
and local court statistical and management information requirements -
before designing or developing a major information system. This
so-called “top down" approach.to systems management requires state’
and local participation in ‘every major data design, development, and
collection effort. Once local- and state-level court statistical .

and managemeént information, requirements are determined, the actual

~development and iﬁplementation of the resulting coordinated s

"
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1nformat10n system can proceed on a local, Mas-needed,"
building-block basis very similar to that used in the "bottom up" s 7
approach.

To aid in the implementation of this approach, both .
statewide and local court management information requirements are
dlscussed, and then sets of basic case-related data elements that
can provide the required management information are presented (in
Chapter IV). These model data elements are the minimum determined
by the NCSP and SJIS projects and the COSCA Court Statistics and

information Systems Committee (CSIS) as necessary to provide
comparable state court caseload statistics and management&
information, as well ‘as for use in local- and state~level
operatlonal control, and statewide plannlng axtivities. To fulfill
the ptimary function of this report, model data collection forms for
use with different levels of automation are described and
illustrated, along with a set of model management reports for each
level of court (in Chapters VII, VIII, and IX)

iy o

écope and Iimitations of the manual

ThlS manual is 11m1ted to a study of the case management
functions and the information requirements of trial and appellate
courts and of state court administrative offices. Partlcular
attention.is given to case-related statistical reportlng
technlques. The report presents a general framework for ‘the case
management system development process 'and the problems associated
with that process. It then-illustrates'and describes several: sets
of collection forms and management reports for each court level and
for the AOC, us1ng uniform sets of data-elements.

The‘manual does not look at or profess to 1nc1ude w1th1n its
scope personnel financial, or other resource management functions
and their information requlrements. It does' not purport to be a o
definitive treatise on the subJect of case ‘management. Rather, this
study reflects the state of the art of statistical and case :
management reporting systems and is an attempt to relate past

national and local court case management efforts to the . - & \%
bulldlng—block approach tradltlonally used in. developlng 1nformatlon)
systems. ot o o . o

o em . . - ’ . ’ @

Research methodology

The - general court case management systems framework, model
statlstlcal data elements, court case-related 1nformat10n R e
requirements concept, model case—rerated data collectlon forms, and
model case management reports presented i this manual are based on
the extensive research and experience of the National Center staff
and the COSCA CSIS Committee members. » Although specific source v
materials are noted when apprOprlate, ‘the follow1ng served as the R
principal foundations for the study. : '

)

S

1. Work done in earlier phases of the SJIS and NCSP>’
projects by the National, Center with the cooperation and
guidance of the COSCA CSIS Committee.

2. A search of literature and project reports on state
S court case management, court statistics; and judicial
‘ information systems. (See the Bibliography covering the
years 1975-1982 at the end of this report.)

3. A court information survey of case-related data
© collection forms and management reports used by the 52
administrative offices of the state courts.

4. A survey sent to approximately 2,000 state trial and
appellate court managers requesting updated information
on their: operational case-related information and
statistics modules. (See Appendix A.)

5. A series of site visits, chosen from a thorough analysis
of the returns from the two survey efforts described: in
3 and 4 above, ‘and analyses of the documentation of
specific operational modules found in selected
administrative offices, trial courts, and appellate
courts. b

In the paragraphs below, the foundations upon which the

! report is pr1nc1pa11y based are br1ef1y dlscussed..

Earller National Center SJIS.and NCSP works - Through the
work of the State Judicial Information Systems and National Court:
Statigtics projects, the National Center has published many
meaningful and interrelated volumes on the subject of case
statistics and court information systems. Those most directly
related to the current effort are: State Judicial Information
Systems: The State of the Art, published in 19785 updated in 1980,

and sections revised yet again in 1981 (17 state profiles and all
summary tables); State Court Model Annual Report; State Court Model
Statistical Dictionary; and Implementing the State Court Model
Annual Report. The combined result of the above research has been

extensive séarch of available literature and published project

to focus the atténtion of the National Center and the Conference of
State Court Administrators on the specific problems of data
collection, analysis, use, and reporting at both the local and the
state levels. Local-level data collection is recognized as the
starting point, since it is there that individual cases originate
and are processed and case-related information is collected and
reported for both local and state uses

Literature search. This publication. is also based on an®

reports. The literature search included an examination of the
findings-ofﬂmajor national-scope, federally funded projects such as
the Pretrial Delay Reduction, State Court Financing, National
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Symposium on Reducing Court Delay, and State Court Planning
projects.
reports, and
published state and trial court project reports on case management.
The project staff reviewed many published works in the related
fields of court delay, caseflow management, and criminal justice *
information systems, as well as surveys that outlined standards for

