CHAPTER IV

SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

40 INTRODUCTION : |
\Y.

NJ
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The first objective of this study is to e t% ir ents\ﬁ&'r~ users at
Al-Tayba court in Jordan. A questionnaite which

distributed to judges, lawyers and cm\&@ho are

of 1 estions was

‘eg re&‘&éd to the researcher. The returned

!
g‘s, hawyers and 8 court staffs with (66.66%)
N

ires. results are explained below:




4.1

perform the statistical analysis for the collected data as well as to

GENERAL INFORMATION

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) tool version O%J

\Y'

frequency and percentage of the results. Table 7 shows that 9 with Ez%) percent of

the respondents are females and 11 with (55%) percent are ma?..

surve

S

Table 7: Respondents’ Demogr

Demographic Data Frequency N X
Gender \
Male 11 ! 550 E
Female 9 CPw \f ‘q-go \Y
Total 20 100.0
Age \\‘)V NN dﬁ
20-29 4 20.0
30-39 6 30.0
40-49 8 40.0
50 and above 2 10.0
Total N L 28T AN 100.0
Occupation
LJUdgeC)‘ U R S 500
gwyer 17 o & :
taff_ N 8 () 40.0
Total 20 100.0
\ 2ol . " c') -

Fi %‘Shows hat:e es@d
T

ents age ranges from 20-50 and above in the

%) of the respondents are 20-29 years old, 6 (30%) are 30-39 years old

N
0%) are 40-49 years old and 2 (10%) of respondents are above 50.

$.@

sed to

sent the
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Age

10% . 4

20%
W 20-29
m 30-39

m40-49

W 50 and above

\¥
I

Figure 6 shows the respondents’ occupat@is surley di d,d_?@ hree
categories. Two of respondents (10%) are judges, 10%50%)Are’ lawyers {,ﬁa's (40%)
are court staffs (Table 7 and Figure 5). The r:m \'nthis manner according
the requirements of Al-Tayba court ir@which

Séases has a single
judge and sometimes two judges. c \Y A
N T Y S

Occupation

y

30%

Figure 5: Distribution of Responden

3

10%

M Judge

N Lawyer

m Staff

50%

) N
AR
igure 6: Di ribﬁtic&j{ﬂ' Respondents Based on Occupations
A S

\'able 8 shows the analysis for the first question, which illustrate three levels of
r nses. The first response shows that only 2 users (10%) from the total users
reed that the current paper-based system is able to manage and save the huge

numbers of cases courts records.
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While the second response shows the highest level of responses of 18 users
(90%) from the total users with (No) means that they disagreed that the papev!d
system able to manage and save the large number of cases. None of user@e the
third option (Not sure) with zero response. The second response userﬂ;gsers) give
comments on the disadvantages of the paper-based system were b(&; it is a very

slow procedure, consuming more time and with high risk to lo em

Table 8: Q1. Do You Think the Current Paper-Based Sys ii Al)le to, Manage

Table 9 shows the analysis for%econd{ei
levels of responses. The first resgse amws Sers

agreed that register new cas& are

)

N

o
gly imp

and Save the Huge Numbers of the Cas urts F"e ds
@
Answer Frequency Percent ’ c}‘r
Yes 2 10.0 =\
No 18 90.0 b &
Not sure 0 0 Y}’
Total 20 100.0 !\
"4 | 4'&\

(a ch illustrates five
(_:;,5/?%) from the total users

% for lawyers. While the

second response shows hew{t Ievil of nsS%} 13 users (65%) from the total
‘ E [

o‘ix{rpportant for lawyer. None of users

users agreed that the regist ne\/\%

choose the third@ and lhe ifth op

unimportant) tsp vely with

ofrias
O

yérs? ¢

Tab %(a).
KN

')
Register new case online |Frequency| Percent

\ Strongly important 7 35.0
Important 13 65.0

Neutral 0 0

Unimportant 0 0

Strongly unimportant 0 0
Total 20 100.0

2’2}% (Normal, unimportant and strongly

o
m:} the \t Important Online Services Need by the

gister New Case Online”
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Table 10 shows the analysis for the second question (c), which illustrates five
levels of responses. The first response shows that 11 users (55%) from the tot?us
agreed that search online by the case number is strongly important for la \Vhlle
the second response shows the highest level of responses of 9 usersfé@ from the
total users agreed that the search online by the case number is impogtant for lawyer.
None of users choose the third, fourth and the fifth options (NoMmmportant and

strongly unimportant) respectively with zero response. '

