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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 

The sea is at its best at London, near midnight, when you are sitting before a glowing 
fire. --H. M. TOMLINSON 

I.A. The Challenge of a Perilous Voyage 
Venturing out upon the ocean for an extended 

voyage into unfamiliar waters was the ultimate 
challenge for mariners of old. With only sketchy 
or non-existent charts to guide them, often with 
poorly built and poorly equipped sailing ships, and 
usually with crews of questionable abilities and 
loyalties, captains had to be both fearless and 
highly motivated to leave home port for a destina-

tion that was largely unknown. Even if they did 
not worry about sea monsters, they were aware of 
the very real dangers that had already destroyed 
many good ships and crews. Violent storms, un­
seen rocks and shoals, failure of gear or structural 
components, mutiny, and simply running out of 
provisions before making landfall could easily spell 
disaster to the most able and well-prepared ship's 
master. 



2 The Challenging Voyage to Statewide Court Automation 

There is a strong analogy between a sea voy­
age of centuries ago and a statewide court auto­
mation project of today. While the direct hazard 
to human life is not the concern, the difficulties 
and potential problems that confront a statewide 
automation endeavor are so great that there is a 
very real possibility of a failure, with serious po­
litical and economic repercussions. Furthermore, 
just as a captain who survived the sinking of his 
vessel or the utter failure to accomplish his mission 
might never be entrusted with command of an­
other voyage, a state court administrator or judi­
cial information systems director whose statewide 
automation project ends in disaster may face a 
gloomy future in that career. 

With all the knowledge about conducting 
automation projects that has been amassed in the 
last three decades of increasingly prevalent experi­
ence with computers, is a statewide automation 
project failure really that possible? Consider the 
following examples of repeated or protracted at­
tempts to succeed. Even where one level of court 
or processing of one Inajor type of case has been 
successfully automated, some states have not been 
able to accomplish automation of the next tier of 
courts or the remainder of the case types--at least 
not without many years of additional effort and 
expenses. 

One Southwestern state IS 

launching its fourth attempt to 
implement statewide trial court 
automation in the wake of pre­
vious aborted efforts. Will sheer 

perseverance payoff this time, or will key issues 
once again be overlooked? Ironically, a commer­
cial software development firm that resides in that 
state and originally designed its system for use in 
that state has since modified its software for an­
other state, where it was quite successfully imple­
mented. 

Another state in the Western half 
of the nation is in the midst of Its 
fourth attempt to achieve state­
wide automation. This time it is 

seeking to streamline the process by transferring 
and adapting a system developed by another state. 
Are the leaders focusing sufficiently on all of the 
critical issues of managing the process, or are they 
blinded by the>. security of a design proven in an­
other state? 

An Eastern state that success­
fully automated its limited juris­
diction courts on a statewide 
basis several years ago has been 

unable to bring statewide automation to its more 
independent general jurisdiction courts, several of 
which have stand-alone, locally-developed sys­
tems. Despite careful planning and emphasis on a 
thorough analysis, a combination of political, eco­
nomic, and business factors has blocked a long­
running effort to arrive at a complete statewide 
solution. 

A Western state that was an 
early pioneer in statewide 
automation successfully im­
plemented its first generation 
statewide system for the gen­
eral jurisdiction courts, with 
considerable effort and ex­
pense. Its subsequent attempt 

to automate the limited jurisdiction courts using a 
new technological approach, however, was finally 
abandoned after a painful struggle to overcome 
setbacks. It has since been engaged in a massive 
re-engineering effort to implement a successful 
second-generation system for the limited jurisdic­
tion courts--one that addresses the deficiencies of 
the first system while it incorporates recent ad­
vances in technology. 



A state in the Southeast suc­
cessfully developed and imple­
mented a statewide criminal 
system years ago (after recov­
ering from an aborted prelimi­
nary attempt) and now has that 
system deployed in 100% of 
the courts. Despite the success 

with criminal case processing, however, it has yet 
to implement a civil case processing system. Al­
though the delay does 
not constitute a failure 
(and a civil system is in­
deed well under devel­
opment), why does it 
take so long to replace 
the remaining manual 
system in a state that has 
built up an impressive 
technical staff and has demonstrated expertise in 
statewide projects? 

Two states in the Northeast 
have been pursuing statewide 
automation for a number of 
years. Each has invested con­
siderable personnel time and 
energy and millions of donars 
in the process, which has in­
cluded the substantial involve­

ment of outside consulting services where needed. 
Although both states have shown great progress in 
recent years and seem well on their way toward a 
successful conclusion to this process, the final 
chapters have not been written. Moreover, to 
whatever extent their goals ultimately will be real­
ized, their accomplishments will have come only 
after a long history of setbacks, delays, reversals, 
and abandoned approaches. 

There is indisputable evidence that achieving 
statewide trial court automation historically has 
meant a long and difficult process for most states 
that have attempted it. Yet many states have suc­
ceeded in developing and implementing very ef-
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fective statewide systems. What made the differ­
ence between those attempts that failed and those 
that succeeded? Why did some projects leave a 
torturous trail of switchbacks and abandoned for­
ays, as one iUlpasse after another was encountered 
and had to be sidestepped, while other projects 
seemed to proceed with minimal wasted time and 
effort? Was it ali a matter of luck--just the pres­
ence or absence of a favorable set of circum­
stances in which things fell into place? Did some 

projects succeed simply 
because the right people 
were available, along 
with the right political 
and economic climate, at 
a time during which no 
serious problems hap­
pened to emerge? 
(Indeed, there seems to 

be an element of luck involved!) What is the se­
cret of success in this tremendous undertaking? 

I.B. Project Purpose and Description 
The National Center for State Courts, with 

funding provided by the State Justice Institute, set 
out to study the efforts of the state court systems 
to automate their trial courts on a statewide basis. 
Rather than focusing on technology issues, this 
study was designed to explore the issues involved 
in managing the process of statewide automation. 
Over the years management issues have proven to 
be far more germane to the success of the effort 
than has technology (even though technical deci­
sions are a part of the process that must be man­
aged, and technical decisions may affect the ap­
proach that is taken to subsequent components of 
the overall process). In addition to documenting 
the major management issues, the main objectives 
of the study were to identify the problems and 
pitfalls that are common to statewide auh)mation 
efforts and to discover the ingredients necessary to 
formulate successful strategies for achieving 
statewide automation. 

For purposes of this project, statewide court 
automation is defmed in the somewhat restricted 
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sense highlighted below. Project staff conducted 
all research, including surveys and interviews, in 
the context of this defmition. Correspondingly, all 
figures, statistical data, profiles of states, and 
analysis of issues presented in this report reflect 
this interpretation. 

Definitive Characteristics ofStatevvide 
Court Automation Projects and Systems 

o Planningr development, opera,tion/and.· ..•. 
.. major funding are . theresponsibilityoffhe 

•. statejuQicial organization. whe.ttlerSY$-d 
terns are.actuallydevelopedbystate",.i. 
.Ieveltechnicalstaffor software vendors, . 

f) The project results in uniform.(blltnot 
necessarily identical) softw~re.appnca". 
tions implemented in multiplecQurts •.....••. 
whether operated In a centraUzedorde-
centralized environment ..... 

eTMa project involves caseprOCe$SiDtr> 
systems for. ma.lorcasetypes,prtrviding •• · ••• 
comprehensive operationaLsupporlto the 
trial courts, ratherthanappeUatecqurt .... 
systems,admigistrativesystems,.orappn .. 
cations servingonly a narrowpartqfthe 
judicial process (e.g. t chUdsupportpay'< 
ment processing, statistics, fina.ncial OP'" . 
erations, or jury management).. ... . ....•...•.••......... 

I.B.I. Scope and Focus 
Because it was necessary to limit the scope of 

this project to manageable proportions, the re­
search and this resulting monograph intentionally 
avoid duplicating previous ~reatments of court 
automation and technology topics. For example, 
this report is not a discussion of planning method­
ology. Furthermore, it does not tackle the issue of 
"why have court automation." It assumes the 
reader is well aware of the advantages (nay, the 
necessity) of court automation in general. L11 fact, 
this report does not even address the premise that 
statewide court automation is a desirable thing, 
except as part of the strategy for selling the con­
cept of a statewide approach. 

Similarly, this report does not try to cover the 
issues that are common to all court automation 
projects. Although there is certainly some overlap, 
the study focused on the issues that are unique to 
statewide automation, or at least the aspects of 
common issues (e.g., training court staffs to use 
the new automated system) that are unique or es-

o pecially important to statewide projects. For an 
in-depth treatment of the general issues involved in 
all court automation projects, the reader is invited 
to examine another National Center publication; 
Planning, Acquiring, and Implementing Court 
Automation (National Center for State Courts, 
1993). That monograph, which was also funded 
by the State Justice Institute, offers valuable guid­
ance to any court manager pursuing automation, 
whether at the local, district, or state level. 

I.B.2. Methodology 
This project was conducted using a combina­

tion of surveys, literary research, site visits, and 
both fonnal and informal interviews. In the for­
mative stages of the study, National Center staff 
began exploring available reports, articles, and 
other sources of mfonnation about statewide 
automation projects. They then developed a de­
tailed survey instrument to collect infOlmation on 
the status of statewide automation in each of the 
SO state::) and insights into the experience of those 
states that had pursued a statewide court automa­
tion project. Rather than quantifiable results, the 
preliminary survey was designed to gain an under­
standing of what issues were problematic for dif­
ferent states and how different states characterized 
their approach to statewide automation. Because 
many of the questions were interrelated and many 
of the responses had to be interpreted in light of 
the characteristics of a particular state's judicial 
system, the survey results were reviewed indi­
vidually, rather than in the aggregate. 

On the basis of , the literary search, survey, fol­
low-up telephone interviews, and personal knowl­
edge of National Center staff, and with the help of 
the advisory committee, four states were selected 
for a more in-depth, on-site review of their state-
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wide projects: Idaho, Minnesota, North Carolina, 
and Oregon. The selection of sites was rlesigned 
to obtain the best Cf;)SS-section of the natwnal ex­
perience possible with limited sites. National 
Center staff spent approximately a week in each 
state, examining documentation and interviewing 
numerous court personnel at all levels, bl')~h at the 
state capital and in several trial courts around the 
state. With the assistance of the judicial informa­
tion systems director in each state, key people with 
long-term or substantial involvement in the state­
wide project were identified for interviewing, in 
order to recreate as much as possible of the 
"corporate memory" of the experience. 

Persons interviewed at the state level included: 
• chief justices or other designated supreme 

court justices 
• state court administrators 
• deputy administrators 
• judicial information system (nS) directors 

and deputies 
• training managers and staff 
• analysts 
• technical support personnel. 

At the trial court level, National Center staff spoke 
with 

• judges 
• court administrators at local and district 

levels 
• clerks of court 
• supervisors 
• technical staff 
• end users. 

Many of these individuals served on the original 
statewide committees and task forces. 

Near the end of the project, staff conducted a 
follow-up survey by telephone with the ns direc­
tor or other appropriate individual. in each state. 
The purpose of this abbreviated survey was to 
collect specific, current information about the 
status of statewide automation and other aspects 
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of existing projects. Profiles for each state result­
ing from the final survey are found in Appendix A. 

In addition to formal interviews and surveys, 
National Center staff gleaned much helpful infor­
mation about statewide projects through informal 
discussions with court personnel at numerous 
conferences, meetings, and other events around 
the country. Similarly, in the course of other ac­
tivities conducted at the same time this project was 
under way, staff had many opportunities to gain 
additional insights into statewide automation proj­
ects through telephone conversations with court 
managers, technical staff, and court technology 
vendors. 

Throughout the project, National Center staff 
have sought to avoid bringing embarrassment or 
criticism to any state, court, office, or individual. 
All persons interviewed were encouraged to be as 
candid and fully disclosing as possible, with the 
understanding that the project staff would use dis­
cretion in publishing the fmdings. Accordingly, 
this monograph contains the essence of many of 
the events, decisions, political. settings, and anec­
dotes -- both good and bad -.. related by those per­
sons interviewed, without specific references to 
persons, places. or other identifying characteris­
tics. 

I.C. Organization of this Report 
The remaining chapters of 1:...1).is report discuss 

the fmdings, insights, and conclusions gained from 
the National Center's research into managing the 
process of statewide court automation. Chapter 
Two portr&)ls a snapshot of the general status and 
characteristics of statewide automation around the 
country. Chapter Three explores the question of 
why it is so difficult to achieve statewide court 
automation, summarizing the problems most 
commonly encountered and the causes for many 
failures. 

Chapter Four presents an overview of the ma­
jor issues that have been found to be fundamental 
to most statewide automation projects. It is these 
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issues that must be addressed with care if a state is 
going to be successful in its endeavor. The re­
maining chapters are devoted to discussing each 
issue in more detail, providing advice and guidance 
based on the collective experience of all the indi-

viduals who contributed to this study. Readers 
wishing to review only a summary of the issues in­
volved in managing the process of automating a 
state's trial courts should read Chapter Four. 



CHAPTER TWO 
National Profile of Statewide Court Automation 

"Profiles of Courage" or "Silhouettes in the Dark"? 

II.A. Overview 
Although the main thrust of this project was to 

study the major issues involved in the process of 
statewide court automation, it is both interesting 
and informative to develop some type of profile of 
the collective statewide projects. Like trying to hit 
the proverbial moving target, however, attempting 
to describe the status of statewide automation ef­
forts across the country is a dynamic exercise. At 
this writing, several states are pursuing their 
statewide projects at a furious pace, and the num­
ber of courts automated changes almost weekly. 

Furthermore, it is nearly impossible to compare 
statewide projects or to develop a meaningful 
composite of such projects, because each is unique 
in multiple ways. In one state, for example, auto­
mation may have been phased in over more than a 
decade. Perhaps the initial efforts involved only 

the general jurisdiction courts, and were further 
limited to implementing a statewide civil case 
processing system on a central mainframe com­
puter. Then perhaps after most of the general ju­
risdiction courts were automated, the system was 
modified for minor civil or small claims cases in 
courts of limited jurisdictions. By the time work 
began on a criminal case processing system, per­
haps entirely new technology was available, such 
as a system development tool using a fourth­
generation language and running on a PC local­
area network. 

In another state that started its project much 
later, there may have been a suitable commercially­
developed case processing package available that 
was installed as a complete system, capable of 
handling all types of cases and including integrated 
financial accounting functions. Particularly if that 
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state had a unified court system, implementation 
may have proceeded around the state at a very 
rapid pace. 

Funding may also vary considerably from state 
to state. Some states, for instance, have a separate 
budget for court automation and are able to track 
expenses quite accurately. Others do not break 
out the cost of developing and maintaining the 
system from the overall personnel and operating 
costs of the judiciary. Some states fund their proj­
ect entirely out of legislative appropriations, while 
others use a combination of appropriations and 
fee-based funding. 

Finally, because automation projects generally 
span many years, personnel turnover frequently 
makes it nearly impossible to retrieve detailed facts 
about dates, costs, system origins, and other as­
pects of the project over time. Fortunately for 
purposes of this study, the "corporate memory" is 
much more adept at piecing together the general 
history of the project with respect to the major 
events that transpired and the important issues that 
were involved in the process. 

Despite the limitations discussed above, the 
project staff has compiled infonnation from a 
combination of sources to try to develop a brief 
profile for each state showing some of its demo­
graphic characteristics and a snapshot of its auto­
mation efforts. illfonnation about the systems and 
projects was obtained largely from telephone in­
terviews conducted with technical directors or 
other individuals at the state administrative office 
of the courts AOC. Although each state has been 
given opportunity to verify the accuracy of the in­
fonnation recorded on the profile sheets, there is 
considerable room for errors stemming from mis­
communication, misinterpretation of the questions 
asked or answers given, or inconsistencies among 
the state judicial systems. Moreover, much of the 
data is subjective in nature. The individual profile 
sheets for each state can be found in Appendix A. 

From the individual profiles, several aggregate 
charts and graphs have been developed to help 
present a snapshot of the national status of state 

wide automation efforts as of this writing. These 
figures appear below, in the remainder of Chapter 
Two. The reader is again cautioned not to regard 
the figures as precise or accurate. 

II.B. Aggregate Statewide Court Autom 

mation Charts 

II.B.1. Extent of Statewide Trial Court Auto­
mation 

Figures 2-1 and 2-2 below depict the extent to 
which each state has achieved automation of its 
trial courts on a statewide basis. ill these figures 
states fall into one of three categories: 

• None or under development: These are 
the states that have not yet implemented a 
statewide system in production mode in 
any of the trial courts. They may be plan­
ning for automation, actively developing a 
system, or even piloting a system. 

• Partial implementation: This category 
includes a wide range of states in which a 
statewide automated system providing case 
processing functions for at least one major 
case type has been developed and imple­
mented in at least some of the trial courts. 

• Full or very extensive automation: This 
category is reserved for those states in 
which statewide case processing systems 
supporting all major case types (civil, 
criminal, and traffic) have been imple­
mented in at least 80% of the courts 
(including both general jurisdiction and the 
main tier of limited jurisdiction courts, if 
applicable), or in which the statewide sys­
tem processes at least 80% of the total 
caseload in the state. 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the distribution of states 
across the three categories. Readers may refer to 
the state profiles in Appendix A to find more de­
tailed information on the status of automation in a 
given state. Figure 2-2 shows the percentage of 
states in each category. 
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Figure 2-1 c Status of Statewide Court Automation 

Full or Extensive Implementation 

l:i:i:i::::ii::i::1 Partial Implementation 

D No Implementation 
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Figure 2-2: Status of Statewide 
System Implementation Across 

States 
Complete or Very 
Extensive 

States with Partial 
Implementation 

ll.B.2. Generation of Systems 

States with No 

Several states that have implemented statewide 
systems have subsequently replaced those systems 
with a new or significantly revised system, either 
to take advantage of newer technology or to im­
plement a more effective design to meet the needs 
of the courts. In some cases, multiple generations 
of the systems have been developed over time. 
Figure 2-3 shows the rough breakdown of the 
generation of the latest system implemented or un­
der development, as reported by the states with 
statewide systems. The figures may be somewhat 
misleading because of the way diffel'ent technical 
managers interpret system revisions. For example, 
some managers approach upgrades and revisions 
as a constant, incremental process. Even though 
their ten-year old system may be radically different 
today than it was seven or eight years ago, the 
change has been one of evolution, rather than re­
placement. On the other hand, some systems are 
more easily rewritten than revised, once the num­
ber or complexity of modifications reaches a cer­
tainlevel. 

Despite the imprecision of defining genera­
tions, the chart illustrates that statewide systems 
are not static and permanent. They require con­
stant revision and inlprovement to continue serv­
ing the courts effectively. 

FiS~Jre 2-3: Generation of 
Predoldnant Statewide System 

Third or Later 

ll.B.3. Funding Sources 
Figure 2-4 below shows the breakdown of 

sources of funding for statewide automation 
among the states that have statewide automation. 
Categories are defmed by whether funding comes 
predominantly from general fund appropriations, 
fees or other non-appropriated sources, or a com­
bination. 

Figure 2-4: Primary Source of 
Funding for Statewide Automation 

General Fund Appropriations 

D.B.4. Age of Statewide Automation Projects 
Figure 2-5 is a chart showing, for each state 

that supplied this information, the approximate 
number of years (as of 1994) that the judiciary has 
had a statewide automation project. Calculations 
are based upon the year that the original statewide 
automation project began. 
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Figure 2-5: Age of Statewide Court 
Autorratlon Projects 
(in Years as of 1994) 

5 10 15 20 

n.B.S. Technical Characteristics 
Based on the states in which the automation 

project has progressed to the point of producing a 
system, figures 2-6 through 2-8 indicate some of 
the technical aspects of the systems that have been 
implemented or are under development. 

Figure 2-6 shows a breakdown by whether the 
statewide system was developed in-house, was 
based on procurement of a commercial package, 
or was custom developed by an outside software 
contractor. 

Figure 2-6: Statewide System 
Origins 

Custom Developed 
under Contract 

Commercial Package 

In-House Development 

Figure 2-7 shows the breakdown of system ar­
chitectures between centralized and non­
centralized (i.e., distributed or local stand-alone 
processors) systems. 

Figure 2-7: Predominant System 
Architecture across States 

Centralized 

Figure 2-8 indicates the distribution of soft­
ware environments used predominantly for each 
state's system. Software environments are classi­
fied as to whether they are based mainly on 
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COBOL, on another third-generation language, or 
on a fourth-generation or advanced language. 