. court statistics, to obtain a more complete perspective on the

problems associated with collecting, reportlng, and using court case
statlstlcs. :

o’
“

A substantial body of literature .on case management exists.
The striking impression left from a review of this research material
is the repetitiveness of the recommendations and conclusions that
court control of caseflow should be imposed through the increased

.analysis and use of tymely and accurate case processing statistics.
For example. J . I

The key to successful caseflow management is effective
control by the court of the processes and resources necessary to
move a case from filing to disposition . . .. "The Court . . .
should . . . establish prescribed time periods for varlous
stages of the criminal caseflow process Ceel? oo

Among the factors which contribute to delay are: .o
didregard of reasonable . . . filing requirements . . . and the

~absence of sanctions . . ., 'liberal policy of granting motions
- for extension of time; lack of case management policy; need for
modern documenting and calendaring tools® .. . ., absence . . . of

any statistical data to document the areas in which delays
oceur.10 . . '

e
Q @

‘ o f 2
The objectives of total case management are, to reduce -

- overall case—proce331ng time, subject the litigation process, to
+ - ecourt superv131on from commencement to termination, and 1ncr)ase
_the court's disposition rate. Case management commences w1th

the determination that the court shall contrpl caseflow. Once
this determination.has been made, the court next specifies the °
number of months within which lawsuits should be concluded. The
court further spec1f1es the maximum possible. perlod for '
completion of each mAJor step in a 1awsu1t.o ’

I B Soown
. ‘ o

9American Judicature Soc1ety, Cr1m1na1 Caseflow Management =

.Chester County, Pennsylvanla, 1976, pp. 1 and 11. B

9 “ B
10State of Connecticut Judlclal‘Department Case Management of the
Dockets of the Supreme Court and Appellate Se531on “of Superlor Gourt

Prolect 1978, PP~ :28-29. o S . e

)

Also included in this. group of materials were comparatlve
- studies,. publlshed state and trial court annual ‘

)
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- gystem modules be1ng used’ by the trial and appellate-courts.

" the revised survey were used to update that data base.

" Operating a case management system frequently involves new
or revised procedures for scheduling court appearances such as
pretrial conference, motions and trials; 'grantlng continuances;
setting the volume of trials at a realistic level; identifying
individual cases which fail to comply with court prescribed time
standards ’

This manual attempts to pull together the previous work of
the SJIS and NCSP projects and integrate w1th it the primary
recommendations of recent court studies that more direct court
control of case processing’ is needed to ensure fair and judicious
handling ‘of cases.’ From this body of work a framework is derived -

‘for defining court statistical and management information

requirements and for suggesting model data collectlon and management

reports that can be used by state administrative offices, appellate,

courts, and trial courts to. 1mprove case processing.

State court administrative office survey. The framework
outlined in this publication is also based upon an extensive survey
of the various statistical reports and data collection forms

_currently being used by 52 state court administrative offices (the

District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are included). The COSCA Court
Statistics and Information Systems Committee supported the National
Center staff's request. for copies of all current data collection
forms, management reports, and 1nstruct10n/procedures manuals for
completing and using the forms. Project staff analyzed and
cra331f1ed this material, identifying from it states with useful or
original materials for later follow-up.

requested.

w

State court tr1a1 and appellate court survey. A two-page
survey instrument was developed as a device to document information
This
survey was ‘an expanded version of the instrument used in Phase VI of
the SJIS project to collect information for inclusion in the )
Computerized Court Function Index data base. The data received from
The expanded
survey requested participating’ courts to send copies to the ‘National
Center of all data collection forms and management reports used in
managing their caseload/caseflow/workload. The target audience
included all members of COSCA, all appellate court cleiks, presiding
and administrative judges at all jurisdictiom levels, general

@

’Jurlsdlctlon clerks and trial court administrators in Jurlsdlctlons
~with populatlons exceeding 10C,000.

This audlence of over 2, 000

LA

TN

11Larry L. Slpes et al Manag ng to Reduce Delay (W1111amsburg,
Va.. Natlonal Center for State Courts, 1980), p. 6 o
D

These states were contacted
< by telephone and more complete documentation or materials were
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included all members. 07 the National Assocmatlon of Tr1a1 Court
- Administrators, the National Association for Court Administration,
and the ‘National Assoc1at10n of Appellate Court Clerks. ’

After rev1ew1ng ‘the responses and the materlals received
from the various courts, project staff identified selected courts
for later follow-up and verificationi. These were contacted by
telephone and. were requested to send more complete information.