Table 10: Q2 (B). What is the Most Important,Online’Services by tiqe.
Lawyers? “Search Online by W Number” ’ c}
%
Ability to Search Online by the Case Frequency Percent
Number
Strongly important 11 55.0
Important 9 45.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total _ 20 - 100.0
<> GE
N N\

Table 11 shows the? S folt e second question (d), which illustrates five
levels of responses. T ons;g ho ‘mat“gusers (65%) from the total users
agreed to FoIIow es walm\are st Iy important for lawyers. While the

second respons o the vivel @esponses of 7 users (35%) from the total
users agreegdsthat the follo p aSGSQI_Iﬁ internet are important for lawyer. None of
users c&hmﬂ' flfth options (Normal, unimportant and strongly
unnﬁ&wt) respectively Wltb\b‘o response.

N
S
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Table 11: Q2 (C). What is the Most Important Online Services Need by the
Lawyers? “Follow-Up Cases via internet”

Table 12 shows the analysis for the third questio
levels of responses. The first response shows that 9 user

agreed to follow up the session date are stron

W

4
second response shows the highest level of reswaof Thwuse

N4

hich illustrates five

5% fW totak-users

portant for |

A\ w 4
Ability to Follow-up Cases via the Internet Frequency Percent
Strongly important 13 65.0
Important 7 35.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0
4

e!. )AL‘Fr?\Ie the

5%) ﬂ‘a?r: the total

: N
users agreed that the follow up the sessio N impgf\tan r jud& None of users

choose the third, fourth and the fifN

unimportant) respectively with ze Q@nse.

ions (Norm

unim@tant and strongly

“« Q-
Table 12: Q3 (a). What is ost | t Omtﬁé Services Need by the
Jud - olloi/

pthe Sessign Date”

Ability to Follow up the Session Frequency Percent
Date
Strongly important 9 45.0
Important 11 55.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0

PIAR
S‘w ol
able’13 shows the anacg@;s- for the third question (b), which illustrates five

I of responses. The first %ponse shows that 13 users (65%) from the total users

Oee to search online by the case number are strongly important for judges. While

second response shows the highest level of responses of 7 users (35%) from the

total users agreed that the search online by the case number is important for judges.
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None of users choose the third, fourth and the fifth options (Normal, unimportant and

strongly unimportant) respectively with zero response. T

Table 13: Q3 (b). What is the Most Important Online Services Ne \e
Judges? “Search Online by Case Number” :

Ability to Search Online by the Case Number Frequency Percent
Strongly important 13 65.0
Important 7 35.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0

N Y.
Table 14 shows the analysis for the third queStion (C)HIIPSK@ENE

levels of responses. The first response shows t sers (602 m t@&al users
th

ys\are s@sl.y important

0 onses of 8 users

@\automatically by the
N

system is important for judge;%of uéers ¢ e t<<,, ird, fourth and the fifth
d s’r unimp@nt) respectively with zero

i

Table 14: Q?}Q% i stm nt Online Services Need by the

(40%) from the total users agreed the clasSsi

options (Normal, unimpo tah

response.

: ssification”
Y e
Cases Classification Frequency Percent

Strongly important 8 40.0

Important 12 60.0

4 Neutral 0 0.0

\ Unimportant 0 0.0

o) Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0

Q Table 15 shows the analysis for the third question (d), which illustrates five

levels of responses. The first response shows that 10 users (50%) from the total users
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agreed to statistical for pending and adjudged cases are strongly important for judges.
While the second response shows the highest level of responses of 10 users?*)
from the total users agreed that statistical for pending and adjudged cases@rtant
for judges. None of users choose the third, fourth and the fifth (Normal,

unimportant and strongly unimportant) respectively with zero respong

Table 15: Q3 (d). What is the Most Important Online iees Need by the
Judges? “Statistical for Pending and AdjL& asei N

Statistical for pending and adjudged cases Frequency Percent

Strongly important 10 50.0

Important 10 50.0

Neutral 0 0.0

Unimportant 0 0.0

Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0

p

Table 16 shows the analysis f\%ﬂth qu
levels of responses. The first respomse shows u ,8&) from the total users
agreed to legal suits strongly @nmded Judg@wyers and court staff.
While the second response sm he,hi el O{X%S,ponses of 11 users (55%)
from the total users agreed gat the Ilgal its @ important needed for judges,
:
00S

g the third, fourth and the fifth options

lawyers and court s{N el ‘useQ

(Normal, unimpoéwndsr ly impo@ respectively with zero response.
!
¢

Table 16:@ (QWhje fBa@Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff Need
A ‘