Figure 2-8: Predominant Software 
Environment across States 

4th·GeneraUon 

other Ol..,··..,."''' .... ,lIon 
Language 

n.B.6. Technical Staff Size 
Figure 2-9 on the following page is a chart 

showing, for each state for which the information 
was available, the approximate number of staff in 
the Judicial Information Systems Department (or 
equivalent) and the total number of personnel in 
the AOe. The numbers are based on full-time 
equivalent (PTE) positions. The breakdown of 
staff is highly subject to interpretation, and readers 
should regard this data as imprecise. 

n.B. 7. Electronic Public Access Systems 
Figure 2-10 indicates which states have imple­

mented an electronic public access system on a 
statewide basis. Tllese systems provide non-court 
users dial-up access to the statewide court system. 

Figure 2-10: Statewide Electronic 
Public Access Systems 

Oregon 

Utah 
Virginia 

Date 
lemented 

1993 
1990 
1991 
1991 
Pilot 
Pilot 

1993 
1992 

Number User 
of Users Fees? 

124 Yes 
135 Yes 

250 Yes 

300 Yes 

Yes 

Unknown Yes 

60 Yes 

500 No 
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Figure 2-9: Number of JIS and Total AOe Staff 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Why Is Achieving Statewide Court Automation so Difficult? 

UtA. Complicating Factors that 
Distinguish Statewide Automation 
Why is it so extremely difficult for a state to 

implement a uniform automated case processing 
and management information system among its 
trial courts? What sets this task apart from devel­
oping and implementing such a system in a single, 
local trial court--a formidable task itself? There 
are a number of complicating factors inherent in 
undertaking court automation on a statewide scale 
that are not present or are not significant in a local 
project. Although there are many possible ways to 
categorize these distinguishing characteristics, it 

_":':':'i':')~: 

may help to understand their negative impact if we 
group them as below. 

llI.A.l. Competing Priorities 
When a state attempts to automate its trial 

courts, there are immediately two sets of priorities 
or interests that must be accommodated: ~ those at 
the state level and those at the local level. Obvi­
ously, there is considerable overlap in the goals 
and needs of both groups. (Otherwise statewide 
court automation might never have become a real­
ity!) The differences, however, are significant and 
can be problematic. 
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State-Level Priorities 
• Comprehensive, accurate, uniform, and 

timely statistical data 
• Statewide criminal history information 
• Uniformity of software around the st?~e 
• Low-cost development and implementation 
• Minimized hardware and software mainte­

nance costs 

Local Court Priorities 
• Operational features and functions opti­

mized for completeness and ease of use 
• High system performance for data entry 

and inquiry 
• Customized forms and other operational 

outputs 
o Preservation of local criminal justice in­

formation system (CnS) functions and in­
terfaces 

• Technical staff responsiveness to problems 
and needed enhancements 

llI.A.2. Size, Complexity, and Long-Term 
Nature of Project 
The sheer size and complexity of a statewide 

automation project far outstrips that of any local 
automation effort. The implications of the differ­
ence in magnitude are considerable and far-

reaching. While there deftnitely are economies of 
scale resulting from a single, combined effort in­
stead of 50 or 100 individual efforts (e.g., one 
software development effort, one training pro­
gram, one set of documentation, one acquisition 
effort for hardware and software), the individual 
tasks to be accomplished within that effort are 
usually considerably more complex and require 
more time. Furthermore, many of those tasks 
must be repeated for each court in the state, in­
volving multiples of time, expenses, and staff ef­
fort, even though the efficiency with which they 
are performed increases with the repetition. 

Listed below are some of the negative implica­
tions of the magnitude of statewide automation 
projects. 

~ Personnel problems related to long­
running, concentrated effort may arise: 

• Turnover in leadership can break 
continuity 

• Turnover in key staff can cause 
delays and loss of momentum 

• Committee members from trial 
courts may be recalled 

• The most dedicated staff and 
committee members may experi­
ence burnout 

~ Local courts may become impatient with 
perceived lack of progress 

~ Long-term funding may be in jeopardy if 
economy undergoes downturn 

~ Technology advances may make system 
design obsolete before implementation can 
occur (of course, such advances may also 
facilitate faster development, increased 
performance, enhanced capabilities, and 
cost savings) 

While the magnitude of a statewide project 
generates complexity itself, adciitional complica­
tions result from a project involving multiple 
courts. The following are obvious examples. 

~ Complexity of developing satisfactory 
uniform solution for all courts 
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~ Increased complexity of statewide system 
communications 

~ Difficulty of providing training and on­
going support for remote users 

llI.A.3. Political and Emotional Eactors 
In addition to the problem of conflicting pri­

orities, any project involving the relationship be­
tween the state judiciary and the local court com­
munities will have to navigate the turbulent waters 
of organizational politics, vested interests, staff 
morale, and other emotionally-charged issues. 
Without a doubt, most local automation projects 
encounter many political and emotional issues as 
well, and there is often an inter-organizational 
cross-current involved. But automation of the lo­
cal court by the state introduces another dimension 
and a whole new set of such factors into the proc­
ess: 

~ Traditional local autonomy of politically pow­
erful clerks and strong administrative judges, 
which may have established "fiefdoms" resis­
tant to manifestations of central authority 

~ Judicial resistance to performance monitoring 
and cross-court comparisons 

~ Resentment of local clerks to increased state 
scrutiny of financial accounting 

~ Perceived operational differences and unique 
nature of local court 

~ Existing investment in local systems, whether 
established or under development (i.e., finan­
cial investment, history of effort, pride of ac­
complishment, etc.) 

~ Fear of being stuck with an imperfect system 
and no local control 

~ Resistance to allocating local personnel's 
scarce time to serve on statewide committees 
and task forces 

~ Mistrust caused by any previously-
demonstrated insensitivity of state to local 
concerns, whether or not courts and judiciary 
were involved 

~ Animosity between trial courts and present or 
former state court administrator or chief justice 

~ Lack of confidence in judicial information sys­
tems staff because of previous statewide auto­
mation effort that failed 

III.B. Leading Causes of Failures in 
Statewide Automation Projects 
Many local court automation projects have 

been less than successful, or they have been ac­
complished satisfactorily only after numerous set­
backs and reversals have been overcome, often at 
considerable additional expense and after much 
more time than originally plrumed. When the 
magnitude of the difference between a local proj­
ect and a statewide project is understood, it is 
certainly not surprising that there have been nu­
merous failures in statewide automation projects. 
Some states learned valuable lessons from their 
failures and went on to achieve successful state­
wide automation. Other states are still engaged in 
the struggle, perhaps avoiding the mistakes of 
previous attempts but encountering new obstacles 
for which they were not prepared. One of the 
goals of the National Center's research was to 
identify the common errors and omissions that can 
damage statewide automation efforts and even 
cause them to be abandoned as a total failure. 

Summ~zed in the remainder of this section 
are the leading causes of failures in statewide 
automation projects. In this contex.t a failure does 
not necessarily mean that the entire project col­
lapsed and no system was implemented. Many 
projects have been dealt a staggering blow, but 
have been salvaged and re-directed toward ulti­
mate completion (perhaps with somewhat reduced 
goals), The causes for such setbacks are also im­
portant to understand, both because what damages 
one project may sink another and because it is de­
sirable to develop a strategy that avoids all known 
pitfalls. Every state will blaze a unique trail to a 
certain extent, because its combinations of cir·· 
cumstrulces and characteristics (e.g., demograph­
ics, court structure, economic climate, and judicial 
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leadership) are unique. It is far preferable, how­
ever, for states pursuing statewide automation at 
least to know what mistakes other trailblazers have 
made, rather than to develop their own costly 
hindsight through stumbling over the same obsta­
cles. 

nI.B.l. Errors with Catastrophic 
Consequences 
When the collective experiences of the states 

are examined to detelmine what went wrong in 
some projects and how those problems were 
avoided in other projects, it becomes apparent that 
certain issues are so fundamental and pervasive 
that failing to address them adequately sets up .a 
chain of consequences that usually dooms a proJ­
ect to failure. It may seem harsh to apply the term 
"error" to a situation in which project leaders did 
not overlook anything, but simply did not go far 
enough in one aspect of the process. Yet if cor­
rective action is not taken to reinforce the inade­
quate component, the process will not deliver the 
desired result. 

In building a ship, the keel that fOlms the 
"backbone" of the ship must be laid carefully, so 
that each section not only is present, but is suffi­
ciently robust, aligned, and connected to ensure a 
solid foundation for the rest of the ship. Failing to 
address wholeheartedly the design and construc­
tion of any section of the keel will result in a ship 
that cannot withstand the rigors of the elements 
and the service to which it is introduced, no matter 
how carefully and strongly the rest of its compo­
nents are constructed. 

In planning and conducting statewide court 
automation projects, errors of omission or partial 
omission of the type listed below result in a flawed 
and weakened "keel" upon which the entire project 
depends. Unfortunately, such fundamen~ errors 
in judgment or execution usually are Dot dlagno~ed 
until much later in the process when the negatIve 
ramifications begin to emerge. By the time the 
underlying cause for the current problems is iden­
tified, it is usually too late to address it without es­
sentially halting the process and starting over. 

"But Dear, shouldn't you take along more than 
one change of uniform, just in case the world 
turns out to be a little larger than you think?" 

Nearly everyone acknowledges that automat­
ing the trial courts on a statewide basis is a long 
and complex process, requiring a substantial 
commitment of money, personnel, and effort. It is 
difficult, however, to grasp the enormity of the 
project, the degree to which, it can c?nsume tin:e, 
energy, and budgets. In theIr enthusiasm and sm­
cere desire to get a statewide project under way, 
project leaders can underestimate or downplay its 
impact on judicial branch resources, the long-term 
commitment of funding that it will entail, and the 
length of time that will be required between initial 
planning and full deployment of the system around 
the state. 

Failing to recognize, acknowledge, and 
commit to the scope and duration of a statewide 
automation project generates such a fundamental 
and deep-rooted flaw in the process that it is often 
the real reason behind other failures or mistakes 
that can be identified (e.g., developing an unsatis­
factory design, purchasing inadequate hardware, 
and failing to train users sufficiently). If the de­
gree of underestimation is great, the project ulti­
mately may be scrapped. If the state decides to 

--------------------------------~~-



Chapter Three - Why Is Achieving Statewide Court Automation so Difficult? 19 

keep it alive through an infusion of additional 
funding that pennits backtracking and corrective 
action, the ironical result of this flaw will be, at 
best, a system that has taken much longer to pro­
duce and costs much more than one produced by a 
process more realistically estimated in the flrst 
place. 

Even when the dimensions of the overall proj­
ect are recognized, often one or more steps or 
components of the process are underestimated. 
The seriousness of the resulting negative effect 
varies, depending upon the nature of the project 
component and the severity of the underestima­
tion. For example, allocating insufficient time for 
a statewide requirements analysis may result in a 
flawed design that takes years to correct (if indeed 
it can be salvaged). On the other hand, underesti­
mating the amount of time required to install the 
hardware in each site may simply stretch out the 
implementation period--an unhappy and possibly 
costly effect, but not one that diminishes the ulti­
mate success of the statewide system. 

Other catastrophic mistakes or failings are de­
scribed more concisely below. The issues they re­
flect will be discussed in later chapters. 

If project leaders cannot convince both the 
funding body and the local courts that statewide 
automation is a desirable and attainable goal, the 
project will never move beyond the planning 
stages. Moreover, failing to maintain sufflcient 
commitment to tlle concept to build momentum 
means the project will be allowed to wither and die 
the first time it encounters signiflcant problems. 
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Statewide projects require significant funding, 
owing to their scope and complexity. Starting a 
project with inadequate funding usually means 
slow progress at best (and lack of visible progress 
may, in turn, jeopardize future funding). Often it 
means that project leaders attempt to abbreviate 
essential steps or sacrifice the quality and effec­
tiveness of certain components of the statewide 
system, especially if they succumbed to the temp­
tation of overstating the anticipated results in or­
der to secure any funding at all. 

Even if the initial funding is adequate to launch 
a project, project leaders unable to obtain a steady 
flnw of funds throughout the subsequent phases 
will see their project begin to fall apart. 

"Our advice, hell! He won't even say where 
we're going! 'Trust me, you're gonna love it,' he 

No statewide project has succeeded without 
the heavy involvement of the potential users of the 
system. Neglecting to obtain the input of court 
personnel dooms the project to failure for two rea­
sons: 1) the system will be designed or specified 
in a vacuum, removed from the realities of the en­
vironment in which it ultimately must function; and 
2) the project and resulting system (if there is one) 
will not be "owned" by the court users and will 
encounter damaging hostility. 
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Effective steering committees, detail-level 
committees, and other working groups fonn the 
pillars of support for a statewide automation proj­
ect. If members are not carefully selected on the 
basis of criteria that encompass knowledge, ability, 
and attitude, the committee cannot contribute the 
necessary guidance and expertise to the project. 
Failing to provide adequate statewide representa­
tion can result in a skewed view of the planned 
system that will not provide a. satisfactory solution. 
Finally, regardless of the quality of its membership, 
committees without skilled and effective leadership 
will thrash about in chaos when faced with the 
complexity of a statewide automation project. 

llI.B.2. Other Damaging Mistakes and 
Problems 
Each of the following set of pitfalls may sig­

nificantly damage a statewide automation project, 
but its effect alone would not usually be fatal. 
Many states have stumbled over one or 

more of these problems, but have managed to 
overcome the setback eventually. Combinations of 
such failings. however, can erode the credibility of 
a project and destroy all chance for success. 
Moreover, leaders of projects that are already on 
shaky ground cannot afford to overlook even one 
of these potential traps. 

"Keyboard?? After we spent 7 million dollars, 
you mean I can't just say the case number?" 

One of the most challenging 
aspects of a long-tenn, statewide 
project is keeping all players in 
touch with reality. Because it is 
such a complex project involving 
so many people, misunderstand­
ings and unreasonable expecta­
tions are very likely to occur. If 
project leaders initially oversold the benefits and 
underplayed the difficulties in an attempt to gain 
support for the project, user expectations will be 
even more of a problem. 
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"Just a minute, folks ... 1 think I've got it figured 
out!...No, that's not it either .... " 

Inadequate training on the proper operation of 
the statewide system can undermine the confidence 
of both the court users and the general public. If 
the initial and ongoing tramillg is not sufficient, 
moreover, even though users may be able to get 
the system to do what they want done, they may 
illadvertently follow improper procedures that in­
terfere with the accuracy of case tracking and re­
portillg capabilities. 

Once the system begills to be implemented, 
pent-up demand and political pressures from local 
courts may tend to drive the implementation pace 
excessively. When implementation teams, trainers, 
and court staff are not given adequate time to pre­
pare for and conduct the implementation process 

software, and procedures mUltiply and morale 
suffers. 

/ 
"Hey, Boss! Guess what happens when some-
body tries to dismiss a small claims case on the 
last day of the quarter!" 

Deployffig a statewide system ill multiple 
courts before it has been adequately tested can 
amount to political suicide. Recovering from seri­
ous flaws discovered only after implementation ill 
a production mode is extremely difficult and dis­
ruptive for both local court personnel and the 
statewide project team. In addition to the extra 
work it creates, this situation severely damages the 
credibility of the project and creates negative pub­
licity that can linger for years after all the flaws 
have been corrected. 

Some states discovered that the model system 
design upon which they based their statewide sys­
tem was not well suited to handle the courts at one 
extreme, or perhaps even both extremes, of the 
size spectrum. For example, they found that the 
system that was quite effective ill the larger courts, 
with high volume operations on repetitive sets of 
data for different cases, was too cumbersome for 
the smallest court. Just as usillg an "I8-wheeler" 

~-------------------------------
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to deliver take-out pizza is possible, but certainly 
not practical, such systems are very inefficient in 
the small courts. Conversely, a system optimized 
for flexible operation in smaller courts allows one 
user to easily handle all procedures for a single 
case; but that design cannot accommodate the 
high-volume, specialized workload needs of the 
larger courts. The analogy here might be trying to 
use a SPOltS car for hauling bulk cargo. Retroac­
tive modifications after development and imple­
mentation are much more difficult and disrupti·'e. 
Furthermore, the frustration of users and court 
managers can adversely affect relations between 
the courts and the AOC. 

"Now was it Greenfield County that wanted screen 
highlights in blue or Blue Hill County that wanted 

?" 

In their effort to deliver a system that will 
please each local court, some project teams have 
found themselves becoming custom programming 
shops. It is important to accommodate legitimate 
differences between courts in the system design. It 
may also be necessary to make a few concessions 
to obtain the cooperation of some courts. How­
ever, excessive flexibility and, especially, unique 
features for individual courts, can destroy the in­
tegrity of a uniform statewide approach and gen­
erate a maintenance nightmare. 
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"Now Jet's see .... that's 3 defendants times 5 
charges times 4 counts equals ... 60 cases!" 

With manual accounting, case processing, and 
statistical reporting systems, it is highly advisable 
to enforce uniform, standard procedures for han­
dling transactions and tallying cases. When a 
statewide automated system is inlplemented, it be­
come essential for local courts to adhere to the 
specified definitions and operational procedures. 
Without enforcement of proper case classifica­
tions, docket codes, financial procedures, and 
other standards, the accuracy of financial and sta­
tistical information reported at the state level can­
not be guaranteed. 

"J'm hurrying, J'm hurryingf...OnJy 12 more docket 
entries, then it's your turn!" 

In their conscientious efforts to stretch mar­
ginal budgets as far as possible, some project lead­
ers have underestimated the amount or capabilities 
of the computer hardware needed for the state­
wide system. Many of the earlier projects failed to 
allocate enough computer workstations and print­
ers to each court, resulting in inefficiencies, dis­
gruntled court staffs, and covert reliance on paper 
records. Some more recent projects failed to rec­
ognize the demands of sophisticated software on 
computer processor power and storage capacity. 
A system that cannot maintain fast response time 
and provide court staff with fingertip access to 
information will not be accepted with enthusiasm. 
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"What do you mean: 'Don't wony about it, the 
mirrors will be here next week'?" 

--------------~ 

While many states have been able to procure 
hardware, software, and consulting services on 
the basis of qualifications before costs, some 
statewide projects have suffered because the bid­
ding process forced some unfortunate compro­
mises to be made. 

"Hello, JIS? .. Since you guys are so good with 
equipment, do you suppose I could get you to in­
stall some electric typewriters, a pencil sharpener, 
and a copying machine?" 

When software development delays occur, idle 
equipment can be a daily reminder of the delay, 
promoting a perception of incompetence. Court 
personnel may begin to joke about "expensive pa­
perweights" for a still-manual process, undermin­
ing enthusiasm for the whole project. 

"Let's see now ... I spent 4 hours on the civil 
docketing system ... 2 hours on the judgment 
documentation ... 5 hours on the criminal 
menus ... 3 hours on the small claims help 
screen ..... " 

Some project leaders have found their staff, 
their committees, and themselves overwhelmed 
with the number of tasks in progress at a given 
time. Tackling too many enrleavors at once (e.g., 
simultaneously developin..." multiple modules, 
planning budgets, developing training programs, 
developing hardware specifications, issuing RFPs, 
negotiating with vendors, and handling public re­
lations) increases the difficulty of coordinating, 
scheduling, and allocating resources. While every 
statewide project requires many activities to prog­
ress in parallel, seasoned veterans suggest trying to 
focus efforts on one or two major components of 
the project at a time. 
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"You want a docket code that reads what 
now? .... Yeah, I got it. Hey, no problem! What­
ever makes 

Several statewide systems have suffered from 
permitting the use of too much free-text where 
codes are needed for system-driven functio1'J.s and 
statistics, allowing too much local control of code 
tables, and providing too few data entry edits. 

"Good morning, Mr. Chief Justice. Uh. .. , Sir, 
about that implementation schedule we dis­
cussed yesterday .... " 

Vendor bankruptcy is usually an externally­
generated problem outside the control of the proj­
ect leaders, except to the extent that vendor sta­
bility was not adequately investigated and moni­
tored. On the other hand, a poorly-managed 
statewide automation project can diminish a ven­
dor's willingness to ride out tough times and may 
contribute to the untimely demise of the vendor. 



----------

CHAPTER FOUR 
Summary of Issues in Managing the Process of Statewide 

Court Automation 

Because statewide court automation is such a 
mammoth and complex endeavor, it involves a 
myriad of topics and issues that can be discussed. 
There are many different ways in which the ideas 
can be organized, depending somewhat upon the 
perspective from which they are viewed and the 
purpose for the discussion. During our examina­
tion of how different states have managed the 
process of statewide automation, with the goal of 
providing guidance in developing effe"tive strate­
gies, the universe of facts, ideas, and observations 
gradually resolved into a set of major issues com­
mon to all statewide automation efforts. 