Y s .

:Site visits of selected _AOCs, trial courts, and appellate
courts. Project staff thoroughly reviewed the materials received
from the two survey efforts. After extensive telephone contacts” and
‘the receipt’ of additional 1nformat10n, several ‘AOCs, trial courts,
and appellate courts were selected for possible site visits. The
bases for site selection were: size of court, size of caseload,
type of court, type of caseload, level ofs jurisdiction, existence
and level of automationm, and number and nature of operat10na1 case'
management modules. ' : ¢ : %

‘Report structure ~ A

This publlcatlon is divided 1nto three parts. The first

consists of five chapters that construct a general framework for . v'

understanding, building; and improving a court case managément
information system. Those readers who have a strong background in’ ..
information systems may want to study the model- datatelements in
Chapter IV and then move directly to Part IT. . . !

The second part also conSLSts of five chapters which present
and illustrate séveral sets of model data elements, collection
forms, and management reports for use by the court manager who would

- like to implement the general framework discussed in. Part I.
. S Cap Y

&

Part III includes supplementary material related to Parts I
and II--geveral appendlces to: prov1de amplification and supporting
materlal that can be: useful when 1mp1ement1ng the general framework.

-Within, Part I,”Chapter L of the report contalns acdlscu331on
of the general management concept of systems-or information
‘ management, while Chapter 11 appllPS that concept to the court
“environment ‘and reviews the basic’ or primary case management

functlons ‘performed by local trial and appellate courts.

" Chapter. III contalns a thorough discussion of the p0331b1e ‘

management uses.of case-related statistics within state: a
admlnlstratlve offices and in the 1oca1 tr1a1 and appellate courts.
: Chapter IV extrapolates from those varled management uses a
3 deflned set of information requirements thdt can suppert £ all the
necessary case-related reports for each court level and for staten
admlnlstratlve offlces.

‘-
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‘Chapter V presents a general discussion of how arcourt goes
about implementing an effective caseflow management infofmation
system, and the constraints put‘on the court manager. It cautions
the court manager against moving too fast and suggests several ways
of overcoming the unavoidable obstacles which will be met whenever
change occurs within an organization, large or small. In dealing
with these obstacles, Chapter- 'V suggests that the court manager will
be most successful if systems analysis techniques are used to
determine specific and unlque court information requirements,

o e
* Within Part 11, Chapter VI includes guidelines on using the
models contained in Part II and explains ‘how to incorporate them
1nto the framework presented 1n Part I.

Chapters VII and VIII present the actual data collection
v forms and management reports for:trial court (Chapter VII) and
o> appelldte court (Chapter VIII) case management. Chapter IX

discusses the relationship of ‘the information needs of state court
admlnlstratlve offices to the administrative needs of the trial and
appellate courts, and provides further.elaboratids' on.the.
information needs of ‘state.administrative offices by suggesting
riodels and offerlng examples of special statistical and planning
reports for use in state-level management. Finally, Chapter X

. © Pprovides a general perspective.on thé relationship of workload

‘ «anaTy31s and- measurement to case management and long-term plannlng.
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Information systems management:
concepts, definitions, and requirements

B < I

_ One of the phenomena of our industralized society has been
the "information explosion” brought about by the need to know what.
is going on in order to survive and prosper. At times, the enormous
amount of information being generated has threatened -to swamp
organizations large and small, public and private. The development
of information prOcessing~systems‘to'handle”growing information
resources has often been haphaziard and unst;uCtuféd, with little
concern for overall organizational information needs. ‘New
information systems have often been designed to.collect, process,
and report only that specialized -information needed for.a specific
application; as a result, duplicate or redundant data have been =
collected and stored because of insufficient interaction between
organizational users and the applications. ' :

| ~ 'The growth of the'ccngtef‘industryahés-rgsulted'in part

- from society's efforts to keep from drowning in a great mass of
paperwork and to bring organization and structure to information
processing. The state courts face ‘the same paperwork -dilemma
because their caseloads have Béenoincreasing dramatically,l their