P eal With? “Legal Suits”

Legal Suits or Civil Case | Frequency Percent
Strongly important 9 45.0
Important 11 55.0

\ Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
0 Strongly unimportant 0 0.0

Total 20 100.0
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Table 17 shows the analysis for the fourth question (b), which illustrates five
levels of responses. The first response shows that 11 users (55%) from the tot?us
agreed to criminal case are strongly important needed for judges, Iawye(s;}court
staff. While the second response shows the highest level of responses ers (45%)
from the total users agreed that the criminal case is important anor judges,
lawyers and court staff. None of users choose the third, fou%;; he fifth options

(Normal, unimportant and strongly unimportant) respectiv i zer? response.

Table 17: Q4 (b). What Type of Data, Records LawyersyJudge
to Deal With? “Crimi;e&ie"

Yo

Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff | Frequency | Percent
Need to Deal With: Criminal Case

Strongly important 11 55.0

Important 9 45.0

Neutral 0 0.0

Unimportant 0 0.0

Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total _ - 20 100.0

>0 S
. &

Table 18 shows the ana fo
levels of responses. The firs sponselsho th
N ? 4
agreed to judicial guarante€ ar 3‘&0{

court staff. WhilMcon 0

=

qu@n (c), which illustrates five

a@ers (45%) from the total users

:
imp@ht needed for judges, lawyers and

shovs@he highest level of responses of 11 users

\ TN O
(45%) from t@)a users agr ﬁlag@Judicial guarantee is important needed for
judges, | v%gnd fo Dr.t}ff. N@of users choose the third, fourth and the fifth

4

mal, unimportan

~

optionst(N

N

e.

\3}? strongly unimportant) respectively with zero
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Table 18: Q4 (c). What Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff Need

to Deal With? ”Judicial Guarantee”

Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Frequency Percent
Staff Need to Deal With: Judicial Guarantee
Strongly important 9 45.0
Important 11 55.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0
4

Table 19 shows the analysis for the fourth questi Chicr illustrates five

levels of responses. The first response shows that7 use 5% fngtal users

agreed to command money are strongly important

court staff. While the second response shows t

(65%) from the total users agreed that th

&

judges, lawyers and court staff. Non usgs choose

T

S and

ed forl judges, ‘a\ﬁge}
onses:gf‘ 13 users

is imp@rl\rt. needed for

options (Normal, unimportant an%ongly u\po% ta A'r\e%pectively with zero

response. 9

S Pl

& <§3
\ A
Table 19: Q4 (d). What DaF}, F?r S
ith? ”Colmm

Gt

oney”

a@\yers, Judges, and Staff Need

Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff | Frequency | Percent
Need to Deal With: Command Money
Strongly important 7 35.0
Important 13 65.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
- Total . 20 100.0
AN &

\r?able 20 shows the analysis for the fourth question (), which illustrates five

O/els of responses. The first response shows that8 users (40%) from the total users

agreed to judicial warning are strongly important needed for judges, lawyers and court

staff. While the second response shows the highest level of responses of 12 users
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(60%) from the total users agreed that the judicial warning is important needed for

judges, lawyers and court staff. None of users choose the third, fourth and tw

options (Normal, unimportant and strongly unimportant) respectivel zero

response. A

Table 20: Q4 (e). What Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, ac Staff Need
to Deal With? ” Judicial Warning”
A -

Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff Need to| Frequency | Percent
Deal With: Judicial Warning

Strongly important 8 40.0

Important 12 60.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0

Total 20 100.0

M - \

Table 21 shows the analysis f@urth question/(f), which illustrates five
levels of responses. The first response shows % rs 53%0 from the total users
agreed to power of attorney are s y ifnport qnee(@or judges, lawyers and
court staff. While the second m e ighes&é\,/el of responses of 10 users

17 he power

N
(50%) from the total L&I’S a%ed that t @orney is important needed for
ourt

%

judges, lawyers andc\ aﬁl‘. ¢ user(?:j?{)ose the third, fourth and the fifth
options (Normai(‘&@por a stron@o unimportant) respectively with zero
N b D O
response. Co b 4 (Jc")
N
Table2l: (M. Wi pe of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff Need
: 0 Deal h? ” Power of Attorney”

&,

(1,

Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff | Frequency Percent
Need to Deal With: Power of Attorney
Strongly important 10 50.0
Important 10 50.0
Neutral 0 0.0
Unimportant 0 0.0
Strongly unimportant 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0
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The classification that was followed in the registration of cases at the
Jordanian courts is the number and date; this appears clear from the answers ofw

lawyers and court staff.