Not surprisingly, there is considerable overlap 
among these issues. As with any orchestrated un­
dertaking, there are many interrelationships among 
decisions made and tasks performed throughout 
the course of the project. Correspondingly, it is 
difficult to discuss one issue in isolation, because 
different aspects of that issue are related to other 
issues as well. For example, it is almost impossible 
to talk about funding issues without mentioning 
the importance of convincing the funding body 
that statewide automation is a worthy concept. At 
the same time, when discussing the need to "sell" 
the concept of a statewide approach, it must be 
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noted that the local courts have to be sold on the 
idea as well, both at the outset and continuing af­
ter system implementation. Part of keeping the lo­
cal courts enthusiastic and satisfied is to provide 
adequate training and ongoing support. Training, 
in turn, must be considered in any discussion of is­
sues surrounding deploying a developed system 
around the state. 

While grouping of topics and sub-topics is 
somewhat nebulous, the major issues have been 
identified as those listed below. To help impart a 
more natural organization to the material, the is­
sues are presented in approximately the same or­
der in which they would be addressed in the course 
of planning and conducting a statewide court 
automation pruJect. Each issue will be briefly de­
scribed here. Then the remaining chapters will be 
devoted to treating each issue in more detail. 

IV.A. Selling the Concept of Statewide 
Court Automation 
One of the most important, fundamental, and 

pervasive issues that is unique to a statewide court 
automation project is the necessity of promoting 
the concept of a statewide approach in lieu of let­
ting each local court decide for itself whether it 
wants automation and, if so, how to acquire it 
The scale of a statewide project and the formidable 
set of obstacles inherent in the process make it 
necessary to generate widespread and long-term 
support for the overall idea. This issue must be 
addressed early and continuously throughout the 
project. States that have been successful with 
their automation projects have devoted consider­
able effort to this "public relations" side of the 
process. (See Chapter Five.) 

IV.B. Funding Statewide Projects 
Perhaps the first thing that most court and 

technical managers think about when considering 
an automation project is how to fund it. Indeed, 
this Iilay well be the root issue in most automation 
projects, for without adequate funding the com­
promises and shortcuts necessary to keep the proj­
ect alive usually lead to an unsatisfactory conclu­
sion. Statewide automation requires such a con­
centration of funding and such a long-term com­
mitment of funds that shortcuts in the process are 
very tempting. Yet the implications of inadequa­
cies in the process or of having to curtail the de­
ployment before it is completed are so catastrophic 
that it is essential to ensure adequate funding be­
fore a statewide project progresses beyond the 
early planning stages. (See Chapter Six.) 

IV.C. Organizing People~-Statewide 
Committees and Task Forces 
No statewide automation project can succeed 

without the heavy involvement of key persons 
outside of the judicial information systems staff, 
and even outside the administrative office of the 
courts. The experiences of the states that have 
tackled statewide automation have demonstrated 
the necessity for establishing effective committees, 
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task forces, and other types of working groups of 
knowledgeable individuals from the trial courts. In 
addition to involving a wide range of people in­
cluding judges, court administrators, and different 
levels of clerk's office staff, it is important to re­
cruit them from different courts around the state. 
Committee structure, composition, leadership, and 
responsibilities must all be carefully considered. 
(See Chapter Seven.) 

IV.D. System Requirements and Design 
Considerations 
Although there is much in common between 

the analysis and design phases of a local court 
automation project and those of a statewide proj­
ect, the statewide project involves an additional 
dimension. In a local project, each office or "user 
department" entails a single set of requirements, 
which must be identified and analyzed, and for 
which software system components must be de­
signed or specified. In a statewide system, on the 
other hand, each of those offices or departments 
exists, in one fonn or another, in every court 
around the state. No matter how religiously the 
courts subscribe to the concept of unifonn proce­
dures, there are operational differences of varying 
significance between individual courts. Further­
more, there may be considerable difference be­
tween the smallest and largest courts in their or­
ganizational structure and operational procedures. 
The task of melding all of these subtleties into a 
single, unifonn software system is a challenging 
one. (See Chapter Eight.) 

IV.E. Testing and Piloting Statewide 
Systems 
Implementing software in a single, local court 

before it has been thoroughly tested, "de-bugged", 
and fine-tuned can be problematic, frustrating, and 
expensive. Replicating that flawed software and 
implementing it around the state can be disastrous! 
Even software that perfonns satisfactorily in one 
court may tum out to be inadequate in other 
courts under different conditions. The use of one 
or more pilot courts to work with the developers 
in perfecting the system is imperative in a state" 
wide project. Selecting those courts carefully, de­
fining their extensive role in the overall process, 
and developing an adequate set of testing proce·· 
dures, are all essential to the success of the system 
that ultimately is deployed among the trial courts. 
(See Chapter Nine.) 

IV.F. Training 
While training court staff in the use of a new 

automated system is important to any court auto­
mation project, there is a unique set of concerns to 
be addressed in developing an effective statewide 
training program. The training staff at the admin-

- --- --- ---~- -----~------------------------------' 
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istrative office must be able to cover the entire 
state in an orderly and effective process, coordinat­
ing with the hardware installation and software 
implementation schedule. Furthermore, the train­
ing they provide must be adequate to ensure that 
local court staff will be able to function on the new 
system with comfort and competence, without a 
resident technical or training staff immediately 
available. Also, the trainer furnishes a vital liaison 
between the local court and the administrative of­
fice. (See Chapter Ten.) 

t 

l 
IV.G. Statewide Deployment 

Like a carefully-rehearsed dance number in a 
Broadway show, implementing an automated sys­
tem in all the trial courts around the state is a 
process that must be meticulously planned and co­
ordinated. With limited resources, the administra­
tive office must be able to progress not only as 
rapidly as possible, but in the most cost-effective 
manner as possible. There are many factors that 
must be weighed in determining even the sequence 
in which each court will be addressed. Moving 
too fast can strain staff capabilities and increase 
the likelihood of user dissatisfaction in one or 
more local courts. Moving too slowly, on the 
other hand, can result in impatience among the 
courts, idle hardware, and mUltiple versions of ht­
stalled software. (See Chapter Eleven.) 

----

IV.H. On-Going Support 
"Service after the sale!" has long been a slogan 

of businesses that realize the importance of main­
taining customer satisfaction after an appliance has 
been installed or an automobile has been delivered. 
Neither the operation of a court nor the operation 
of computer hardware and software is static. In 
the court laws, rules, and procedures change over 
time, and staff turnover occurs in the most stable 
of offices. Computer application software must 
keep pace with changes in requirements, and it is 
often enhanced with improved features and func­
tions regardless of new requirements. Computer 
hardware and operating system software is con­
stantly being upgraded by its manufacturers, 
sometimes with corresponding changes in its ap­
pearance or user interface. All of this dynamic 
process requires a responsive posture from the ju­
dicial information systems staff and an effective 
program for maintaining good rapport with the 
end users. (See Chapter Twelve.) 

In the remaining chapters of this report, each 
of these fundamental issues will be discussed in 
more depth. The different aspects of each issue 
will be explored, sometimes in the context of 
problems that can be encountered as well as the 
tactics that some states have used to ensure that 
each issue is successfully addressed. Where appli­
cable, the interrelationships among issues will be 
pointed out, along with their implications for the 
overall process. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Selling the Concept 

to 
Automation 

Invastrnent 
Opportunltyl 

V.A. The PriInary Challenge 

RIches & 
Rewards I 

Of all the lessons that could be extracted from 
the collective experience of the states that have 
tackled statewide court automation, perhaps the 
frrst lesson that should be taken to heart by a tech­
nologist--even an experienced technologist--can be 
summarized in this way: Do not underestimate 
the overarching importance of effective mar­
keting and public relations throughout the en­
tire life of the project. 

In their concern for the mechanics of project 
planning and management, the complexities of 
technical decisions, and the development and im­
plementation of a well-designed system, project 
leaders often fail to recognize the extent to which 
marketing must precede and permeate every stage 
of the process. State court administrators usually 

~ 

~ 

are more cognizant of this issue than are technical 
managers, especially if they have several years of 
court management experience; but they too can 
fail to give it the necessary emphasis. Before the 
first dollar of funding is sought, even before any 
significant staff effort is expended on project 
planning, the state court administrator, ITS direc­
tor (if there is one at that point), and other key 
persons initially interested in statewide automation 
must begin selling the concept of a statewide sys­
tem. Then throughout each step of the project, 
even after the system has been implemented in 
every trial court, project leaders must continue 
nurturing the favorable perception of the project 
among the court community and the legislature. 
As one project leader put it when asked to sum up 
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his strategy: "Sell, sell, sell!" is the operative 
phrase. 

As a basis for this essential marketing orienta­
tion, project leaders must adopt a philosophy re­
flecting an awareness that the purpose of an auto­
mated statewide system 

State 
Govt. 
Backing 

variably will require the backing of the state legis­
lature and the executive branch. Legislatures often 
balk at the prospect of appropriating relatively 
large sums of money for a new project in an area 
of government that appears to have been operating 

relatively successfully 
without it. Where local 
government has filled 
much of the automation 
needs of individual 
courts, the legislature 
may be even more re­
luctant to approve a 
state-level project 
(especially when a few 
powerful, elected clerks 
with large investments 

is to serve the local 
courts, the AOC, and 
(more indirectly) the 
legisla~i,"re and other 
state and local agencies. 
All of these 
"customers" must be 
heard and must in turn 
be genuinely convinced 
that the product being 
planned, developed, 
and delivered to them is 
what is needed. If they 
become committed to 
the concept and have 
faith in the effort that 
the project team is 
making, these entities 
will help ensure that 
obstacles are sur­
mounted and that the 
project will succeed. 
Without this degree of 
understanding and 
commitment from all 
levels, the best orches­
trated and most techni­
cally sound project will 
face an uphill struggle. 

Local Trial Court Support 

in local systems are op­
posed to it). If this 
body cannot be con­
vinced that statewide 
court automation is a 
sound and appropriate 
c1)llcept to pursue at 
this time, the project 
will never be launched. 
Moreover, if the judici­
ary cannot produce evi~·-·­
dence of sound planning 
from the outset and 
demonstrate progress 
according to plan as the 
project unfolds, the 
legislature will not re­
main committed to 
funding over the long 

V.A.t. State Government 
The expenditures for the time, effort, acquisi­

tions, and other costs associated with a statewide 
automation project are so great that the judiciary 
must seek funding beyond the nonnal judicial 
budget. Regardless of whether new fee-based 
revenue can be established, federal seed monies 
can be tapped, or local governments can contrib­
ute to the budget, a statewide project almost in-

haul. Consequently, the project will wither and 
become ineffective, or die altogether. 

V.A.2. Local Courts 
The other side of the marketing coin consists 

of the local trial courts. Depending upon a num­
ber of factors such as the state court structure, the 
extent of state funding for trial courts, the demo­
graphic characteristics of the state, the CUlTent 



economic situation, the local political stnJcture, 
and even the personalities of current state leaders, 
it may be more difficult to sen the concept of a 
statewide court system to the trial courts than to 
the legislature. Local courts may oppose a state­
wide system in principle for a number of reasons. 
Even if they are willing to accept the general con­
cept, they may be skeptical of a particular ap­
proach or planned solution that the state proposes. 
Finally, even if they are supportive of the project in 
the beginning, problems, delays, and disappoint­
ments encountered throughout the long and 
strenuous process of implementing the concept 
may cause them to lose confidence in the project 
team and withdraw their support, perhaps even 
becoming outspoken critics. 

State judicial leaders must devote ample time 
and energy to the marketing and public relations 
activities needed to bring the trial courts on board 
as solid, committed partners in a star :~wide project. 
Then they must continue those efforts to maintain 
local court support throughout the process. As 
will be discussed later, the substantive strategy 
behind these activities should be to make certain 
that the real ownership of the statewide system, 
along with the responsibility for both shaping 
its creation and determining its ongoing suc· 
cess, becomes fully vested in the collective local 
courts. 

V.B. Improving the St.arting Position 

V.B.l. Establishing High·Level Leadership 
and Backing 
If a statewide court automation project is go­

ing to acquire the critical mass it needs to begin 
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moving forward with assurance and be able to 
sustain that forward motion in the face of the in­
evitable array of obstacles, it is essential to estab­
lish and demonstrate the backing of high-level 
leadership. Within the state judiciary, at a mini­
mum the chief justice, state court administrator, 
and some of the more powerful administrative 
judges among the trial courts must stand finnly 
behind the concept of statewide automation and 
demonstrate their commitment to the project. 
Other influential members of the supreme court are 
also important to the image of a united judiciary, 
even though the project may not directly affect the 
supreme court. Especially if the chief justice is not 
a technology enthusiast, it can be very effective to 
designate a member of the court who is a strong 
proponent of technology to help lead the prelimi­
nary efforts to organize the project, thus lending 
the weight of the supreme court to the endeavor. 

In local automation projects, it is almost es­
sential to have a high-level "champion" clearly 
identified to provide leadership and backing. This 
individual, commonly the administrative judge or 
the clerk of court, provides the power and author­
ity to initiate the project and sustain it through 
tough times. While a state-level project requires 
more widespread backing and a less individualized 
source of leadership, it too can benefit from the 
concept of a project champion. Because of both 
the real influence of the chief justice and the sym­
bolic image of the office, in many states the chief 
justice became the designated champion of the 
statewide automation project. If the personality, 
rapport with the legislature or the trial courts, or 
other factors would make the current chief justice 
ineffective as a champion, however, that role can 
be assumed by another justi~e, or possibly even by 
a strong, influential administrative trial court 
judge. 

The chief justice has many opportunities to 
promote the concept of statewide automation and 
show the commitment of the supreme court to the 
project, regardless of whether he or she assumes 
the role of champic::m. In addressing legislative 
committees, the judge's association, and the press, 
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the chief justice can publicize the project, describe 
the potential benefits of statewide automation, and 
summarize the court's plans. Including the auto­
mation project in the chief justice's written remarks 
in the animal report of the judiciary further dem­
onstrates the seriousness with which the chief jus­
tice regards the project and the firm backing of the 
supreme comt. 

It is, of course, also helpful to have the back­
ing of leadership outside the jUdiciary. If, for ex.., 
ample, the governor, the attorney general, or a 
powerful legislator becomes convinced that the 
concept of statewide automation is a worthy one, 
their backing adds significantly to the credibility of 
the project, broadens the base of support, and en­
hances the sense of commitment at the state level. 

V.B.2. Establishing Initial Credibility 
It is often difficult to convince someone of the 

value of a concept that exists only in another's 
mind or as a proposal on paper. It is especially 
difficult to convince a funding body to appropriate 
monies for such an abstract concept. Rather than 
proposing an automation project that exists only a<; 
a concept for development, state judicial leaders 
may be more successful if they can establish the 
reality of the project before requesting any funding 
for it. To the extent that it can be made to appear 
as the continuation of work in progress, an auto­
ml:lJion project carries much more credibility and 
apparent value. 

More than one state court administrator and 
ITS director have stated the advisability of con­
ducting preliminary work before attempting the 
formal launching of a statewide automation proj­
ect. Conducting exploratory efforts within the ex­
isting judicial budget, these leaders were able to 
lay the groundwork needed to develop a sound 
long-range plan and present convincing evidence 
of tangible accomplishments before seeking desig­
nated state funding. Such activities might include 
conducting a preliminary statewide requirements 
analysis, for instance, through the use of court 
surveys, interviewing personnel and sampling data 
at one or two designated courts, and forming an 

ad hoc committee of volunteers from several 
courts to obtain their input. Then, combining a 
proposed project and long-range plan with a pre­
liminary requirements definition document as sup­
port, the judiciary can present a convincing case 
for the funding needed to continue the work. 

When additional, project-specific funding is 
sought, it is usually good marketing strategy to 
pursue that funding in increments, rather than 
asking for a large sum initially to cover a range of 
planned activities. Many veterans of statewide 
projects mentioned the wisdom of starting with a 
modest request for funding a small, well-contained 
project. At the same time that limited funding is 
being sought, however, it is important to acknowl­
edge the long-range vision and the implications for 
future funding if the initial project is successful. 
(A more complete discussion can be found in the 
following chapter on funding issues.) 

One final caveat has been cited in connection 
with establishing early credibility and momentum. 
Despite the absolute necessity of good publicity 
for the project, seasoned project leaders warn 
against drawing too much attention to the prelimi­
nary efforts discussed above. They suggest mov­
ing quietly until the scope of the project has been 
assessed, potential obstacles have been determined 
and a strategy developed for overcoming them, 
and--perhaps most importantly--some identifiable 
success and tangible results have been realized. 
Premature publicity can cast the project in a bad 
light and undermine the credibility that its leaders 
are working ha:d to establish. 

V.C. The Window of Opportunity 
Mariners of old paid close attention to envi­

ronmental conditions in planning a voyage. Rec­
ognizing the difficulty of their undertaking even in 
the best of circumstances, they were careful not to 
overlook any factors that could increase the odds 



for success. For example, they knew to avoid em­
barking on any voyage during certain times of the 
year, because normal weather patterns produced 
frequent storms and headwinds. During other 
times of the year, favorable winds and currents 
could be anticipated for a voyage in a particular di­
rection, while a destination in another direction 
might be easier to reach a few months later. In 
addition to these global conditions, local wind and 
sea cond~tions often determined the particular day 
of departure. Finally, the status of the tide might 
determine the very hour when it was best to cast 
off or weigh anchor. While monitoring the condi­
tions, of course, the savvy skipper would do all 
within his power to prepare his ship, hi'> crew, and 
his rulers or financial backers for the difficult and 
uncertain days that lay ahead. 

In planning for statewide court automation, 
state court administrators, judicial information 
system directors, and other project leaders must 
recognize the importance of favorable conditions. 
Like these wise mariners, and like the marketing 
strategists of today's commercial sector, they must 
be sensitive to the need for proper timing. While 
keeping a "weather eye" on their state's economic, 
social, and political outlook, they must take any 
action they can to create a more favorable climate 
in which to launch the project. Leaders in states 
that enjoyed success in their automation efforts 
almost universally cited good timing as one of the 
critical factors that enabled them to receive the en­
dorsements necessary to move ahead with the 
project. Although most of them modestly attrib­
uted much of their success to good luck or a for­
tuitous tum of events, they also acknowledged the 
importance of recognizing opportunity early and 
being prepared to take advantage of it. 
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V.C.I. Seizing Opportunities Presented by 
Upcoming Changes 
State judicial leaders often can take advantage 

of impending changes to help justify a statewide 
automation project or remove some of the existing 
obstacles. For example, if the state is embarking 
on a court unification initiative or a major restruc­
turing of its judicial system, a long-range automa­
tion projecfcan sometimes be tied into the overall 
plan. Even when the basic court structure is not 
changing, new accounting mandates affecting all 
the courts can supply considerable leverage for the 
concept of a statewide automated system that in­
corporates a comprehensive financial component 
meeting the new requirements. Similarly, imple­
mentation of court· forms standards can pave the 
way for a uniform statewide automated system by 
laying the groundwork for uniform procedures and 
data formats. 

Sometimes a forthcoming event at the local 
level can be a catalyst in generating statewide 
momentum. For example, when a large urban 
court representing a significant portion of the 
state's caseload announces its plans to develop or 
revamp a case management system, it presents the 
opportunity to galvanize the state into action by 
making that court a pilot site, or otherwise engag­
ing it in a joint effort with the state AOe. 

V.C.2. Taking Advantage of Changes in 
Leadership 
A change in leadership can sometimes offer the 

opportunity to mobilize a statewide automation 
effort. For example, the legislature may appoint a 
new appropriations committee chairperson who is 
sympathetic to the needs of the courts and under­
stands the advantages of uniform court technol-
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ogy. A new governor may be elected on a plat­
form of improved government efficiency, im­
proved criminal justice, or other orientation that 
would make him or her supportive of statewide 
court automation. 

Within the judicial branch, a new chief justice 
can often become the cornerstone for a statewide 
automation project, especially if he or she is a 
technology proponent with the personal charisma 
to generate support for the project around the 
state. Appointing a new state court administrator 
can also provide improved opportunity for change. 
During the "honeymoon" period, the administrator 
may be given the latitude to undertake such an 
ambitious project, with the legislature, the su­
preme court, and even the trial courts willing to 
cooperate and extend him or her the benefit of any 
doubts. 

Finally, even a change in leadership among the 
trial court clerks' association can result in a shift in 
this powerful group away from a posture of op­
position to statewide automation toward an atti­
tude of cooperation with the stat~ judiciary. State 
judicial leaders must be sensitive to the advantages 
to be gained from such changes in leadership and 
organizational dynamics, and they should move 
quickly to capitalize upon the improved circum­
stances. 