- Ppersonnel and financial resources are strictly limited, and their

S procedures and techniques are often antiquated and inefficient.
Althoughjthqfstate‘é%ur;s were much slower than most other public

agencies in turning to computers, many court officials now recognize

- the computerfs'utility,fdrfsolving many court information processing
uproblems;'fThey‘have’foupd'that many court case management ‘ o
operations such as preparing calendars and notices, monitoring case

stati%tics‘&fe*amenable"to‘automatidn.k
‘ 4 The growing availability of,lowergpfiged;vmgre capable, and
~easiéfitoéoperate~computer~syétems,'coupled‘with increasing court .
ainférmatiqn;pfocessing“prdblems;~1eadéyt0‘the[eibeqﬁa;iqn that state
courts will continue to develop-court information systems that use
the latest in computer technology. Inasmuch as.a court's ok
~effectiveness depends upon a flow of information which is acturate,
‘ relevant, and timely, the potential‘for‘¢omputer~basedQinfqrmation'
~systems to provide sugh,informaEiOh;efficiently’éndweéonomically‘is};
-of increasing importance. In developing mew computer-based e
information systems, court managers wust: learn from’the experiences
- of others and avoid pitfalls already encountered by them. ‘It is

Cy

< progress  through the adjudication prpcééS,»and’preparing management

e o . g . EN A

1see Flango and' Elsner,. "The Latest Court GCaseload Data: ‘An
" -Advance Report," State Court Journal, Winter 1983 > pp. 16-22.
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important, therefore, that every court manager have a“basic -
understanding of the concept of information systems management.

. . } |
What is a court management inforrﬁ?‘ation system?

A widely accepted definitioﬁ\i§‘that a management
information ‘'systems is an =
integrated, man/machine system for providing information to
support the operations, management, and decision-making
functions in.an organization. The system utilizes computer
hardware and software, manual procedures, management and
decision models, and a data base.2

o

o

This classic definition refers not to data or data '
processing, but rather to a. ''system for providing information to
support decision-making:" Here data are assumed to be. the raw

material for information and consist of symbols that represent some

quantity or action; data processing occurs when data are recorded,
stored, sorted, manipulated, summarized, retrieved, and reproduced
into information. Data, then, become information only after they
have been processed "into a form that «is meaningful to the [user]
and is of real or perceived value i current or [future]
decisions."3 . Since the value of information is related to

R . e e, Loe @ . . .
“decision making, an 1nfogmat10n processing system 1s a system

through which data are processed not only for the purpose of
performing a standard clerical function but also for the purpose of
being converted into information that has some value associated with
decision making.

A management information system (MIS) then becomes a
computer-based information processing system that uses the. power,
speed, and accuracy of the computer to provide information for
management and to support decision making. It is more than a data

processing system using the computer to replace or support clerical

operations. It is a system that integrates daily transaction or
clerical processing activities with operational, tactical; and
‘policy decision-making activities. : PP ’

"Remember that 'computer' and 'information system'-are not

' synonymous.™ You can "conceptually discuss information systems

‘without computers, but it is the power of#thé computer which makes

o . : . v i
2} . e

2Gerdoﬁ Qévis,'MénégemehﬁjInformation Systeﬁs:bConceptual

« Foundations, Structure, and Development (New York:iMcGrdw-Hill»Book‘

Company, 1974), p. 5.

[CR

Lt

4Larry P. Polansky, Computer Use'Iﬁ~The‘Couf€s: Planning, ‘ :
Procurement, and ImplementatipnﬁConBiderations_(Washipgton,fD.C.:,;
The American University Criminal Courts Technical Assistance -
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an ‘MIS possible. The question is not whether a computer sheuld be
useg in management information systems, but the extent to which
various processes should be computerized.'d The-ihtegrated s
man/machine concept found in the definition for an MIS "implies that
some tasks are best performed by man, while others are best
performed by machines"® and still others require an interaction
between man and the computer.

To assist the reader in understanding the significance of
the manage?ent information systems approach to court management, the
rest of this chaptér will build ‘a conceptual framework for viewing
and und?rstanding what is meant by a court MIS. This will be
accgmplished first by depicting a conceptual structure of an MIS
?ased»&¢ th level of 'management activity involved, and'second by
111us?tat1d¥ the conceptual structure.of the MIS in terms of the
organizatiorjal functions involved. These two approaches will then
be merged t¢) form the actual conceptual framework for a court MIS
that will allow the reader to use the material presented in this
volume to plan, design, and build an operational MIS. '