Table 22 shows the analysis for the fifth question, which illustra on levels

of responses. The first response shows that 20 users (100%) all q\,zrs agreed that

the current classification for register a new case is number an While the second
response shows none of users choose the second option L‘n ) with zero
response.

Table 22: Q5. What is the Current Classificatio heme ourt to
Register a New Case? “Number/ mbe

Type of Data, Records Lawyers, Judges, and Staff Need Frequency Percent

to Deal With: Current Classification

Number/Date 20 100.0
National Number 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0

r L
g %
The numbers of case are dedling” at Ag‘i‘éyba court in Jordan has
answered by the courtc aff, lawyers ade ] es a ﬁwn in Table below. Table 23

shows the analysis for the«Sixth t @ullustrates two levels of responses.
The first respon@ th l19 rs (9 from the total users agreed that the
current paper ys m* at }Ay urt is able to accomplish only 2-5 cases
each day e ec nd niﬁhows one of users choose the second option (6-

4

), ( the total sers w@' s believe that the current system is able to conduct

-

Nan 6 cases during the}ay, that means that the current paper-based system is

0 slow to deal with the huge number of cases.
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Table 23: Q6. In General, How Many Cases Have Been Conducted or Run Every
Day? “2 — 5 Cases or 6 — 10 Cases”

Number of Cases Conducted or Run Every Day | Frequency Percent
2-5 cases 19 95.0
6-10 cases 1 5.0
Total 20 100.0
‘

Estimated number of reports of each case is betweeWor two reports

depending on needs, as shown in table 4.18 above. q

Table 24 shows the analysis for the seventh question, Which ill stw IeveIs of
responses. The first response shows that 9 users @%ﬁw the total rs‘ a&Fe}d that
they need single report for each case. While th ers (55%
from the total users) agreed that each casng éﬂ orts, eans are no more

two reports for each cases needed.

Table 24: Q7. How Many ReportsiGen ate e)m Each Case? “Single

R Twd' Rep? 4'{_

o
No. of Reports Generated Frequency Percent
Single 9 45.0
Two report 11 55.0
Total 20 100.0
a4

NS S
Table 25 ‘&the forfusers Qbuild an e-court system, where the table

25 shows tha(ﬁj (1 % fr the teJ&Dusers) are interested in solving the problem

of paper;ba yste c urt%w ich has become more like an aseptic system.
g‘@ gt

wastingitime, effort, damage Qi;:ecords and a lot of other problems that led to the

eed to speed up to develop a new system for courts trendy which make easy

ing with the public and with the large numbers of records and cases. While the

cond response shows no one chose the second option (manual system) represented

with zero percent.
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Table 25: Q8. In Your Opinion, Do You Prefer Electronic System or Manual
System in Dealing With the Court Records? ”Prefer E-Court System or Prefer
Manual System”

Court system preference Frequency Percent \
Yes prefer e-court 20 100.0
No prefer manual 0 0.0
Total 20 100.0

Table 26 shows the analysis for the ninth question, wtq'lml\,s,trate two levels
of responses. The first response shows no users choose th tion (0% from the total

users). However, the second response shows that all usersi20 us SW responses

g
with (No) means that there is no method or tool ca the lawy; aﬁd _'&@es to

monitor and store the records cases in the currnge -ba% . \Y

Table 26: Q9. Are There Any Methods ny, Tools{ThatCan i—@;e Lawyers

and Judges to Monitor and Store the Cases i ur@{l System? “Yes
N b

O

A

Other Court System Methods | Frequency Percent
Yes 0 0
No 20 100.0
Total 20 100.0

ol IS

Table 27 show%\ lysis }#‘g{h q&tion, which illustrate two levels
&

of responses. The’f'gfﬁsponst S at ak&sérs (20 users, 100 %) responses with

(Yes) mean thahw 's agreé}ﬁ{at the current paper-based system must
¢
be enhance %difie : er{ s@t to answer with (Yes) response, so none of
N

them choo 0) res ‘with 2'% response. The first response users (20 users)

giv%ents on why paper@él system should be enhanced for the below reasons:

beXit is a very slow procedure with high level of human errors, consuming more

0 and with high risk of losing the data.