V.C.3. Gaining Leverage from Current State 
Issues, Programs, and Events 
ludicialleaders must remain alert to the possi­

ble implications of current events in their state, re­
gardless of which branch of government initially is 
directly affected. For instance, a recent decision to 
fund expanded technology in the legislative or ex­
ecutive branch can make it more difficult for the 

legislature to ignore a request for similar funding 
in the judicial branch, even if the appropriation 
cannot be made until the next funding cycle. 
While some technology programs approved for 
funding in other branches may have no bearing on 
the courts aside from the commonality of using 
technology to improve operations, others can eas­
ily be shown to have a complementing need in the 
courts. For example, the executive branch may 
secure the backing of the legislature to overhaul 
automated criminal history repositories and im­
prove linkages to law enforcement agencies 
throughout the state. The judiciary should gain 
leverage from that event by arguing that since the 
courts are the providers of disposition information, 
it would be only logical to include them to a cer­
tain extent in such an effort. It may be able to 
demonstrate the wisdom of developing a statewide 
criminal case processing system for the courts that 
would capture the information needed by law en­
forcement and corrections agencies and pass it to 
them in a timely and efficient manner. 

Occasionally, jumping on the technology 
bandwagon can be problematic. In one state, for 
instance, the legislature appropIiated a significant 
sum for an executive branch project that termi­
nated in disaster. Havrng been burned once, the 
appropriations committee was understandably re­
luctant to fund another large technology project. 
In general, though, the establishment of a prece­
dent is advantageous. The judicial branch should 
carefully prepare to demonstrate equivalent need 
and justification. 

State courts have sometimes been able to ride 
the coattails of key issues making the headlines in 

their state. Whether such issues or programs origi­
nate with the public or within the government, by 
rallying behind a "war on drugs" or "make our 
streets safe" campaign, for example, courts may be 
able to demonstrate convincingly the role of 



statewide court technology in addressing the issue. 
Popular causes, especially during ~lec~on ye~s, 
carry considerable weight with legIslative bodJes, 
who may favorably regard a well-planned project 
that can be shown to be a tangible implementation 
of the broader initiative. 

At times it can even be possible to convert 
criticism over perceived weaknesses in the judicial 
system into leverage for promoting the concept .of 
statewide court automation. In one state, for m­
stance, the legislature complained that it could not 
get reliable caseload statistics for the tiial courts 
around the state, and it cited that weakness as part 
of the rationale for rejecting the judiciary's request 
for additional judgeships. Instead of denying the 
existence of the problem, however, the judiciary 
acknowledged the difficulty of collecting statistical 
data and used the legislature's admonishments to 
strengthen its position when subsequently p:opos­
ing a statewide automation project. Complamts by 
the state compti'oller or auditor regarding the lack 
of uniform, robust accounting procedures or low 
fee and fine collection rates among the trial courts 
can likewise be tume~ into arguments in support 
of statewide automation. 

Timing can be critical in taking advantage of 
other types of situations that may arise. For ex­
ample, a state judiciary that has been quietly ~x­
ploring the possibility of launch~g a state~ld~ 
project should sharply accelerate Its efforts if It 
gets wind of a potential surplus in the state budget. 
In times of surplus, especially unexpected surplus, 
often the first agency that lays out a feasible, well­
planned request reaps the benefits of a funding 
body suddenly able to disburse additional appro­
priations. 
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V.D. Promoting the Benefits of 
Statewide Automation 
A primary strategic component for selling the 

concept of statewide automation initially is to edu­
cate all involved parties about the benefits it pro­
vides. [Readers should note that this research 
project did not attempt to assess the need for, or 
benefits of, statewide court automation. In states 
that have automated to any significant degree, 
there is little controversy over this issue, even 
among critics of the process itself. Nevertheless, 
promoting those advantages is an impor~ant com,­
ponent of generating initial support ana enth~sl­
asm for statewide automation.] Early marketing 
efforts for a statewide project should include pro­
viding information about the benefits of court 
automation in general and statewide automation in 
particular. An overview or summary statement, 
such as the one appearing below, can be used as 
the basis for communicating this information in 
different ways. 
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How STATEWIDE AUTOMATION BENEl'ITS SPECIFlCAGENCIES 

t~$ATuRE 
.Stati~tical information will be available to better understand the impact of policy decisions in areas such as: 

numbet of judicial positions 
court revenues 
distribution of revenue between city, county, and state 
sYBtem costs 

SUPREME COURT 
Managewentinfonnation will be available tohelp manage the courts in areas such as: 

. number and distribution of judges 
size and age of pending caseloads 
trends in casetype filings 
effect of policy aM rules changes 
enforcement of court orders and judgments 

CLERKS OF COURT 

PuBLIC 

Gives the clerks a modem tool fot supporting case processing 
Eliminates many repetitive and redundant tasksrequmng significant clerical effort 
Relieves the pressure for adding staff to meet caseload increases 
Enbancesstaff's job satisfaction and sense of professionalism 
lmproves public service by reducing lines and providing better access 
Improves communications and promotes electronic reporting to other agencies 
Improves collections offinesand fees 

Improves access to information on case status 
Facilitates remote access for inquiry and filing, if desired 

Improves access to the courts and to infonnation abont cases 
Improves public confidence and image of court efficiency 

.. Can reduce cost for litigants 

LAWENFORCEMENT/CORRECTIONS 
Provides automated reports on jail/custody status 

• Reduces instances where defendants are held in custody beyond the time authorized by law 
• lmproves coordination of appearances fot law enforcement witnesses and prisoners 

Allows law enforcement to know of outstanding warrant, 
Automates criminal case disposition reporting 
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Madison Ava. 

V.E The Marketing Campaign 
The process of selling the statewide automa­

tion concept must encompass all affected parties, 
whether they will be system users, beneficiaries, or 
facilitators. In addition to providing information 
about the nature of the system, the development 
and implementation process envisioned, and the 
overall benefits of the project, a shrewd marketing 
campaign should address each type of party in a 
more targeted manner. It should also employ 
every available vehicle to educate and to establish 
a dialogue with all persons who will be affected by 
the project or have any influence on its success. 

V.E.1. Including All Parties 
There are a number of different groups that 

need to be "sold" on the idea of a statewide court 
system. Addressing each one during a marketing 
campaign is a necessary part of fashioning the 
broad-based support and commitment that can 
carry the project forward to successful conclusion. 
In most instances the legislature, as the funding 
body, must be convinced that the project is more 
worthy of funding than competing budgetary le­
quests. The state bar, while being secondarily af­
fected by an automated system, can be quite influ­
ential in enhancing or diminishing the general at­
mosphere of support for the project. Prosecution 
and other law enforcement agencies must be con­
vinced that the system resulting from the automa-

tion effort will benefit them rather than only place 
additional burdens upon them. Finally, local 
courts may well be the most important entity to 
convince that a statewide effort is a good and 
positive thing. Key players at the local level in­
clude both clerks of court and judges. 

Even though judges usually are only periph­
erally involved in many system design decisions, 
their support and enthusiasm for a statewide proj­
ect can be extremely influential, both in securing 
initial funding and in maintaining political momen­
tum throughout the long planning and implemen­
tation process. In hindsight, some states indicated 
that they should have spent more effort up front in 
educating and involving judges in the project and 
ensuring their support. 

"He never really says anything, but I get the 
feeling he's not too excited about the statewide 
automation " 

It is especially important that presiding or ad­
ministrative judges understand the need for auto­
mation and express support for the project, both at 
state forums and in their own courts. For individ­
ual trial court judges, the fundamental mission of 
the marketing effort should be to allay any fears or 
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clear up misconceptions. In the experience of 
most states, judges as a whole demonstrate only 
mild interest in an automation project. However, 
misconceptions or lack of infonnation can gener­
ate negative sentiments. Judges must be given 
ample opportunity to learn more about the project 
and to clear up any concerns they may have. 
Whether or not they care persona~ly about the de­
tails of the future system, they can convey a subtle 
but powerful message in their home courts 
through their attitude toward the project. 

V.E.2. Personalizing the Message 
In addition to infonning each group about the 

aspects of the project that will most directly in­
volve that group, perhaps the best tactic to con­
vince each group that the project is a good idea is 
to highlight the specific benefits to be gained by 
that group. Some of these can be extracted from 
the summary shown earlier. But other, less tangi­
ble or less fonnalized advantages of a statewide 
system can be pointed out to a more singular audi­
ence. 

For example, clerks are well aware of the ad­
vantages of a state-funded system, as well as the 
desirability of replacing many labor-intensive man­
ual operations. The prospect of doing away with 
logging cases and filling out bothersome state sta­
tistical reports and disposition forms, however, can 
be even more enticing. Furthennore, they may not 
have considered the potential of public tenninals 
and remote electronic access to sharply reduce the 
time required for their staff to provide infonnation, 
especially to high-volume users such as law finns, 
credit agencies. and title companies. 

Judges may be only mildly enthusiastic about 
having immediate access to case and calendar in­
fonnation in a variety of formats. However, 
judges who sit in more than one court around the 
state may be quite interested to learn how the sys­
tem can improve uniformity among their courts 
and make case and scheduling infonnation in one 
court available from another court. They may be 
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even further intrigued with the possibility of re­
mote access from their homes via a laptop com­
puter on which they can also enter their case 
notes. Especially in rural courts where budgets 
may have prohibited computer resources for 
judges, the prospect of piggybacking office auto­
mation and legal research capabilities on the 
equipment installed for the statewide system can 
also generate a favorable reaction. 

The state attorney's office and local prosecu­
tors can be shown how the system will make in­
stantly available case, calendar, and other court 
information from anywhere in the state. Locallaw 
enforcement agencies can be shown how their 
offices will benefit from improved djsposition re­
porting, improved court handling of warrants, and 
better control over release of evidence. Another 
selling point with law enforcement is the advan­
tage of immediate access into case scheduling in­
fonnation needed for arranging prisoner transpor­
tation and tracking officer court duty. 

Of particular interest to the bar should be the 
benefits of more standardized procedures around 
the state, more efficient processing of cases, and 
the promise of remote access to court infonnation 
(which, ideally, would be planned for and designed 
into the statewide system from the outset), first for 
inquiry and perhaps later for electronic filing. 

In addition to the general (and somewhat 
vague) goal of improved efficiency and effective­
ness of the state judicial system, the legL.;' ~ if:-e 

may see as the primary benefits of the Projt .. l ille 
resulting accurate workload statistics and accurate, 
consistent financial accounting around the state. 
The potential for enhancing the collections of out­
standing fines and fees should certainly be high on 
the list of justifications. The project may be 
viewed even more favorably, however, when it is 
seen as increasing the state's ability to comply with 
federal highway safety, criminal history, drug en­
forcement, child support, and other programs, 
thereby avoiding problems and insuring federal 
funds. 
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V.E.3. Increasing the Comfo.:t Level 
Along with promoting the benefits of the 

statewide project to each group, it is important to 
listen carefully to concerns and to reassure each 
group about its specific doubts. For example, lo­
cal courts are especially concerned about hardware 
or software failures in a system over which they 
have limited control. In addition to system down­
time, clerks WOrry about security and integrity of 
the computerized meso Perhaps more than any­
thing else, court managers fear being forced to use 
a system that does not conform to the way in 
which they want to run their offices. Clerical staff 
below the supervisory level may harbor fears about 
their job security, increased workload, and their 
ability to adapt to new ways of doing things. 
Judges tend to be a bit nervous and resentful over 
the perception of increased state monitoring and 
control over their caseload. 

In the early stages of a project, it will be im­
possible to give the specific design or procedural 
details necessary to support a response to each of 
these concerns. Nevertheless, it is crucial to pro­
vide general reassurances and specific, if hypo­
thetical, examples where possible to address each 
issue. As time goes on, part of the continued mar­
keting effort is to refme the information available 
to increase the comfort level of each group. 

o 

V.E.4. Techniques for Delivering the Message 
Good marketing depends on getting the mes­

sage out to all involved parties. Leaders of state­
wide automation projects must take advantage of 
all available methods to communicate effectively 
with the different individuals and groups that need 
to be sold on the concept. Veterans of this proc­
ess have found several techniques to be helpful for 
reaching different audiences. These include estab­
lishing a dialogue between L'1dividuals, recruiting 
supporters to spread the message further, using as­
sociations and publications to reach large groups 
of people, and tapping the experience of other 
states to testify to the practical value of statewide 
automation. 

V.E.4.a. One on One 
In the experience of most project leaders, there 

is no substitute for one-on-one dialogue between 
key individuals at a high level. During the forma­
tive period of a statewide project especially, the 
state court administrator must personally contact 
key legislators, trial court judges, and local clerks 
on a frequent basis. Often, the chief justice or 
another influential justice may need to meet with 
selected individuals to discuss the court's needs 
and generate support for the project. Delegating 
these key contacts to the TIS director or other 
project staff is not as effective, although the TIS di­
rector certainly must do his or her share of per­
sonal marketing as well, especially among individ­
ual clerks of court. 
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It takes time to establish the good rapport and 
trust between judicial leaders and legislative lead­
ers necessary to carry off a statewide court auto­
mation project. Veterans of this process cite the 
importance of always being honest about prob­
lems, estimated time and effort required at each 
stage, and expectations for the project. Without 
slJch uncompromising candor, long-term faith in 
the judiciary's efforts and continued solid backing 
for the project will quickly erode. Private, infor­
mal meetings between leaders of each organization 
provide the best setting for frank, effective com­
munication. 

V.E.4.b. Mobilizing a "Sales Force" 
Clearly, the marketing effort must extend be­

yond the project leaders and other key individuals 
at the state level. It is essential to begin recruiting 
enthusiastic judges and clerks at the local level to 
help generate support for the project. Particularly 
when they are individuals who are respected or 
admired at home and around the state, through 
simply speaking out in favor of the project such 
judges and clerks can 

• improve project credibility among their 
colleagues in other courts 

• increase enthusiasm for the project within 
their own courts 

• influence legislative representatives from 
their areas. 

Later, as the project .lears the initial implemen­
tation stage, the AOC trainers will begin to play a 
crucial role in the marketing process. Project 
leaders in states that had already achieved state­
wide deployment of an automated system pointed 
out that fueir trainers usually made extremely ef­
fective salespersons for the system. By employing 
as trainers individuals with good social and com­
munications skills and a thorough knowledge of 
court operations (both of which are essential char­
acteristics of a good trainer), and then thoroughly 
familiarizing them with the automated system, the 
AOC can create a ready-made public relations 
team that quickly builds enthusiasm for the system 
at the end user level across the state. 
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V.E.4.c. Collective Marketing: Using 
Associations 
Project leaders should take every opportunity 

to promote the project to a concentrated and spe­
cialized audience by getting on the program at 
state association meetings. This activity may re­
quire a good measure of courage during circum­
stances in which there is strong opposition to the 
project from a particular group, as the experience 
can resemble walking unarmed into the enemy's 
camp. In general, however, such conferences or 
annual meetings offer the chance to address the 
specific issues of interest to the group, to explain 
the process and describe the planned system, and 
to dispel any misconceptions or unfounded con­
cerns. Depending upon the type of group and the 
nature of the meeting, the presentation may best be 
given by the chief justice, the state court adminis­
trator, the ns director or staff, or by a member of 
the association itself who is on a project commit­
tee. Examples of associations and conferences 
that should be addressed include: 

• judicial conferences 
• clerks' association 
G law enforcement conferences 
• state attorneys' association 
• public defenders' association 
• bar association. 

V.E.4.rl. Publications 
Newsletters and journals among the different 

justice-related organizations offer an effective 
means to publicize a statewide project. In addition 
to carrying news articles or interviews discussing 
plans for the system, such publications can be used 
to circulate regular bulletins or columns listing 
milestones that have been passed and highlighting 
particular a(,~omplishments. Existing publications 
that can be tapped to deliver informatien about 
and generate support for a project within a state 
include 

" judicial newsletters 
• judges' joumals 
• clerks' association joumals or newsletters 
• bar joumals 
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• law enforcement j oumals 
., local newspapers. 
As the project matures, judicial newsletters can 

provide a forum for discussing certain features of 
the system or describing procedures that have been 
developed by one court to solve a problem that 
may also be encountered in other courts. In sev­
eral states, the TIS departments created a newslet­
ter dedicated to the statewide system and distrib­
uted to all tri~ court personnel. This type of peri­
odical can be produced through a joint effort by 
the AOC and individuals selected from the trial 
courts to serve as an editorial board, with submis­
sion of articles solicited from all over the state. It 
can be helpful in distributing to the users official 
communications from the TIS staff related to new 
system features or procedures. Perhaps its most 
important purpose, however, is to foster a stronger 
sense of community among the trial court users as 
well as between the courts and the AOe. With an 
upbeat, somewhat informal tone, moreover, it can 
help sustain a positive and enthusiastic attitude 
toward the automated system and the overall proj­
ect. 

V.E.4.e. Field Trips and Testimonials 
Veteran project leaders frequently cite another 

mechanism that has proven to be very effective in 
selling a statewide project. The experience of 
other states with successful systems can be refer­
enced as proof of the concept and as a source of 
real-world infmmation. Project leaders in the pro­
spective state can apply this resource in two ways. 
First, they can invite court managers and end users 
of an existing system in another state to make 
presentations to groups of court leaders or staff in 
the prospective state. The visitors can describe the 
way in which the system operates in their court in 
tenns that court personnel understand. Not only 
can they talk about the benefits that have resulted 
from the automation project, but they can answer 

questions about their system and its impact with 
unchallenged authority and credibility. This ap­
proach can be very useful during the early stages 
of a statewide project. Guest presentations can be 
given, for example, at judicial conferences or at 
meetings of the clerks' association. 

The second way to employ the example of 
other state systems is to take a group from the 
prospective state to visit one or more courts in an 
automated state for a first-hand look at the opera­
tion of a statewide system. Obviously, for cost 
and logistical reasons, the group to go on each 
such "field trip" must be relatively small and, 
therefore, should be carefully selected. For key 
individuals who will be involved in or have influ­
ence over the statewide project, however, spend­
ing a day observing a system in actual use and 
talking with judges, administrators, and clerks in 
the court can be more enlightening and convincing 
than can any hypothetical discussion or presenta­
tion by project leaders in their own state. It may 
also be helpful for some of these persons to visit 
the AOC in the automated state to view the sys­
tem's administrative and support environment and 
to discuss its impact at the state level. 

During the implementation phase later in the 
project, the field trip mechanism can be used very 
effectively within the state. Once the pilot site has 
been implemented, personnel from other courts 
scheduled to receive the system in the near future 
can visit the pilot court to observe and discuss the 
operation. As the implementation progresses 
around the state, each court can easily send a rep­
resentative group to visit a nearby court that has 
already become automated. Witnessing the system 
can do wonders for allaying fears and generating 
enthusiasm among the courts waiting for imple­
mentation. Almost as important, however, is the 
fact that it can help bring expectations in line with 
reality. 
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V.F. The Shakedown Cruise 

Once the project actually gets under way, with 
funding approved for at least the initial phases, the 
effective progress of the project itself becomes 
critical to the marketing effort. It is essential to 
make no major false steps during the early phases 
and to demonstrate positive results that establish 
credibility and promote a sense of cooperation 
among the courts. 

Two key factors involved in making a smooth 
start are selecting the most appropriate initial ap­
plication and involving court personnel early in the 
process. 

V.F.1. Selecting the Initial Application 
Several experienced project leaders suggested 

that the initial software application or other sub­
project should be one that is chosen deliberately 
for its potential to accomplished a desirable goal 
and to generate continued support for the overall 
project. In choosing the initial application or sub­
project, project leaders and committees must con­
sider how best to balance a number of factors: 
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• greatest need or desire among the courts 
• public interest or pressure 
• quick payback in terms of staff time sav­

ings, increased revenue, etc. 
• ease of development and inlplementation 
• availability of good commercial or trans­

ferable software 
• experience and skills of technical staff. 
No matter how great the need or public pres­

sure, the initial application should not be one that 
promises to be technically complex, difficult to 
defme, or controversial in nature. Even if the gen­
eral type of application has been pre-determined as 
a condition of funding, project leaders must con­
fine the scope of the first effort to something that 
they can manage with confidence. Suppose, for 
example, that the legislature insists that the first 
application to be implemented is an automated fi­
nancial system that will address the highly publi­
cized weaknesses of the current manual proce­
dures among the trial courts. Rather than attempt­
ing to develop the entire financial system with all 
its complexities and required linkages to the future 
case processing software, project leaders may be 
able to segment the cashiering functions as a pre­
liminary, front-end application that can be devel­
oped or acquired relatively quickly and safely and 
identified as accomplished. 