Structure of a court MIS based.on the level of
management activity performed o

. Coyrt managers bear the responsibility for developing and
1@p1em§nt1?g the court's policy, controlling its performance, ard
dlrect}ng its qperations.“ The information systems activity is no
exception. The goal of every court manager should be to design a
court MIS that integrates the people, machines, and financial
resources available. Court managers at all levels (clerks trial
cou?t.admlhistrators, presiding judges, and state court ’ )
a¢m%nlstrators) should participate in the development of 4 clear
policy that includes the purpose and role. of the court MIS, an |

' explanation of its inter-organizational and intra-organizational

relationships to all levels of the court management structure, and

’kthg process by which the court MIS is to mdet the decision-making
- objectives of each management level while satisfying the day-to-day

operational and information needs of the individual courts The
establishment of such a coordinated cdurt management policy will
strengthen the development of an organizational statewide.court MIS

and ensure the accomplishment of the goals set by the managers at: -

‘each level of the state court system,

In order to do this, each couré:manager must understand the

mrelatio?shiPS“pf-his responsibilities to those of the personnel -
~below him and the managers above’ him. ‘ :

) Each court manager must ° -
under§tand the dlgferences in the management funétions'(control,
p%annlng,,ayd dec1§10n making) performed at each level in the court
structure, in the information requirements to perform these

W

i :

6pavis, op. cit\., p.“S.'
w ' o h W : ' . L
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functions, in the characteristics of the information needed to make:
decisions, and in the types of decisions that are made. ,
Understanding the importance of this way of viewing the management
information /structure of a state court system is easier if you

_ conceptualize the state court system as a pyramld with its varlous
"~ levels of management, flow of information, ‘and flow of
decision-making as depicted in Flgure 1.7

The bottom level of the pyramld—-the transaction §rocessing
level--represents the operational activities that collect, process,
and transmit case-related information on case actions that take
place in each local court on a daily basis throughout a state court .
system. - The activities in this layer are performed by the staff of
the local clerk of court. Their day-to-day operatlonal activities
are extremely structured and well-defined. Any decision-making
act1v1ty that does occur is highly structured and predictable and
responsive to specific, often-repeated circumstances.  The®
activities that take place here are the daily ‘processing of case
transactions, the preparation of calendars and other needed daily
reports, and inquiry processing in response to daily individual
questions about the status of specific cases filed in that court.
The information needs of this level are well~defined, structured,
narrow in scopé, and require current, accurate, and detailed
case~by-case data. Detailed, case-specific information flows from
this level upward through the management structure, while the
communication of decision rules and procedures flows down from upper

levels of management, 'to be 1mp1emented and followed by the
employees at  this lower level.

e

(/

4

The next level up——the operatlonal planning and control

level--represents the information requirements and characteristics

* of the decision-making dctivities that-occur within the local court '
to ensure that daily operational activities are carried out
efficiently and effectively. The activities at this:level are
performed by the clerk of court or by de31gnated deputy clerks. ‘The
daily operations that they monitor and control often requlre
immediate decision responses in well-defined, case-specific areas.
The decision$ usually follow pre-established rules and procedures,
and a large proportion of their planning activities is structured or
well—defined.~ The need for current, accurate, detailed, and
case~-specific information is high. The operational planning and
control management level is responSLble to see that the daily case
processing; report proce331ng, and inquiry response activities at ~ °
the transaction processing level are scheduled and completed and
that performanceyreports on these activities are prepared’ fBr
higher=-level management. The volume and flow of detailed case data
from this, level upward is less than the volume of data flowing
upward from the transactlon level; hoﬁéver,<deta11ed case exception
reports, performance reports, and schedules are being prepared for

"use by higher management and for control purposes. -Predetermined

3%
&

/See Davis, op. cit., Chapter 8, pp. 191-229 for further-
*.discussion of the st: structure of an MIS based on the level of
management act:1v1ty performed.
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Fiéure f: Structure of a state court management 1nformat10n system
based on information flow and use between
management  levels =
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Adapted originally from Robert V. Head, “"Management Information
Systems: A Critical Approach," Datamation, May 1967, p. 23.
/Further adapted from Gordom Davis, Management Information
( Systems- Conceptual Foundations, Structure, and Development, p.
222, Figure 8-13. : _ col T

N

‘dec1e10n rules are still prevalent at this level and procedures for
performlng case—related activities remaln quite stable.

The th1rd level-~-the tactzcal planning, decision-making, and
control level--is often referred to as the middle management level.
The decision-making activities that occur here are predomlnantly of
a control and monit