53

Table 27: Q10. Do You Think the Current System Need to Modify or Need to be
Enhanced? “Yes Or No”

Need to Modify or Enhanced The Current Frequency Percent
System
Yes 20 100.0
No 0 0
Total 20 100.0

Table 28 shows the analysis for the eleventh questi mh illustrate two
levels of responses. The first response shows that all users Zs, 1')0 %) responses
with (Yes) means that all the selected users agree tha ele rwt (e -court

system) can help to simplify the court requests pr The seco re&pg_@p (No)

gives zero percentage (zero users) as all user?g; to& h th&st (Yes)
T

response. \, é\

Table 28: Q11.Do You Think the E% Court ( rt m) Can Help to
Simplify the Court Req ces r No”
%)\ 43\

E-Court System Help to Simpllfy the Court Requests | Frequency | Percent
Process
Yes 20 100.0
0 0
Total . 0 100.0
\J A
o7
Table 29 e a alys for the@elfth question, which illustrate three
levels of res f|r pe E)Gbe highest level shows that 13 users (65%
from the d hat .tﬁele -court system be in Arabic language. The
secon ho&s nIy 3 users (15% from the total users) preferred

guage of the e- coO@ystem However, 4 users choose the third response

d that the e-court system language be in bilingual language both Arabic and

ow..sh
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Table 29: Q12. What is Your Language Preference for the E-Court System?
“Arabic, English or Both (Arabic and English)

o~

Language Preference for The E-Court System Frequency Percent
Arabic 13 65.0
English 3 15.0
Both language 4 20.0
Total 20 100.0

42 RESULTS & DISCUSSION

\

Y.

In the section, the researcher analyzed stlonn re dlte.rk‘q?le the
requirements of the users (judges, Iawyers an of courvtyn order to
design and develop a case managemen S : the“‘su ry c& quirements as
follow: @)

i
1. Ability to register the case I| 0 c,}
g
2. The ability to search v er/ ate ses A“/

3. Ability to follo up cases o’llne r'eac
4. Ability to follow- u&ssmn.\ ‘.

Judges lawyers and court staff

5. Abllltyto@c z@/llca financial cases, criminal cases

6. Ab|I|t rs tisti }[5en and adjudged cases
7. I’Il}tl’ por ?t @ or each case
8 pment a“system fRFAI -Tayba court in both Arabic and English

Ianguages

Q‘%quwements of the current system in Al-Tayba court is still working with paper

ed system which is unable to manage a large number of records and cases, in spite
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of their exposure to burn in 2012. Table 30 shows the differences between the current

existing system and the proposed new system (Case Management System). T

Table 30: Differences between the Current Existing Syst es%he

Proposed New System

Current System at Al-Tayba Proposed New System for Al-Tayba
Court Court
The current system used at Al- | The proposed system i$y/an electronic
1 | Tayba court is paper based | system based online.

system. i

The storage process for case | The storage the hew proposed
2 | documents based on traditional | system is isS in rWanner

archiving. based on a ic datab bles

The case documents in the | The data st of cases in the eI nic
current system are not secure | databasé™using security mechani %s*such
and it is exposed to theft and | as ac caﬂcSZBrocess
damage. and M Cess,

In the current system thereisno | T IS ab%h manage a
asestzo rt records.

4 | fixed procedure to manage the @'qs
backlog files. X
There are no standard criteria to e manage systen able to classify
i such as civil, criminal

an ncial cases.

is randomly stored. g
The searching process The searg¢hing Qeéss in the new system
case is based on \% al nth&&se ID.

te

6
searching used regist: ; NN
Determine of the seSsion date he.staff receiving new case, a
for the new ca% @ssmn date and judge are
7 EE
time to be assigned according to electronic judge
cale
Lawyer n to "attend at T ~<c-ase management system enables
courthou aII I rs who have accounts to register new
8 | new c m stdl ’t e e online and attached the required
requi 0 ments. Q ocuments without the need to attend at
) w~| courthouse.
T decm'l |ssueﬂ:'m The proposed system enables judges and
itten (see pen |>&I'§f staff to issue decisions and reports in
N printed soft copy.

o
2
N
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43 CHAPTER SUMMARY

<

Through this chapter, the researcher found significant differences \Qn the
tradition system and the electronic system regarding to the security ievement
as it is explained in the table above. Implementing electronic computing to achieve
more security, more information, reduce errors and incre smiency. As was
explained through the introduction of this study, the objecti E'this study were to
identify the requirements for case management s ap Iiwevelop a

Yy
prototype system for court cases. As well as evaluatien of the p tip@ user

acceptance, the application is implementi u% et @'ronment.

A\Y'

4