V.F.2. Involving Court Personnel Early and 
Heavily 
Local court involvement, from project initia­

tion on, has been cited almost universally as a key 
component for success. Heavily involving court 
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personnel in the project is essential to ensure that 
system requirements are properly identified, that 
the design of the system is' practical, and that the 
operation of the system and accompanying proce­
dures is flawless and effective once the develop­
ment is complete. But integrating court personnel 
into the whole process is also a necessary and ef­
fective marketing strategy. Individuals from the 
chief judge to the lowest assistant deputy clerk 
must be made to feel that their input (information, 
suggestions, and criticism) is both welcome and 
desired, and that it will be heard and carefully 
considered. Mechanisms should be established to 
acknowledge input and to notify the person when 
action has been taken on the suggestion or re­
ported problem. 

In addition to building confidence that the 
system will accurately reflect the needs of the 
courts, early and continued involvement in the 
process engenders a sense of ownership among the 
participants. The feeling of grass roots ownership 
can be very instrumental in overcoming any senti­
ment that the AOC is imposing its own desires or 
misguided solutions on the local courts. One pri­
mary method for securing the involvement of court 
personnel is to establish an appropriate project 
committee structure. As discussed in a later 
chapter, committees at policy and operational lev­
els not only must be composed of a representative 
mix of experienced court personnel, but must also 
be given the responsibility and authority for shap­
ing the project and the system it produces. Stra­
tegic use of committees helps ensure the support 
of the courts and other groups or organizations 
represented. Project leaders must also make cer­
tain that the process is open to all persons who 
will be affected by the system and that adequate 
channels are available for receiving their input. 

V.G. Overcoming Local Resistance 
Despite the best efforts of judicial and project 

leaders, there will be some degree of resistance to 
a statewide project from some of the local courts. 
The resistance will be more vigorous among 
courts that are able to implement their own local 
systems, especially if they have in fact invested 
considerable, time, effort, and funds to procure or 
develop an automated case processing system. In 
addition to the techniques already discussed 
throughout this chapter, several states have of­
fered the following bsights regarding their experi­
ences in overcoming local court resistance. 

V.G.t. State Funding~~ The Big Carrot 
To the extent that state funding is available to 

cover all costs associated with the statewide sys­
tem, the system will have tremendous appeal to fi­
nancially-strapped counties, to courts where local 
government is not sympathetic to court needs, or 
to courts that do not desire to be supported by the 
county MIS department and cannot afford their 
own system. Even where local government can 
and would otherwise support local court automa­
tion, it becomes increasingly difficult for county 
commissioners to justify spending county funds on 
something that the state is offering for free. 



V.G.2. The Force of Reason and Nonw 

aggression 
Most states have found it advantageous to play 

a waiting game with reluctant local courts. Espe­
cially in the earlier stages of the project through 
early implementation, they have taken the position 
that the statewide system is available on a volun­
tary basis. While posing no threat to any planned 
or existing local systems, project leaders encour­
aged the local courts to get involved in the plan­
ning process in order to be able to tell the state 
what they would like the system to do. Even in 
states where the legislature or the judiciary estab­
lished a long-term policy that included eventual 
100% deployment of the statewide system, most 
AOCs espoused a less threatening philosophy to 
courts with local systems. They told the courts, 
for example, "You don't have to use the state sys­
tem until your own personnel have determined that 
it is better than the local system." In most cases 
their experience demonstrated that through visits 
to other courts the staff ultimately became con­
vinced that the state system offered more overall 
advantages. 

V.G.3. Flexibility: The TwoNedged Sword 
A few project leaders in automated states 

mentioned one tactic for overcoming local resis­
tance that they regretted having used, even though 
they felt at the time as though they had no choice. 
In the early stages of the project. faced with strong 
opposition to a uniform solution that would have 
forced local courts to abandon some of their indi­
vidual practices and procedures, they promised to 
accommodate many local desires, even if they 
complicated or reduced the effectiveness of the 
statewide system. Once the precedent was set, is 
was difficult to back off from such a position. In 
retrospect they offer a strong word of caution: 
while it may be necessary to make some conces­
sions to strong local courts in order to get in the 
door, the effects of these design decisioll$ can 
haunt the system forever. Common examples of 
seemingly innocuous concessions include provid­
ing custom calendar functions for different courts, 
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custom accounting functions or formats, numerous 
custom variations of outP'lt reports. A particular 
insidious area to lose control over is docket codes. 
Allowing courts to use too wide a range of docket 
codes or to have custom codes freely added to the 
system can cripple the system's ability to provide 
consistent case tracking, event-driven automatic 
features, and accurate statistics. 

V.H. The Continuing Challenge of 
Salesmanship 
Although securing the initial endorsement of 

the concept of statewide automation requires the 
most concentrated effort, judicial and project lead­
ers must continue to pay attention to the need for 
good salesmanship. Throughout the planning, de­
velopment, and implementation process, marketing 
and public relations activities must go on to ensure 
the unwavering support of the funding body and 
the entire courts community. Setbacks, delays, 
cost overruns, and outspoken critics all work to 
dampen enthusiasm for the project. Because of 
the long duration of most such projects, there is a 
greater opportunity for other hot issues to com­
pete for funding even while the ultimate beneficiar­
ies of the system begin to grow impatient and dis­
couraged over the length of time between concept 
and reality. 

In addition to employing self-reinforcing tac­
tics such as structuring the project to produce de­
monstrable, if incremental, benefits as soon as 
possible, project leadership must be careful to 
publicize progress and to highlight benefits already 
realized. It can be helpful to have the TIS staff 
demonstrate portions of the system to the legisla­
ture as they are completed. At the appropriate 
time, the state court administrator can invite the 
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judicial appropriations committee to view the sys­
tem implemented in the first pilot court. 

In general, if the project team can win the con­
tinued support of the local courts, the funding 
body will not lose patience. It is almost impossible 
to over-stress the importance of establishing a 
feeling of loyalty and good rapport between the 
project team and the local courts .. In addition to 
sound planning and project management, good 
human relations skills and two-way communica­
tions are required to forge this bond. If the neces­
sary investment is made, the resulti...'1g positive re­
lationship can carry the project through the often 
turbulent period of statewide deployment and sup­
port. 

An example of the kind of investment needed 
is the practice, cited by several project leaders, of 
having the state court administrator or the ITS di­
rector personally visit each court before the 
statewide system is implemented there. The per­
sonal visit helps impress upon the local court per­
sonnel the commitment that the AOC has to the 
project and the importance it attaches to each 
court. It also provides the opportunity for some­
one with authority to explain the state's plans and 
reassure court managers and staff about the proc­
ess. 
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CHAPTER SIX 
Funding Statewide Automation Projects 

VI.A. Funding is Fundamental 
Funding is a key issue for any type of automa­

tion project. In the flrst place, most projects can­
not begin without assurance of at least enough 
funding to permit preliminary activities to be car­
ried out to some point of completion. Further­
more, while it is pos:'~91e and usually desirable to 
take a phased approach to projects of any com­
plexity, it is not advisable to embark on a substan­
tive project without reasonable assurance of suffi­
cient funds to complete it--even if those funds are 
made contingent upon successful completion of 
each previous phase. 

Statewide automation projects have such far­
reaching implications that securing adequate 
funding for them is of paramount importance. At 
the same time, they are such a massive undertaking 
that obtaining funding can be a substantial project 
on its own. After years of generally predictable, 

perhaps slowly increasing budgets for the judicial 
branch, a statewide automation project suddenly 
interjects a substantial jump in the level of expendi­
tures. Even though judicial budgets are small 
compared with the executive branch departments, 
the percentage increase can quickly raise a red 
flag, making justifying this unprecedented foray an 
uphill battle. Furthermore, the inc; '~ased funding 
level is not a one-time expense th:.I~ l11ight be han­
dled out of a budget surplus or temporary funds 
transfer. The project requires a long-term financial 
commitment, possibly in the face of initially strong 
opposition among some of the more influential 
counties in the state. 

In this chapter we will examine some of the 
common approaches to funding taken by states 
who have pursued statewide court automation. In 
addition to the different funding options that can 
be explored, some of the tactics that have been 
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used successfully to secure and maintain adequate 
funding will be discussed. 

VI.B. Funding Alternatives 
Through good and bad economic times, state 

court systems have had to explore a variety of 
sources for funding their automation projects. 
Each source has its advantages and drawbacks, 
and many are so limited that they can be consid­
ered only as preliminary or supplemental resources 
to be tapped. As the political and economic situa­
tion varies from state to state, and as conditions 
change over time within a given state, state court 
administrators and other judicial leaders must craft 
an approach to funding that seems to be most ap­
propriate overall. Then they must remain alert and 
nimble between funding cycles, so that they can 
quickly shift their approach if the situation war­
rants. 

i 

I I ..I I 

VI.B.I. Legislative Appropriations 
The most common source of funding for 

statewide automation projects is budget appro­
priations from the state legislature. These may 
take the form of a separate appropriation for the 
automation project in addition to the normal judi­
cial budget, or they may be an increased judicial 

branch appropriation for a total budget that in­
cludes court automation as a 1ine item. Several 
states have launched their projects with a special 
appropriation and then maintained them with an 
increased overall budget for the jUdiciary. 

Funding through legislative appropriation from 
the state's general fund has numerous advantages. 
It places the responsibility for funding the project 
in the hands of the elected legislators, who are also 
responsible for keeping most of the state's other 
government functions running. It avoids associat­
ing the level of funding with the revenue generated 
through the courts. Therefore, like the number of 
judgeships allocated, funding for the automated 
system should, in theory, be considered on the ba­
sis of importance and necessity, regardless of the 
court revenue picture. Funding through the state's 
general fund--e3pecially when it is funneled 
through the judicial branch's normal budget-­
imparts stability and permanence to the automated 
system, making it less susceptible to targeted 
budget cuts. 

On the other hand, funding through legislative 
appropriation subjects the project to more direct 
dependency on the legislature. If this alternative is 
selected from the outset, it means that the judiciary 
has to mount an effective campaign to convince 
the legislature that the project is worthy of funding 
in the fIrst place, when only the concept exits. 
Then project leaders must demonstrate continued 
progress during the formative stages of the project 
when it is under closest scrutiny by the legislative 
budget committee. In tough economic times when 
legislators are faced with competing demands for 
dwindling resources, it is extremely difficult to 
obtain funding for a major new project. Moreo­
ver, if a recently-launched project encounters 
problems and delays, such economic conditions 
make it hard for the legislature to justify indulging 
it further. 
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VI.B.2. Fee-Based Funding 
Many states have turned to court revenue gen­

erated through fees and fines as a means to fund an 
automation project. This approach is sometimes 
taken simply to avoid the disadvantages of direct 
dependency on the legislature. More commonly, 
however, it is taken because there is no other way 
to get the project off the ground. It is usually 
much easier to receive the blessing of the legisla­
ture for a judicial project if the legislature can be 
assured that the general budget will not be af­
fected. There is also a certain appeal to the argu­
ment that through fee-based funding the users of 
the courts will be paying for a system designed to 
improve the courts. 

Fee-based funding does offer a number of ad­
vant-1.ges. If special funds already exist to capture 
a portion of court fees for specific purposes, it is 
usually relatively easy to tack on one more special 
filing fee or court cost designated for a court 
automation fund. Even a modest fee can generate 
significant revenue over time. Furthermore, the 
AOC usually has fairly wide control over how the 
funds are used within the designated program. 
This latitude permits project leaders to respond 
quickly to unanticipated expenses and the need to 
redistribute project monies among categories when 
projections do not quite match reality (of course, 
that never happens in automation projects). 

There are some significant disadvantages to 
fee-based funding as well. In fact, some state 

court administrators are strongly opposed to this 
approach. If the state court system currently is 
funded completely through legislative appropria­
tions, introducing fee-based funding for the auto­
mation project can be tantamount to opening Pan­
dora's box, by providing a means for the legislature 
to sidestep other judicial budget issues. For ex­
ample, future requests for expanded funding for 
other court needs may meet with legislative reluc­
tance and the suggestion that an additional fee be 
established for the requested purpose. Once a 
state starts down the path of special fees, it is 
common to see the fee structure become so com­
plex that it requires a fairly sophisticated financial 
system to account for it. In addition to the com­
plexity, as more and more agencies jump on the 
bandwagon and tack on their own special fees, 
court costs may reach a level that places an undue 
burden on citizens who are forced to use the 
courts. 

Several states have taken a sort of hybrid ap­
proach to fee-based funding, capitalizing on some 
of the advantages while avoiding some of the dis­
advantages. For example, a temporary special fee 
may be established with the legal provision that it 
be removed by a date certain. This approach can 
be used to get a statewide automation project 
launched, especially if it is coupled with the guar­
antee of legislative funding once the project 
proves itself to be worthwhile. Another variation 
is simply to increase an existing filing fee by the 
amount needed to generate revenue matching the 
increase in the judicial budget requested to fund 
the project. 

VI.B.3. Cost-Sharing with Counties 
As mentioned in an earlier chapter, it is much 

easier to gain acceptance for a statewide system 
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among the local courts if the state can make the 
system available at no cost to the county. Despite 
this strategy, however, some states have managed 
to overcome funding limitations for their statewide 
project in part by sharing some costs with the 
counties who want to receive the system. This 
approach seems to be most effective in the early 
stages of the project before the system has been 
completed, or at least before it has reached wide­
spread implementation. The first few courts who 
want the system badly enough to be pilot sites may 
also be able to convince the county government to 
put up some of the money needed. Although other 
breakdowns have been used, most commonly the 
cost-sharing takes the form of the county provid­
ing the hardware and associated installation costs, 
and the state providing the software, implementa­
tion, training, documentation, and software main­
tenance. 

The advantage to the state is that implementa­
tion can progress more rapidly, without waiting 
for the budgeting cycle to catch up. As the pilot 
courts begin to spread the word about their use for 
the system, acceptance and demand among the 
courts increase with resulting pressure upon local 
representatives for continued legislative funding. 
The advantage to the local courts is that they re­
ceive a functioning system much sooner, and at a 
fraction of the cost of acquiring their own soft­
ware. 

Although the practice of cost-sharing has been 
necessary and effective in some states, the usual 
pattern for them has been to phase out the county's 
contribution and assume mostly full state funding 
for the system as statewide deployment spreads. 

VI.B.4. Piggybacking with Other State and 
Federal Projects 
In a few states, the 

judiciary has been able 
to leverage its court 
automation project off 
other projects being 
planned or conducted in 
the state, sometimes 

with federal "seed" monies. For example, auto­
mation for child support enforcement has been 
mandated and partially funded by the federal gov­
ernment in recent years. For some states, particu­
larly those in which the courts are heavily involved 
in child support case processing, this effort has 
provided the first real opportunity to approach 
court automation on a statewide basis. Especially 
with the prospect of federal matching funds 
(although some state court systems have been re­
luctant to accept federal dollars and the accompa­
nying strings), the courts have been able to secure 
state funding to begin planning for statewide court 
automation, or even to pursue developing or ac­
quiring a system. Other states have explored ini­
tiatives to improve criminal history reporting as a 
means to obtain funds for increased automation of 
the courts. Still others have obtained small 
amounts of funding through highway safety pro­
grams and prison reform programs. 

It is important not to overlook any potential 
source of funding, even though any undesirable 
consequences associated with it should be exam­
ined. For example, if the governor launches a "get 
tough on crime" program to improve law en­
forcement and corrections, the judiciary should be 
quick to point out the necessity to include court 
technology improvements in the initiative. Simi­
larly, J crackdown on DUI offenses can provide a 
forum for bringing attention to the need for 
statewide traffic and criminal case processing sys­
tems. Recent and pending federal legislation con­
cerning enforcement of drug laws, handgun con­
trol. and other criminal justice issues should pro­
vide many opportunities in the near future for 
states to champion the cause of statewide court 
automation. 

VI. C. Funding Tactics 
State judicial leaders have employed a variety 

of tactics to help secure adequate funding for their 
court system's statewide automation project. Al­
though some states had more of a struggle to ob­
tain funding than others, owing to different cir­
cumstances at the time the projects were begun, 
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virtually all states that managed the process suc­
cessfully shared some of the tactics in common. 
While altemative funding sources can reduce 
somewhat the direct dependency on the legislative 
body, most statewide automation projects do re­
quire the legislature to be convinced that the pn)j­
ect has merit and deserves to be funded. For that 
reason most of the tactics observed from the ex­
periences of states with successful court automa­
tion are related to obtaining legislative funding. 

VI.C.l. Conduct Preliminary Work Before 
Seeking Appropriation 
Many state judiciaries have found it beneficial, 

if not essential, to find some way to carry out cer­
tain preliminary project tasks before approaching 
the legislature with their funding request. The idea 
is to establish solid footing for justifying the re­
quest. For example, some states have assembled a 
volunteer task force to conduct preliminary inves­
tigation and planning activities with the assistance 
of existing Aoe staff operating within the current 
judicial budget. Such a team might develop a 
high-level needs assessment, for instance, or sur­
vey existing local court automation around the 
state to determine its capabilities and common 
characteristics. Having accomplished this work, 
the judiciary is then in a knowledgeable position to 
describe to the funding body the need for the proj­
ect and the general dimensions of the proposed 
endeavor. Perhaps as importantly, it will then be 
in a posture of requesting funds to continue work 
in progress, rather than to initiate a new program 
or project of an unprecedented nature. 

I 
VI.C.2. Compare Cost of Statewide Approach 

with Local Court Automation 
Even on the face of it, it seems logical to as­

sume that a statewide project resulting in a single, 
uniform automated system would be significantly 
more cost-effective than having each local court 
develop its own system independently. Neverthe­
less, some states have found it helpful to conduct 
at least a cursory comparative analysis of the two 
approaches to attempt to quantify the differences. 
The study should be as objective as possible, ac­
knowledging the fact that many of the smallest 
courts would feel relatively little pressure to auto­
mate on their own; that development of a suitable 
uniform solution requires considerably more effort 
that developing a single-court solution; that travel 
and communication costs are involved in a state­
wide approach; and other such considerations. An 
honest and fairly comprehensive (even if not de­
tailed) analysis can be a powerful and persuasive 
factor in convincing the legislature of the wisdom 
of the statewide approach. 

VI.C.3. Develop a Solid Long-Range Plan 
Substantial funding should not be requested 

from the legislature until project leaders have de­
veloped a strategic technology plan for the state 
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court system. The plan should reflect the true 
scope and duration of a statewide automation 
project. It should extend at least five, and pref­
erably, ten years into the future. In addition to the 
necessity of this planning activity for the actual 
conducting of the project, the existence of a sound 
long-range plan imparts a sense of permanence and 
practicality to the project as it is being considered 
for funding. 

Once initial funding has been approved and the 
project is well underway, the plan should continue 
to be the yardstick by which progress is measured 
and the future stages are explained to the legisla­
ture during each funding cycle. Certainly, the plan 
should be flexible and designed to be modified as 
needed over time, as well as expanded with more 
detail as the project approaches each subsequent 
stage. When approaching the legislature for con­
tinued funding, however, it is important to mark 
each milestone that is passed and highlight each 
accomplishment to demonstrate that the project is 
moving according to plan. 

VI. CA. Request a Meeting with Judicial 
Appropriations Committee Chairperson or 
Key Member 
At whatever point the judiciary is ready to 

submit its request for funding to the legislature, 
the state court administrator should request an ad­
vance meeting with the chairperson or some other 
key member of the judicial appropriations commit­
tee. The meeting should be of a fairly informal 
nature. Its purpose is to facilitate a discussion of 
the proposed automation plan and forthcoming 
budget request before its formal submission. The 
particular circumstances of each state, including 
the depth of knowledge and the personal relation­
ships of individuals in the judiciary and the legisla­
ture, should dictate exactly which of those indi­
viduals should attend the meeting. In some states, 

for example, the state court administrator and the 
ns director have made an informal presentation to 
the committee chairperson along with one other 
key member known to be an advocate for the 
courts. 

This meeting gives the project leaders the op­
portunity to feel out the receptivity of the commit­
tee and to explain the project in an informal dia­
logue that . can help avoid any misconceptions 
caused by missing information or ambiguities. If 
the right atmosphere exists, the committee chair­
man or other member can often be very candid 
about potential legislative opposition, weaknesses 
in the proposal, and suggestions for ways to 
strengthen the court's position or strategy. Be­
sides the opportunity to incorporate such revela­
tions and suggested improvements into the pro­
posal before its formal submission, an advance 
meeting can ensure that the plan and budget re­
quest will seem familiar and understandable to 
these key individuals when it does come under 
formal consideration. 

VI.C.S. Cultivate Long-Term Funding Rather 
than Large Initial Appropriation 
In attempting to launch their statewide auto­

mation projects with enough funding to build mo­
mentum rapidly, several states requested large ini­
tial appropriations, or even a one-time appropria­
tion for a budget that would ca..'Ty them all the way 
through implementation across the state. Typi­
cally, their legislatures responded with a much 
smaller initial appropriation than was requested, 
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coupled with provisions for continued funding in 
the future contingent upon accomplishments and 
justification for subsequent phases. Project leaders 
were understandably disappointed by this response 
and had to adjust their plans accordingly. Moreo­
ver, at least one TIS director, in looking back at 
the history of his state's project, maintained that he 
could have moved somewhat faster with more ini­
tial funding. ill retrospect, however, most state 
court administrators, TIS directors, and other key 
project leaders acknowledge that a massive initial 
budget could not have been spent wisely. Metered 
funding forced them to go more slowly and plan 
carefully. They were also better able to back away 
from mistakes before investing too heavily in them. 

VI.C.6. Keep Funding Body Informed of Plans 
and Progress 
Until it is time once again to request funding, it 

is easy to overlook maintaining communications 
with the legislature. Addressing this need, how­
ever, is an essential part of a strategy designed, as 
one seasoned state court administrator put it, to 
"cultivate a long-term relationship with the legisla­
ture." Those responsible for seeing that the state's 
resources are allocated properly should be kept in 
touch with the results of their appropriations. It is 
highly advisable to maintain close ties with the ju­
dicial appropriations committee throughout the life 
of a statewide automation project, keeping it in­
formed of progress, problems, and any anticipated 
change in plans. 

Project leaders should be open and honest 
about difficulties encountered, especially when 
they have a direct impact on the project budget. 
Appropriations committees are much more likely 
to be supportive if they are kept "in the loop" as 

the project unfolds. With an understanding of the 
problems and needs, they can begin planning for 
the next budget cycle along with the AOe. Peri­
odic reports and meetings can help maintain a de­
sirable rapport with the legislature as well as pro­
viding infonnation. Needless to say, along with 
the disclosure of problems and additional needs, it 
is very wise to share with the legislature successful 
accomplishment of project tasks, accounts of 
positive feedback from local courts, and other in­
stances of good news. 

VI.C.7. Don't Promise More than Can be 
Delivered 
When requesting funding for a project as im­

portant as statewide automation, there is a natural, 
almost unconscious temptation for judicial and 
project leaders to build up the expected results be­
yond a safe and conservative level. Recognizing 
the need to make the product of the effort as ap­
pealing as possible and to convince the funding 
body that the investment of funds will be worth­
while, they may promise to accomplish more than 
is reasonable to expect within the allotted time and 
budget. Occasionally, they may be pushed into 
this position by the legislature as it tries to hold 
down expenditures, or perhaps tries to find a way 
to dovetail the project with some other initiative 
under consideration. 

Promising more than can be delivered is a rec­
ipe for disaster. The most probable result is that 
the judiciary will be unable to achieve the inflated 
goals, causing the project to look like a failure and 
damaging the project leaders' credibility with the 
funding body. Even if somehow the goals are met 
within the time and budget constraints, undesirable 
compromises may have been necessary. The pro} 
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ect staff and committees may have been forced to 
shortcut critical steps or accept a lower quality 
solution. Furthermore, the added stress and frus­
tration may have a damaging effect on the attitude 
(and possibly health) of the AOC staff and work­
ing committees that casts a shadow over the re­
mainder of the project. 

It is generally advisable to be realistic, but 
fairly conservative in estimating what can be ac­
complished. Murphy's law most defmitely applies 
to statewide automation projects! \Vhen project 
leaders can demonstrate at the end of a budget 
cycle or a project phase that they accomplished 
what was planned, their credibility with the fund­
ing body (as well as with the court community 
across the state) is established more firmly. All 
other things being equal, they will find it easier to 
obtain continued funding for the next phase. Fur­
th6rmore, if the project team manages to make 
swifter progress than anticipated or to accomplish 
even more than planned, they will appear almost as 
heroes. 

VI.C.S. Live Within the Allocated Budget 
In addition to promising no more than can be 

delivered, several statewide project leaders cited 
the importance of staying within the budget ap­
propriated. Returning to the legislature for an 
emergency appropriation when estimated expenses 
prove to be less than reality carries with it ex­
tremely negative implications. Even more than 
failing to accomplish as much as planned, having 
to ask for more money between budget cycles de­
stroys a project's credibility and may create a 
stigma that works against it from that time for­
ward. Consequently, experienced judicial leaders 
advise that if at all possible, it is better to curtail 

some activities or delay one or more steps in order 
to stay within the allotted budget than it is to come 
back for more money. 

Two techniques were cited to help avoid this 
undesirable situation. The first, of course, is to 
calculate the projected budget carefully, estimating 
as accurately as possible each expense and taking 
pains to avoid overlooking any hem. The second 
is to build into the budget a small cushion to ab­
sorb some contingencies without disrupting 
planned activities. This cushion can be in the form 
of a slightly more generous estimate than strictly 
necessary for one or more items. An alternative is 
to make certain that the budget contains funding 
for an activity or purchase that can be sacrificed if 
necessary without any significant impact on the 
project. 

VI.C.9. Spread Hardware Costs Over Multiple 
Years 
Regardless of the source of funding, certain 

tactics can be applied to make the financial burden 
more manageable. One such tactic cited by some 
of the states with automated systems is to try to 
even out the impact of hardware costs by spread­
ing them out over several years. Whether a cen­
tralized, distributed, or decentralized system archi­
tecture is adopted, computer hardware constitutes 
a substantial expense in the overall budget. It is 
helpful if the costs can be absorbed over several 
budget cycles to keep the appropriations as even 
as possible. One technique for spreading hardware 
costs is to fmance it over, for example, a five-year 
period. Although the total cost will usually be 
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somewhat higher, it is easier to fund in that man­
ner. Moreover, the state may be able to arrange 
financing on very favorable terms for such a short 
loan duration. 

If this approach is taken, it is impOliant to 
avoid getting locked into long-term financing of 
hardware that is becoming obsolete or has been 
outgrown by processing demands. With computer 
processing power per dollar nearly doubling every 
18 months, hardware replacement cycles may be as 
short as 48 months (and even shorter at the PC 
level!). Payments should be spread out only 
enough to meet realistic budget limitations. 
Rather than fmancing a purchase, some state court 
systems have leased the necessary hardware di­
rectly from the manufacturers or from third-party 
agents. Leasing can be attractive if it is flexible 
enough to give the courts an easy upgrade patch 
as newer technology becomes available or as more 
powerful hardware is required. U!!fortunately, 
some states have been trapped ill unfavorable 
leasing agreements that made it prohibitively ex­
pensive to replace obsolete equipment before the 
end of the (long) leasing period. The debate over 
leasing versus purchasing is a continuing one. 
Project leaders should examine each alternative 
carefully to work out the best arrangement for 
their situation. 

VI.C.lO. Subtle Tactics 
In addition to the common tactics described 

above, some judicial project leaders acknowledged 

the necessity to be politically astute in managing 
the automation process, especially with respect to 
funding. Through careful timing and seizing upon 
opportunities that arise, funding for automation 
occasionally can be given a little extra nudge. One 
such example is to initiate a push toward statewide 
automation just as the state is coming out of a pe­
riod of recession into a strengthening economy. 
A~ revenue projections improve, a statewide 
a11tomation project is more likely to be viewed fa­
vorably. Moreover, if the preliminary work men­
tioned earlier has been accomplished and a sound 
long-term automation plan developed, the project 
may be able to get a jump on competing demands 
as unallocated revenue begins to become available. 

Another example cited is related to the post­
development period when the judiciary must seek 
funding for statewide implementation. Although 
the order in which the automated system is imple­
mented in different courts depends on a number of 
factors, there have been instances where the coun­
ties in which key members on the judicial appro­
priations committee resided happened to be among 
the first to receive the system. 

Funding for statewide automation is a complex 
issue. There are many ways to approach it and 
many tactics that can be employed in putting to­
gether an effective funding strategy. Some state 
court administrators and TIS leaders have become 
highly skilled in the whole budgeting process. The 
overarching principle that seems to emerge from 
the collective experiences of the states is one of 
careful and conservative planning, combined with 
open and honest communication with the funding 
body. Once the judiciary secures initial funding, 
demonstrated, incremental success tends to main­
tain a commitment to funding. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
Organizing People.o Statewide Committees and Task Forces 

VII.A. Introduction 
No statewide automation project can be con­

ducted successfully unless the energy and talents 
of appropriate combinations of people can be har­
nessed. It is essential to draw upon the courts 
themselves to assemble the teams of people 
needed to plan, develop, and implement a system 
for the courts. No matter how able the staff in the 
administrative office or its TIS division, and no 
matter how much outside expertise can be secured 
under contract, a statewide effort cannot succeed 
unless it includes the extensive involvement of trial 
court personnel. Whether these teams are called 
committees, work groups, task forces, or other 
names, states that have succeeded in implementing 
statewide systems have given much thought to 
their purpose, structure, and composition. 
Committees are important at every step in the 
process, from preliminary planning through state-

wide deployment of a system. In fact, most states 
continue to use some types of committees even for 
mature and stable systems, although their level of 
activity may be lower than during more transitional 
stages. 

VII.B. Strategy of Using Committees 
There is far more strategy involved in the use 

of statewide committees than that of simply pull­
ing together the bodies needed to carry out the re­
quired work. Committees, task forces, and vari­
ous other work groups perform a number of func­
tions critical to the success of a statewide project: 

~ Capture Court Expertise 
Assembling committees of people from the 

trial courts ensures that the project taps the exper­
tise in how courts really operate. This knowledge 
is necessary for many different types of decisions 
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from policies about electronic dissemination of 
information down to what data fields should ap­
pear (in which order) on a particular screen. 

~ Ensure Representational Input on 
Statewide Issues 

Committees and task forces provide the means 
to determine an accurate statewide view of issues 
affecting both the design of the system and the 
way in which the entire project is carried out. In 
order for a statewide system to be successful, this 
cross-sectional viewpoint is as important as the 
knowledge of how a particular court operates. 

~ Promote Buy-in of Local Courts and Other 
Represented Parties 

By establishing committees that are represen­
tational of the local courts, project leaders can 
help foster a sense of ownership among the courts 
for the project and its product. If courts (and 
other agencies, where appropriate) feel that they 
are participating in the project through selected 
representatives and have a voice in how the proc­
ess unfolds, they are much more likely to view it as 
their own project, rather than one being conducted 
by the AOC to foist a system upon the courts. 
Not only will this sense elicit more valuable input 
from the courts around the state, but it will greatly 
enhance their acceptance of the decisions that are 
made and of the system that ultimately will be im­
plemented. 

~ Enhance Positive Publicity for the Project 
Committees of dedicated court personnel pro­

vide a ready-made public relations operation for a 
statewide project. Inevitably, when individuals 
serve on genuine committees whose activities are 
an integral part of the automation effort, they be­
come staunch advocates for the process if not the 
product. These individuals usually are very en­
thusiastic in conveying their own beliefs in the 

effort to others with whom they normally come 
into contact. In addition to promoting the project 
in their home courts, when such individuals are 
generally acknowledged for their competence and 
respected around the state, their influence can be 
considerable even outside their own courts. 

~ Shift Responsibility for Success Away from 
the AOC and JIS Staff 

If committees and task forces are set up and 
used appropriately, they provide the means to vest 
the responsibility for the project in the courts as a 
whole. Decisions affecting the project at each 
level can then be made by tlle corresponding 
committees, with infonnation and advice provided 
by the TIS staff. Rather than bearing the full re­
sponsibility for the success or failure of the state­
wide project, then, the AOC a..'1d its TIS division 
become what they ought to be--a service organi­
zation for the state court system. 

VII.C. Tactics to Enhance Effectiveness 
There are many tactics commonly applied by 

states to make the most effective use of statewide 
committees. Most states have used different types 
of committees for different purposes during the 
course of their statewide projects, with the struc­
ture and composition of each tailored to fit the 
need. Generally speaking, there seem to be three 
major types of committees established: planning 
committees, policy-level committees, and working 
committees at the detail level. Although each type 
of committee has unique characteristics (which 
will be discussed later), certain principles apply to 
all three. 



Chapter Seven - Organizing People: Statewide Committees and Task Forces 61 

vn.C.l. Choice of Leader 
Statewide automation committees must grap­

ple with extremely complex and diverse issues. 
Perhaps their most distinctive feature is the con­
tinuous necessity to resolve differences, reach 
compromises, and produce results that not only 
are acceptable to all (or nearly all) parties repre­
sented, but are also feasible to implement. Be­
cause of L1is characteristic, the choice of commit­
tee leadership is un­
usually important. 
Chairing a statewide 
automation committee is 
no place for a figure­
head or a political ap­
pointee without merit. 

the entire project. States that have been successful 
gave much thought to their selection of leaders for 
key committees. 

vn.C.2. Size of Membership 
Statewide committees must be sized carefully 

to strike a balance between being too small to be 
representational and too large to work effectively. 
It is important to appoint a sufficient number of 
members to achieve an accurate cross-section of 
all parties affected by its decisions. If too many 
people are involved in the working sessions of the 
committee as a whole, however, it becomes too 
cumbersome to discuss the issues and overly diffi­
cult to reach necessary compromises. The more 
detailed the work of the committee and the more 

exacting its decisions 
have to be, the more 
critical the question of 
size becomes. To 
maintain this delicate 
balance, many statewide 
committees rely on 
AOC staff to perform 
some of the "legwork" 
and analysis needed to 
streamline the decision­

In addition to simply 
facilitating meetings and 
making sure that the 
work gets done, the 
chairperson of a state­
wide committee must 
have tremendous skills 
in human relations. He 
or she must be able to 
foster a sense of com­
mitment and a spirit of 
cooperation and team­
work among the mem­

"Vel)l well then. .. if there are no more objections 

making process. An­
other tactic often used is 
to convene from time to 
time sub-committees or 
temporary task forces of 
appropriate court per­
sonnel from around the 
state with the skills and 
knowledge to perfoml or let's move on to Item 2. " 

bership. It is also important for the leader to be 
respected for his or her knowledge of the courts 
(although not necessarily the operational details) 
and objectivity. The appointment of an inadequate 
committee chairperson, whether for political rea­
sons or because of insufficient information, can 
hopelessly bog down a committee of even the 
most talented people and render it not only inef­
fective but in danger of damaging the credibility of 

specific assignments for the committee. Most par­
ticipants in these temporary work groups are not 
permanent members of the committee at large. 

vn.C.3. Composition of Membership 
Obviously the composition of committee 

membership will vary from one type of committee 
to another. Just as the choice of leadership for any 
statewide committee has been shown to be critical 
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to its success, states that enjoyed the benefits of 
productive committees that made sound decisions 
were the ones that took great care in who was se­
lected to serve on each type of committee. It is 
essential, of course, to select individuals from 
around the state who are widely respected for their 
knowledge of the courts, in the particular opera­
tion of the court and at the level of detail appro­
priate for the type of committee. They should also 
be persons who have demonstrated their ability to 
accomplish tasks, and who are able to work well 
as part of a team. 

Achieving the proper balance among the mem­
bership was cited as being very important. Project 
leaders should try to form committees that reflect 
a broad representation of different aspects of the 
courts (e.g., judges, clerks, court administrators), 
different types of courts (e.g., limited and general 
jurisdictions), different sizes of courts, different 
geographical or cultural regions, and different lev­
els of familiarity with court automation. Depend­
ing upon the type of committee and the scope of 
the system being planned, committees may need to 
include representatives from other agencies, such 
as law enforcement, corrections, state attorney, 
public defender, and department of motor vehicles. 
It is often helpful to include a bar representative as 
well. 

There is another aspect of broad-based com­
position that may be overlooked. While it is desir­
able to select people who work well with others, it 
is advisable to avoid forming a committee of per­
sons who are too similar in their viewpoints. In 
fact, several states stressed the wisdom of includ­
ing on committees persons known to be skeptical 
of the entire project, or even to strongly oppose it. 
Those more dissident members will be quick to 
point out flaws in logic or information that may be 
overlooked by more single-minded or enthusiastic 
members. Moreover, if during the course of their 
involvement such skeptics can be convinced of the 
merits of the statewide project and the system that 
is being planned, they become extremely effective 
spokesmen among their colleagues across the 
state. 

VII.C.4. Responsibility and Empowerment 
A key tactic in the effective use of statewide 

committees and task forces is to vest real power 
and authority in those committees. Committees 
should be held responsible for performing the 
work for which the expertise of its members is 
needed. FUlthermore, with the exception of spe­
cial committees, task forces, or other groups that 
are constituted solely as advisory bodies, they 
should have the authority to make final decisions 
about matters for which they are responsible. 

This approach has several advantages. In the 
first place, it ensures that the committee views its 
work as essential, realistic, and of great value, 
rather than merely an academic exercise or an ex­
ploratory effort that produces only suggesti 'T$ 

and recommendations. Knowing that the reSUH.., 
of their work will definitely and directly affect the 
direction of the project and the nature of the sys­
tem that ultimately results imparts a sense of dedi­
cation among the members. Each member will 
tend to give serious thought to all committee de­
cisions. Not only will they be more IL1cely to attend 
all meetings, but they will continue working on the 
issues between meetings. As one charter member 
of a statewide committee put it, "Knowing that the 
ideas and decisions you're developing and voting 
on today are absolutely going to determine the 
system you'll be using tomorrow makes you a little 
less concerned about the long hours and hard 
work it takes!" 

With the realization that they are acting on be­
half of large numbers of court personnel, commit­
tee members are likely to solicit input from con-
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stituents in their home court and surrounding 
courts. In addition to enhancing the quality of the 
committee's work and the appropriateness of its 
decisions, such communication between commit­
tees and the court constituency helps generate the 
sense of project ownership among the local courts. 
Finally, giving committees the authoritative back­
ing to make final decisions also greatly expedites 
progress once those decisions have been made. 

vn.c.s. Development of Effective Working 
Relationships 

"Really now, Crenshaw! Don't you think that's a 
rather strong reaction to Judge Hindley's sug­
gestion?" 

One of the greatest hurdles to overcome in 
establishing effective statewide committees is that 
of achieving a smooth, harmonious working rela­
tionship an10ng a group of people from different 
backgrounds and locations. It is imperative that 
committee members work past their political and 
personal differences, to' focus on the difficult tasks 
at hand. Many states have noted that not OI'Jy the 
pace of their automation project, but also the ex­
tent to which the resulting system proved satisfac­
tory, were directly affected by how smoothly key 
committees operated when they met. Their expe­
riences make it clear that project leaders must do 
all in their power to develop policies and guide­
lines (not necessarily formal or even written, how-

ever) that will foster good working relationships 
within committees, in order to make the best use 
of the time and expense jnvested in committee 
work. 

vn.C.S.a. Frequency and Duration of 
Meetings 
An important consideration in developing a 

smootluy-functioning committee is to balance the 
frequency and duration of meetings. Both fre­
quency and duration will vary by the type of 
committee and the particular stage of project. For 
example, after the initial intensive planning period, 
policy committees usually meet less often and for 
shorter periods of time than do detailed work 
forces. For each committee project leaders should 
work with the committee chairperson to monitor 
the operation of the committee and establish the 
meeting characteristics. Committees need to meet 
frequently enough to develop continuity in their 
work and minimize startup time for each meeting. 
Frequent meetings also help maintain the sense of 
familiarity and comradeship among members, thus 
promoting effective and objective discussions. At 
the same time, ideal meeting frequency must be 
balanced against the real world of other responsi­
bilities, and the time and expense of travel. 

Similarly, the duration of committee meetings 
must be carefully balanced. Meetings should be 
sufficiently long to enable the committee to get 
deeply into the subject matter, reach an under­
standing of the issues currently pending, and settle 
those issues or make the decisions necessary to 
advance the project to the next step. Overly long 
meetings, on the other hand, rapidly become 
counterproductive. They increase the likelihood 
that outside responsibilities will begin to interrupt 
some members and interfere with the foc·.lsed ef­
fort of the committee. Furthermore, if excessively 
lengthy meetings become the norm, there is a 
much greater danger of diminished commitment 
and "burnout" among the members, most of whom 
will be volunteers from the COutts who must con­
tinue to maintain their other responsibilities. 
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A common-sense approach that is often taken 
is to adopt a policy of flexibility. For each com­
mittee a baseline schedule for meetings should be 
established, according to the nature of its respon­
sibilities and the expected intensity of the work to 
be accomplished. However, committee chairper­
sons should be able to call special meetings when 
urgent or complex issues must be resolved. By the 
same token, they should have the freedom to can­
cel regular meetings if there is little pressing work 
to be done at the appointed time. Small commit­
tees can often make good use of telephone confer­
ence calls, especially when urgent but straightfor­
ward issues must be decided. 

More specific information on meeting charac­
teristics can be found in the discussion of each 
type of committee later in this chapter. For all 
types of committees, the extent to which the mem­
bers and their leaders prepare for each meeting has 
a significant effect on both the frequency and du­
ration of those meetings. Advance preparation, in 
tum, requires a serious commitment by the courts 
from which committee members are appointed. 

Vll.C.S.b. Climate for Effective Working 
Relationships 
Committees or special work groups that must 

meet for hours or days at a time to grapple with 
complex or controversial issues are particularly 

chairs and well-lighted tables can improve the 
working conditions. Making sure that coffee, soft 
drinks, and snacks are close at hand fosters a more 
pleasant and congenial atmosphere, even while it 
serves the more pragmatic purpose of encouraging 
each member of the group to stay in the meeting 
room and participate in the discussion. Some 
statewide committees have held week -end retreats 
to which they bring their families, combining sev­
eral hours of uninterrupted work with social inter­
actions during meals and evening events. Provid­
ing the opportunit. y to relax in a social setting with 
other members of the committee can help build a 
sense of community and trust that dissolves barri­
ers and significantly improves the way the commit­
tee works. 

Project leaders and committee chairpersons 
must be sensitive to changes in the overall tem­
perament of a committee. While it is important to 
forge through tough issues and reach some type of 
resolution, sometimes a committee can become 
mentally and emotionally fatigued after continually 
grappling with difficult or controversial issues. 
Frustration over lack of progress and inability to 
reach compromises can create hostilities that 
sharply reduce the effectiveness of the committee. 
If this situation is allowed to continue, permanent 
damage to relationships among individual members 
can occur. Leaders must constantly monitor the 

vulnerable to burnout or 
increased hostility, es­
peci;:J.ly if they are labor­
ing under the pressure 
of deadlines. In some 
states, project leaders 
have adopted measures 
to enhance the climate 
for important work ses­
sions and promote a 
closer working relation­
ship among committee 
members. For example, 
specifying casual dress 
and providing a meeting 
place with comfortable 

Working relationships among statewide 
committee members often can be enhanced 
through social activities. 

emotional climate of 
committees under stress. 
When they sense that 
the committee's stamina 
is reaching the point of 
exhaustion, they should 
impose a break in the 
proceedings, even when 
deadlines are looming 
and decisions are still 
pending. An interlude 
of anywhere from a few 
minutes to several days, 
depending upon the se­
verity of the impasse and 
other factors, can enable 
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the members to step away from the situation, re­
charge their energies, and tackle the problems with 
a fresh start. 

One statewide project leader took even more 
aggressive action when his state's hard-working 
design committee reached a virtual stalemate after 
many long meetings. He called a halt to their in­
creasingly frustrated efforts, piled everyone into 
vehicles and took them white-water rafting. In 
retrospect he and members of the committee agree 
that shifting the situation so drastically and involv­
ing everyone in anew, focused experience far re­
moved from the work they had been doing marked 
a real turning point in their working relationships. 
As a result of the bonding that took place through 
their expedition, the committee was able to work 
together much more effectively and made consid­
erably better progress toward a successful system. 

VII.D. Types of Statewide Committees 
Most states that have conducted successful 

statewide automation projects have used several 
different types of committees or work groups to 
accomplish different purposes. These different 
bodies have been labeled with a variety of names, 
but they generally fall into three main classes: 

Temporary task forces for preliminary 
planning 

Permanent policy-level committees 

(iT' Detailed working committees 
Each type of committee has its own purpose, 

responsibilities, and duties. The structure, leader­
ship, and composition of each must be designed to 
facilitate its purpose and duties. While there is 
often some cross-over in the type of persons as­
signed to each committee (in fact, the same person 
may occasionally serve on two different types of 
committees, either concUlTently or at different 
times), the general composition of each type of 
committee will be different. In particular, policy­
level committees and detailed working committees 
require different types of members. 

vn.D.l. Preliminary Task Force 
Many states have used some type of prelimi­

nary committee or task force to perform tlle initial 
groundwork for a statewide automation project. 
This step can be an effective, low-key way to 
launch a statewide project without requiring spe­
cial funding, creation of staff positions, or even a 
commitment to carry out the project. Such bodies 
are often informally constituted by having the chief 
justice or state court administrator appoint a small 
group of hand-picked volunteers, usually after 
quietly soliciting suggestions from judges, clerks, 
and trial court administrators around the state. 
The appointment usually is for a temporary period 
of time, which may either be specified or left in­
defmite. As a rule a preliminary task force is rela­
tively small, consisting of a mixture of judges, 
clerks, court administrators, and MIS directors 
(preferably who understand automated court sys­
tems through prior experience or may even have 
one implemented in their county), 

Different states have used different approaches 
to creating a preliminary task force. In one state 
the state court administrator asked all counties 
with automated case processing systems to lend 
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their key court automation person (defined as 
more of a user analyst than strictly a technical 
analyst) to serve on a state-level task force for 12 
months. This approach immediately captured a 
base of knowledge about all existing court auto­
mation in the state. It also established a channel 
for local court input and guaranteed that auto­
mated court system expertise was included on the 
task force. Finally, because the court automation 
personnel from each county had much in common 
despite the differences in court characteristics from 
county to county, this technique automatically be­
gan to create a sense of community among the 
courts. 

Whatever its origins, such a preliminary task 
force serves as an advisory body to the AOC or 
supreme court, not as a policy-making body. Its 
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purpose generally is to investigate the whole issue 
of statewide automation, assessing the status of 
local trial court automation ·within the state and 
looking outside at what other states have done. It 
may also be charged with briefly exploring the 
availability and general characteristics of commer­
cially-developed court software. 

In fulfilling its purpose, the task force may en­
list the voluntary help of other qualified persons in 
the courts community. In addition, its members 
may be able to use their own staffs to perform 
some of the legwork (subject to their court's poli­
cies and resources) needed during its investigative 

and planning activities. If authorized to do so, the 
task force may engage a court t.echnology consult­
ant to help with its investigation. Regardless of 
the level of detail with which the task force pur­
sues its purpose, its focus usually remains advisory 
only. Through oral and written reports, it summa­
rizes the issues to be addressed, recommends 
whether statewide automation is feasible for that 
state and should be pursued, and recommends a 
preliminary plan of action. 

Although some members of this preliminary 
task force may end up serving on the permanent 
policy-making committee, it is important for the 
task force to be created as a temporary, prelimi­
nary body of deliberately limited duration. This 
emphasis can encourage people to serve who can­
not undertake a long-term commitment. It can 
also ensure that the permanent committee will re­
quire re-thinking before its structure and member­
ship is determined. Finally, it can ensure that any 
members of the original group who tum out to be 
non-contributing or even damaging to its effec­
tiveness do not automatically have a seat on the 
permanent committee. 

An additional benefit of the preliminary task 
. force can be its subtle marketing efforts. As part 
of its investigation, individual members may visit 
most of the courts in the state to discuss the pros­
pect of statewide automation with them. In addi­
tion to gathering valuable information, these visits 
furnish the opportunity to plant positive seeds, 
listen to concerns, and allay fears and suspicions. 

VTI.D.2. Policy~Level Committee 
Virtually every state that has undertaken 

statewide automation has established a policy-level 
committee in one form or another. These bodies 
go by many different names, such as steering 
committee, oversight committee, policy commit­
tee, and [name of automated system] board. In 
some states, technically, the role of these high­
level committees is to recommend policy which is 
then t0rmally adopted by the supreme court and 
put into force. In keeping with the general pdnci­
pIe of vesting responsibility and authority in its 

------------_.-
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committees, however, most state judicial systems 
acknowledge that the established policy-level 
committee is in fact a policy-making body whose 
decisions have the authority of the supreme court 
behind them. 

The composition of policy-level committees 
varies from state to state, both in number and type 
of members appointed. Within a given state, it 
may also vary over time as the level of activity and 
type of issues to be addressed change during dif­
ferent stages in the life of the automation project. 
In general, the committee will be composed of 
court-related persons at management-level posi­
tions or with broad 
knowledge of legal and 
political implications. 
Typically these commit­
tees will include admin­
istrative judges from the 
trial courts, clerks of 
court, trial court admin­
istrators at the local or 
district level, a supreme 
court justice (other than 
the chief justice), and 
perhaps an intermediate 
appellate court judge. 
Often they include a 
representative from the 
bar. If the statewide 
system encompasses 
criminal case process­
ing, the state attorney, 
public defender, and department of corrections 
may be represented as well. Neither the chief jus­
tice nor the state court administrator usually has a 
direct role on the committee. 

Although the TIS director may sit on the 
committee, it is much more common for that key 
individual to serve as staff to the policy-level 
committee. In that capacity he or she provides 
information, clarification, and advice in the form of 
both formal and informal recommendations to the 
committee, but does not have a vote in its deci­
sions. Moreover, through the TIS director, much 

of the legwork (i.e., research, analysis, and draft­
ing of policies and procedures) for the committee 
can be performed by the TIS staff or other AOC 
staff. 

Policy-level committees serve a number of 
different functions, which may vary somewhat 
from state to state. They act as a sounding board 
to review ideas for expanding or modifying the 
automated system (usually at a conceptual rather 
than detailed level), to assess the impact on the 
system of pending legislation or COUlt rules, and to 
explore the implications of any potential interface 
between the courts and other agencies. They de­

velop policies regarding 
the operation of the 
system with respect to 
such issues as privacy 
and public access, cost 
sharing between coun­
ties and the state, and 
hours of operation. As 
part of its policy-level 
responsibilities, the 
committee usually is 
charged with setting 
priorities for such things 
as development of major 
new system modules, 
significant enhance­
ments to existing soft­
ware (which have been 
approved by a detail­
level committee), and 

implementation among additional non-automated 
courts. In some states these high-level committees 
serve as a board of review for disputes arising 
from working committees in which a compromise 
cannot be reached or for situations where the TIS 
technical staff strongly recommends against a de­
cision of the working committee. Finally, the 
high-level committee performs a valuable function 
as a liaison body between local officials and state­
level officials. 

The meetLlg characteristics of policy-level 
committees varies widely, depending upon the ex-
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act nature and responsibilities of the committee 
and the particular stage of the automation process. 
Although they generally meet less often and for 
shorter periods of time than detail-level working 
committees, during the early stages of planning 
and development, policy committees may need to 
meet regularly and frequently_ It is common to 
find such committees meeting every month (or 
even biweekly) during the formative stages of a 
statewide project, usually for a half-day or perhaps 
a full day. Once the system has been implemented 
and stabilized, however, it is more typical for them 
to hold only two to four meetings a year, with oc­
casional special meetings called when necessary. 
At that point it is often possible to schedt::J regu­
lar meetings to coincide with judicial conferences 
or other statewide meetings which most of the 
committee members would be attending anyway. 

VII.D.3. Detail·,Level Committees 
The real worlkhorses of a statewide automation 

project (apart from the ns staff, of course!) are 
the detail-level committees. There are many dif­
ferent types of detail committees, several of which 
are sometimes in existence concurrently in a given 
state. Whether lhey are called detail committees, 
working committees, task forces, operational 
groups, or other name, these bodies furnish the 
"nuts and bolts" knowledge and expertise that is 
critical to the success of the system design and op­
eration. An overview of some of the different 
types of detail committees encountered in state­
wide projects is presented below, including a dis­
cussion of tactics that can make these primary 
committees more effective. 

For purposes of clarification, each type of 
committee will be discussed individually. It is im­
portant to note, however, that most states assimi-

late the functions of the described committees into 
a smaller number of actual committees, some of 
which will have slightly broader duties and re­
sponsibilities. The last thing that a statewide 
automation project needs is to become mired in 
the bureaucracy of too many committees with 
overlapping or competing responsibilities. Each 
state must carefully craft the way in which it or­
ganizes its detail-level committees, so that their 
purpose, scope, and authority are clear, so that 
their procedures can be streamlined to accomplish 
their work with maximum efficiency, and so that 
their efforts can be easily coordinated by project 
leaders. 

Because detail-level committees perform the 
work that must be done before L.1.e project can ad­
vance to the next step, it is imperative that they be 
able to pursue this work without delay. Particu­
larly in states where a system is to be developed 
from scratch or heavily tailored from a commercial 
product or public domain software, the committee 
should be able to stay ahead of technical staff af­
ter the initial work has been completed. It is wise 
to avoid the situation described by one frustrated 
ns director, who complained that his staffs work 
on the system had "slowed to the pace at which 
things were moving through the committee." It is 
both demoralizing and costly to have permanent 
staff idled because committees cannot schedule 
meetings or obtain the necessary time commit­
ments from their appointed members to accom­
plish their duties. High-level backing for the proj­
ect is important to avoid these problems and can 
be instrumental in correcting them when they do 
occur. For example, a polite letter from the chief 
justice to the administrative judge, court adminis­
trator, and clerk of court, requesting their assis­
tance in making committee members appointed 
from their trial court available as needed, can be 
surprisingly effective. 

VII.D.3.a. Detail Design Committee 
Perhaps the most common type of working 

committee created in statewide automation proj­
e~ts is a representational body charged with ham-
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mering out the requirements and specifications for 
the design of a unifornl statewide system. The ex­
act nature of this committee depends upon the ap­
proach taken to acquire a system. If the state 
plans to build its own software, then this commit­
tee will have a long and close relationship with the 
TIS staff throughout- the project. If the state plans 
to purchase an existing software package and have 
the vendor tailor it to fit the requirements of that 
state's courts, then the committee will likely move 
from the requirements stage to one of evaluating 
potential packages, and finally to working with the 
vendor to adapt the chosen package. 

VII.D.3.a.(1). Composition 
The composition of the detail design commit­

tee is critical to the success of the project and must 
be carefully determined. The committee should be 
composed of people respected throughout the 
state for their excellent working knowledge of 
their operations. For example, such committees 
often contain one or more chief deputy clerks from 
well-run clerk's offices, and section supervisors 
with many years of experience. If the judicial sys­
tem includes trial court administrators, then one or 
more expelienced and effective trial court adminis­
trators should be appointed to the detail design 
committee. They can contribute a good overall 
knowledge of the court, a professional manager's 
perspective, and a fairly objective understanding of 
needs in the judicial area. Sometimes these 
committees include a representative appointed 
from other agencies, such as the state attorney, 
public defender, department of motor vehicles, or 
department of social services. In other states, the 
AOe may invite the other agencies to participate 
in specific meetings when issues involving a par­
ticular agency are being discussed, or AOC staff 
may consult with the other agency and report the 
results to the committee. 

Perhaps more than any other committee, the 
detail design committee must represent courts of 
different sizes and other distinguishing character­
istics. The requirements definition and system de­
sign that result from this committee's work must 

reflect an awareness of the universe of needs and 
the best set of corr~promises for a uniform system. 

The detail design committee should be com­
posed mostly of strong proponents of the project, 
who are willing to work hard and are flexible 
enough to hammer out compromises where 
needed. It is also beneficial to include critics of 
the project, however, so long as they are willing to 
participate fully (it is not constructive to have 
erstwhile members of the committee standing on 
the sidelines criticizing the pro-::ess without know­
ing what is really taking place). It is necessary to 
draw such skeptics or opponents into the process 
to get their ideas. They will serve as an excellent 
reality check by pointing out obstacles, flaws, and 
differences between the ideal and the real. Fur­
thermore, if they become convinced that the sys­
tem design addresses their concerns and will work, 
then not only will they become very credible pro­
ponents, but their turnaround will be an indication 
that the system is likely to withstand the attacks of 
most other critics. 
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Vn.D.3.a.(2). Leadership 
The leadership of a detail design committee is 

nearly as crucial an issue as its membership. In the 
experience of most states, it is best if the AOC's 
TIS director does not chair the committee (except 
perhaps during its formative period); however, the 
TIS director should serve as an advising member of 
committee. Some states have found that a strong, 
well-organized, and widely-respected trial court 
judge often makes a good chairperson for the de­
sign committee. This role is not an easy one for a 
judge to assume because of differences in orienta­
tion. Most judges do not understand the details of 
case processing, nor do they have a real interest in 
a detailed system design. Furthermore, a judge in 
this role must be extremely careful not to let his or 
her inherent authority stifle the full participation of 
all committee members, regardless of rank or po­
sition in their home courts. 
. If a suitable and willing judge can be identified, 

however, his or her appointment as chairperson 
has several advantages. In the first place, such a 
judge commands the respect needed to keep order 
and discipline throughout the difficult tasks facing 
the committee. An influential judge can also be 
instrumental in securing the willingness of court 
managers around the state to send their committee 
representatives to meetings and work sessions as 
needed. Finally, the judge's authority and stature 
can be helpful in setting things in motion once the 
committee decides what is needed. 

Besides the advantages of the inherent respect 
and authority, judicial leadership on this committee 
fosters a sense of involvement among judges 
around the state. Other judges know that the sys­
tem design will not run counter to their needs, and 
they are more likely to be strong advocates for the 
project in their own courts. In reality, the vast 
majority of the design issues of a case processing 
system do not affect judges. Therefore, despite 
the implicit influence of the committee chairman, a 
judge in this position can be quite objective in 
helping settle disputes over the design without a 
personal stake in the details of how most of the 
system operates. 

Vn.D.3.a.(3). Structure 
The structure of detail design committees can 

vruy according to the nature of the project and the 
approach of project leaders. Some statewide proj­
ects were launched with the idea that system de­
velopment for all case types would occur as a uni­
fied effort. Others have taken a phased approach 
in which, for example, the development and im­
plementatimi of a criminal case processing system 
would be completed before a civil system devel­
opment effC'rt would begin. It is possible, there­
fore, to COh".lmte separate design committees at 
different times for different system modules, with 
perhaps no overlap at all in the people who serve 
on those committees. 

Ai approach that a few states have taken is to 
establish a single detail design committee that re­
mains fairly constant throughout the planning and 
development stages (with the exception of normal 
attrition and turnover of members). Then as they 
are needed, specialized sub-committees are formed 
to address specific system modules (e.g., small 
claims processing) or to develop the specifications 
for particular system components (e.g., calendar­
ing). The sub-committees may be chaired by ap­
propriate members of the whole committee, and 
other committee members may serve on them as 
well. However, the sub-committee may recruit 
additional persons from the trial courts who have 
the specialized knowledge needed for that sub­
committee's purposes. As the specification or de­
sign of each module or system component is 
completed, the corresponding sub-committee is 
dissolved. One state that used a structure similar 
to this one called its sub-committees "operational 
review committees" ("ORCs"). 

vn.D.3.b. Statistics Committee 
This detail-level committee may be a sub­

committee of the detailed design committee or it 
may stand on its own. Whereas the main thrust of 
the detail design committee is to focus on the re­
quirements and design of the features and func­
tions needed to support the day-to-day operational 
needs of the trial courts, the statistics committee 
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brings a different perspective to the process. Ini­
tially, this type of committee is set up to determine 
what state-level statistics must be collected. It 
must then work with the design committee (or the 
detail design committee as a whole if the statistics 
committee is a sub-committee to it) to ensure that 
the operational design will furnish the data needed 
for generation of statistical information. 

At a minimum, a statistics committee should 
include an experienced administrative judge, a 
court clerk, a chief deputy clerk or department 
head very familiar with the originating data and 
procedures necessary to compile statistics, the di­
rector of the AOe's statistics section (assuming he 
or she is a statistical analyst), and a technical ana­
lyst from the TIS staff. The committee will proba­
bly need to meet frequently during the initial plan­
ning and design period. Moreover, considerable 
work must be done by individual members be­
tween sessions. Fortunately, such a small, special­
ized group can conduct much of its business by 
mail, telephone, fax and telecommunications. 

After the system has been developed and nn­
plemented, the statistics committee may continue 
its existence with a slightly modified set of re­
sponsibilities. Its on-going function may be to re­
view statistical policies, procedures, and practices 
to ensure the integrity of state-level statistics over 
time. In this capacity the committee may rely 
mainly on the AOe's training staff to perform the 
periodic audits of local court practices in the use 
of the system. The trainers, who generally main­
tain the closest contact with system users in their 
assigned courts, can keep the statistics committee 
abreast of practices that may affect the accuracy or 
consistency of statistical data. They may also 
serve as staff to the committee when the commit­
tee is working on revisions or corrections to a 
problem, or when it is discussing how to accom­
modate new statistical requirements. 

An example of an important function of a sta­
tistics committee (however it is constituted) that 
some states have ignored until problems had al­
ready manifested themselves is that of controlling 
the proliferation of docket codes. In most sys-

tems, valuable case tracking and statistical dRta are 
driven by a table of docket codes used to record 
case events. During the design process, a statistics 
committee should help develop the coding scheme 
that will accommodate both. operational and man­
agement needs, by identifying the linkages between 
the statistics to be generated and the case events 
that must be recognized by the system to produce 
those statistics. After implementation, all requests 
for changes or (more likely) additions to the code 
table should be reviewed by the committee to 
protect the integrity of the code-driven functions. 

vn.D.3.c. User Groups 
Another detail-level committee that comes into 

existence only after the system has been iInple­
mented around the state is most commonly called 
a user group. As the name iInplies, these bodies 
are composed of representatives from among the 
end-users of the system throughout the local 
courts. Their general purpose is to provide a fo­
rum for discussion of common issues related to the 
operation of the system in the courts. Users bring 
problems, complaints, suggested improvements, 
and desired enhancements to the table for consid­
eration by the corporate body of users, with assis­
tance and advice provided by the TIS staff. 

For many reasons it is important to have every 
user in every court in the state represented through 
a user group. Except in states with a very small 
number of trial courts, full representation usually 
necessitates at least two, and possibly three, levels 
of user groups. In mid-size and larger courts, 
where the clerk's office is organized into separate 
departments, it is desirable to establish some type 
of local users group, made up of at least one per­
son from each department or office throughout the 
court. The designated in-house system "expert" 
should be included in this group regardless of 
whether he or she chairs it. Local users groups 
typically meet monthly for an hour or two. 

Next, some states set up a disttict-level users 
group, according to the manner in which the state 
divides its courts into judicial districts or circuits. 
At the district level, each court has representatives 
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(typically two) who meet regularly to discuss 
common problems and suggested improvements, 
and to share ideas about effective techniques or 
ways to work around system limitations that an 
individual court or user has discovered. It is 
helpful to have the designated trainer or liaison 
staff from the AOe participate in the meetings of 
the district-level users group. District groups typi­
cally meet at least monthly during the eady imple­
mentation period, then taper off to bimonthly or 
quarterly meetings as the system matures. 

Finally, each district usually elects a small 
number (e.g., one or two) of representatives to sit 
on the state-level committee. The state-level 
user's group generally meets less often, perhaps on 
a quarterly basis, depending upon the system 
status and level of activity in the district groups. 
This group considers problems and suggestions 
that have made it through the screening process of 
the lower-level groups or cannot be handled less 
formally. It is important to have the JIS director 
and/or other designated representative of the 
technical staff attend these meetings. While there 
is no need to have all the trainers present (as they 
collectively can compare notes about problems in 
their districts), it may be very useful to have one of 
the training or liaison staff attend state-level user 
group meetings. Because it is essential to keep 
ownership of the system vested with the users, the 
users group at the state level should be chaired by 
a local court representative as well. 

Vll.D.3.d. Change Committee 
A few states have set up working committees 

whose primary purpose is to review requests for 
substantive system modifications arising from the 
courts. Such committees include personnel from 
the local and state level. They should have knowl­
edgeable individuals from among system users and 

court managers at the local level, and judicial ana­
lysts and technical staff at the state level. In con­
sidering requests for changes to the system, it is 
imperative that the full implication of such changes 
be assessed. The analysis should include the tech­
nical complexity and effort required to implement 
and maintain the modification, the effect on court 
procedures, the effect on statistical and other man­
agement information, and the impact on computer 
resources (Le., processing power, storage capac­
ity, and communication:,). 

The frequency with which a change committee 
convenes is usually driven by the pace at which re­
quests for consideration are made to it. Because 
the system and the process by which it is managed 
should continually demonstrate responsiveness to 
its users, the committee should not allow a request 
to remain pending for too long. It is also helpful 
to establish a mechanism to immediately notify the 
requesting court that its request has been received 
by the committee and will be considered. Once 
action has been taken, the court should be notified 
of the decision of the committee and its reasoning. 

The name and characteristics of change 
committees vary among the states. Moreover, in 
many states these crucial functions are handled by 
other committees or combinations of committees, 
with input from AOC judicial analysts and techni­
cal staff. Regardless of its form, however, it is ab­
solutely essential to provide some formal mecha­
nism by which substantive modifications or en­
hancements to the system can be requested by the 
courts and reviewed by a knowledgeable, repre­
sentative body empowered to make the [mal deci­
sion about their implementation. It is also essen­
tial not to bog down this mechanism with trivial 
requests that could be handled more directly or 
informally. 



CI-IAPTER EIGHT 
Analysis and Design: The State"wide Perspective 

The Sum of All Differences 

VIII.A. Introduction 
Deremlining the requirements for any type of 

automated system is a major phase of the overall 
p!"oject. If performed correctly, it should consume 
a significant amount of time and staff resources, 
and it should involve a substantial degree of par­
ticipation among the potential users of the system. 
Defining the requirements for a system lays the es­
sential foundation for developing the system de­
sign or for determining the selection criteria for a 
software package that can be acquired and modi­
fied. The requirements analysis and design specifi­
cation processes, therefore, are closely linked and 
are central to the ultimate success of the imple­
mented system. 

y 

It is challenging enough to undertake the 
analysis and design of a case processing and man­
agement system for a single trial court. Pulling to­
gether the right combination of technical experts, 
court procedural experts, and managers able to 
determine the system requirements accurately and 
clearly is not easy. It takes careful planning and 
painstaking effort to analyze the existing manual 
system, identify the needs and purposes behind the 
procedures, define the data requirements for ac­
complishing the work of the court, and translate 
those requirements into a design for an automated 
system. Even in a single court, there are conflict­
ing needs and priorities, failures to distinguish 
between a procedure and the reason for that pro-
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cedure, and disagreements over the best way to 
accomplish a task. Many a local court's automated 
system has been less than satisfactory because the 
analysis and design phase was not handled well. 
Ob1:1ously, a statewide court automation project 
presents all of these challenges, which have been 
well documented in other works. 

The additional challenge in conducting a 
statewide project, however, results from the ne­
cessity to develop design specifications for a single 
system that meets the requirements of all the trial 
courts in the state. The task of identifying the true 
differences in system requirements among the dif­
ferent courts and funneling them into a uniform 
system design is not only technically challenging, 
but it also presents a host of political, psychologi­
cal, and organizational hurdles to be overcome. 
The structure of the court system, the status of 
standardization, the status of local court automa­
tion, and the political climate are some of the fac­
tors that determine how great this challenge is for 
any particular state. 

Regardless of the circumstances, statewide 
analysis and design issues have been among the 
major issues that had to be tackled in every state 
that has pursued statewide automation. Although 
extremely important, the analysis and design issues 
unique to statewide projects are fairly narrow, and 
somewhat obvious. Perhaps for that reason, most 
project leaders had relatively little to say about this 
subject except to comment on how difficult this 
part of the process was and to underscore the im­
portance of recognizing and dealing with the chal­
lenge. Some learned the hard way how sticky the 
consequences of inadequately addressing this issue 
can be. The lessons they learned and the tactics 
others used to meet the challenge are described 
briefly in this chapter. 

VIII.B. The Uniformity Factor 

The most obvious factor that determines the 
level of inherent difficulty associated with the 
analysis and design phase is the degree of uni­
formity among the trial courts that exists when this 
phase of the project begins. In states where uni­
formity had already been addressed, either sepa­
rately or as part of the preliminary stages of the 
automation process, the effort of developing 
specifications for a statewide system was greatly 
reduced, and the work generally proceeded much 
faster. Some states, for example, had already im­
plemented a court unification program. Others 
had adopted uniform forms and procedures devel­
oped by statewide committees and AOe staff , 
even though the basic structure of the state court 
system was not changed. Even the systematic 
collection and reporting of uniform statistical data 
from each trial court was instrumental in promot­
ing uniformity among the courts, whether that 
process was manual or somewhat automated. 

In anticipation of future statewide automation , 
one state initiated a program to develop a uniform 
manual system to be implemented in all the trial 
courts. This fairly ambitious project involved both 
AOe staff, tjal court personnel, and an outside 
consulting organization. The team studied a 
sampling of courts around the state to determine 
their common operational needs, and then de­
signed a recommended organizational structure 
and set of procedures to be used by all courts. In 
re-engin,~ering the manual procedures that were in 
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place in most C(,cHts, judicial leaders hoped to 
achieve a more effective interim manual operation 
and to establish a firm foundation for an auto­
mated system. As it turned out, the statewide 
automated system eventually overtook the imple­
mentation of the revised manual system around the 
state. Nevertheless, the project not only simplified 
the transition to an automated system in courts 
that had implemented the new manual system, but 
the exercise was extremely helpful to the analysis 
and design phase of the automation project. The 
preliminary work contributed significantly to the 
pace with which the automated system was devel­
oped and implemented. 

A few states have taken almost the reverse ap­
proach. Mter years of attempting various reform 
efforts and having the work of forms revision 
committees and procedural standards committees 
met with lukewarm acceptance among the trial 
courts, judicial leaders have sometimes been able 
to use the statewide automation project as lever­
age with which to force the issue of uniformity. 
Although it increases the complexity of the design 
and implementation phases, this tactic does result 
in a uniform mechanism that forces the trial courts 
to operate more nearly in the same way across the 
state. Even if the system is offered on a non­
mandatory basis, the overwhelming advantages it 
provides are seldom resisted for long by even the 
most fiercely independent courts. Of course, if 
those courts can be drawn into participating in the 
design specification process, the system is more 
likely to accommodate their needs and they are 
more likely to be supportive of the system, even if 
it requires some compromises on their part. 

VIII.C. The Model Court Trap 
A serious trap to which some states have fallen 

victim is that of designing or procuring a system 
that works extremely well for courts of a particular 
size or nature. This situation may arise when the 
project leaders base the statewide system on a 
system operating very successfully in a single local 
court. Although they may take pains to study the 
requirements of other courts and modify the sys-

tern design to reflect those other needs and desires, 
the basic orientation of the system may be inap­
propriate for a significant portion of the courts 
around the state. The most ccmmon problem is 
that the system cannot fit the needs of courts at tlle 
opposite end of the size spectrum. 

A system oriented toward a large trial court, 
for example, should reflect the fact that its users 
a1'e organized in separate divisions and depart­
ments and the court may even operate in multiple 
locations. That system wm be most effective if its 
screen formats, menu structure, and general op­
erational flow are optimized for users who are 
processing a high volume of a single type of trans­
actions. For instance, one deputy clerk may be re­
sponsible for entering a stack of warrants into the 
system, another for setting the calendar for all 
criminal misdemeanor hearings, and a third for 
making the docket (regist.er of actions) entries for 
all filings in major civil cases. That type of user 
needs a system designed to minimize the time and 
effort required to enter one type of information for 
many different cases. 

A system oriented toward a small court, on the 
other hand, should reflect the fact that its users are 
generally responsible for a wide range of activities 
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rather than a specialized set. Their work flow 
usually involves handling a relatively low volume 
of any particular type of transaction, but handling 
all types of transactions for a given case. They 
must also respond quickly to a stream of different 
transactions for multiple cases of different case 
types. The ideal system for this environment must 
make it quick and simple to jump between func­
tions, enter and retrieve all information pertaining 
to a single case, and access any system feature for 
any type of case from any workstation. It also 
should be designed so h1.at any routine system 
maintenance or backup activity can be carried out 
by the same clerk who takes in filing fees at the 
counter or prints out the week's calendar. 

Model 
Court 

Systems that originate from either extreme are 
very difficult to modify so that they effectively ac­
commodate the needs of the other extreme. Even 
systems designed for a specific middle-sized court 
can be difficult to adapt for very large or very 
small courts. Some states were optimistic in be­
lieving their model system that emerged from the 
design process could be readily tailored for the 
largest or smallest tier of courts. They ended up 

expending tremendous effort to solve the prob­
lems. 

There is real merit in considering a successful 
local court system (whether developed in-house or 
purchased commercially) as the starting point for a 
statewide system. It is crucial, however, to ad­
dress at the outset the question of how to serve 
the whole range of trial courts. The analysis phase 
must not be abbreviated at the expense of resolv­
ing these different needs. 

Whether starting with an existing system or 
designing from scratch, project leaders and design 
committees must grapple with how to make ol1e 
system fit all sizes of courts. They should assess, 
for example, the possibility of evolving the basic 
design into two offshoots: one for smaller courts 
and one for larger courts. In addition to this ap­
proach, or instead of it, it may be practical to build 
into the system considerable flexibility in its user 
interfaces. For example, the system could be laid 
out with specialized data entry screens for high­
volume procedures that can be "turned off' or by­
passed by smaller courts. Correspondingly, large 
courts may be able to ignore the general purpose 
screens, perhaps even dropping them from the 
menu screens of users who do not need them. 
Many of the more recent court software packages 
have such designed-in flexibility. 

Obviously the parameters of this problem will 
vary depending upon the characteristics of each 
state. Where the vast majority of courts are small 
and there are only two or three urban centers 
around the state, it may be easy to design or spec­
ify a single system and then deal with the three ex­
ceptional courts separately. States with a large 
number of courts of widely diverse sizes may need 
a more elegant solution. Regardless of a court 
system's characteristics, however, these are impor­
tant considerations that cannot be ignored in the 
eady stages of the project without serious negative 
consequences later. 
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VIII.D. Achieving a Realistic Design 
Balance 
There is a palticularly insidious problem facing 

detail design or requirements specification commit­
tees, whether the approach is to build, buy and 
tailor, or just find the best off-the-shelf system. 
With the best of intentions, the committee and 
project leaders establish the very practical goal of 
specifying a relatively straight-forward system that 
can be easily developed or readily acquired and 
implemented quickly. Somehow oilring the proc­
ess of identifying and specifying the requirements, 
the lean and practical system originally envisioned 
rapidly escalates into an eiaborate system that can 
be all things to all people. 

One of the main reasons for this problem is 
that everyone on a design c{)mmittee has certain 
featmes and functions that the.y consider impor­
tant, or that the people they represent consid~r im­
portant. While many of these "requirements" are 
overlapping and can be hammered into a generic 
core set of features and functions, others are less 
u:liversal in natme. The committee is charged 
with resolving conflicts and coming up with a de­
sign that satisfies everyone. It is also under pres­
sure to preserve the enthusiasm of all the local 
courts throughout the long process. Many times 
the committee unwittingly seeks the path of least 
resistance by agreeing to include features and 
functions that may be neither essential to any court 
nor universally desirable, just to maintain the har­
mony and spirit of cooperation among the mem­
bership--and to avoid bogging down the effort in 

long, often heated debates. Unless the committee 
is willing to "bite the bullet" and grind through the 
process of carefully deliberating the merits of 
every requirement, the requirements definition can 
emerge resembling a compilation of every mem­
ber's wish list. 

It is essential to control the scope of the design 
requirements. One tactic that has proven to be 
helpful is to have checklists of features and func­
tions from existing systems available for compari­
son. The TIS staff or a technical consultant should 
be able to estimate the additional complexity and 
cost of each feature and function that seems out­
side the common set. Many of these wishes can be 
relegated to a list of "future desired enhance­
ments", and the evolving design can be monitored 
to make sure it can have these capabilities added 
later. 

VIII.E. Additional Tactics to Achieve a 
Uniform, Statewidle Solution 
There are other tactics that have been success­

fully employed to ease the burden on analysis and 
design teams charged with forging an acceptable 
statewide system design from the melting pot of 
individual trial court requirements. Once the core 
requirements for data. elemente;, screen designs, 
and general system functions have been established 
and the question of accommodating different sized 
courts has been addressed, many of the remaining 
impediments to an acceptable design revolve 
around system outputs. Individual courts 
(especially their judges and clerks of court) can be 
very particular and sensitive about how their cal­
endars, notices, and other documents are struc­
tured and formatted. Moreover, court managers 
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vary in what management and statistical informa­
tion they want from the system for local purposes. 
Rather than continuing to butt heads over these is­
sues, some states have found ways to sidestep 
them through the approach taken to system capa­
bilities. While they can be effective, some of 
these tactics can also be problematic. 

Some systems include the capability for local 
ad hoc query and report generation. Typically, 
the system is designed with a standard complement 
of inquiry screens and reports that are accessed 
from menu screens. When courts then want spe­
cial reports, need to answer unusual one-time re­
quests for statistical infmmation, or need to locate 
a particular case by non-indexed data fields, they 
can use these additional capabilities to obtain the 
needed information or printed output, without the 
need for the ns staff to write special programs. If 
they desire to have customized reports supplement 
ot replace the standard, built-in reports, they can 
permanently store the custom report parameters 
for ease in generating that report as needed. 

The downside of ad hoc query and report ca­
pabilities has to be recognized as well. In addition 
to the software costs, there is the time and expense 
associated with the additional training that the ns 
staff must provide to local courts who use the ca­
pabilities. Another factor is the impact on com­
puter resources. Ad hoc queries and reports gen­
erated on-line consume significant processor 
power and data storage access cycles. Complex 
queries often involve reading through the entire 
data base, sometimes more than once. While these 
activities are occurring, the routine tasks of enter­
ing data, retrieving case information, and produc­
ing normal system outputs can be slowed notice­
ably. Some states have controlled such problems 
by permitting ad hoc query and report generation 
only during off-peak hours. 

As an alternative to placing these capabilities 
directly in the hands of the users, some states have 
restricted their use to central or regional computer 
centers. Although local users still must request 
special output and wait for it to be developed, this 
compromise enables technical staff to respond 

quickly to special requests, drastically reduces the 
cost of producing the custom output (compared 
with traditional coding required for report pro­
grams), and controls the impact on computer re­
sources. 

Another tactic that increases flexibility of a 
statewide system is the use of plain paper for all 
or most output instead of special, pre-printed 
forms. With laser printers installed in the courts, 
almost any type of form or report can be produced 
on plain paper, even if it contains specialized de­
signs, logos, or graphics. (Multi-part forms are an 
exception, of course, but most automated courts 
have eliminated them by using photocopies and 
computer-based audit trails.) In addition to reduc­
ing the cost of printing and the clerical effort re­
quired to mount and demount special forms, the 
plain paper approach permits each court to have 
its name, logo, and other designs appear on each 
output in attractive, high-quality print. It also fa­
cilitates easy changes to forms designs when the 
requirements change. Finally, printers throughout 
the court can be standardized, regardless of their 
purpose. 

Perhaps the ultimate flexibility in system out­
put can be achieved when local PC-based word 
processing and other office automation software is 
linked to the court database. Although it adds 
complexity to the system, this approach permits 
courts to have tremendous control over the format 
and appearance of their documents. They can add 
verbiage to standard forms, and change the word­
ing as needed, for example, to suit each judge. 
Furthermore, data extracted through standard re­
port programs or ad hoc queries can be down­
loaded to spreadsheet and presentation software 
on the PC to enable court managers to produce 
charts and graphs that would be impractical to re­
quest from the ITS staff. 

These and other tactics to make a single, uni­
form solution less confining to the local courts 
should be evaluated carefully by planning and de­
sign committees, with guidance from ns technical 
staff. Costs, complexities, and potential problems 
must be weighed against the benefits to decide the 
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best course of action. In their sincere desire to 
deliver a system that will be universally embraced 
by the trial courts, project leaders and committees 
must not lose sight of the primary goal of imple­
menting a solid system that will handle most of the 

day-to-day operational and management needs of 
the courts, provide the state with the information it 
needs, operate reliably, be reasonably easy to 
maintain and enhance over time, and be as cost­
effective as possible. 

-----------------------------------~ 



CHAPTER NINE 
Testing and Piloting Statewide Systems 

Once mort, withfeeling! 
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aWel/, Ralph. .. That's the third lap and nothing's failed yet! 
I'd say this baby's ready for the road!" 

IX.A. The Bridge Between Theory and 
Practice 
There is a critical transition period between the 

development of a statewide automated court sys­
tem and the placement of that system into actual 
operation in the trial courts around the state. Un­
fortunately, by this point in the project it is not un­
usual to find a statewide project somewhat behind 
schedule, either because of specific setbacks or 
simply because the difficulty and complexity of the 
whole process was underestimated. After many 
months of planning and analysis, followed by many 
months of design and development or extensive 
tailoring, the funding body, the trial courts, and 
even the state judicial leaders may be becoming 

impatient and frustrated with the progress being 
made. Under the pressures to complete (or per­
haps even to begin) the implementation process 
with minimum delay and minimum additional cost, 
project leaders can be tempted to shorten the 
transition period more than is prudent. 

An automated system that has just been devel­
oped is in many ways the embodiment of a theory 
that has yet to be proven in the real world. No 
matter how much care and intelligent effort has 
been put into the analysis, design, and program­
ming that produced the system, it cannot be de­
clared a success until it has been thoroughly exer­
cised in the real world of daily use. It must be op­
erated under the variety of circumstances and 
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situations that exist in the courts, to see if it can 
handle properly the requirement to capture the es­
sential facts about people and cases and reduce 
them to a set of codes, data fields, and procedures. 
The testing phase of any automation project must 
be designed to prepare the system as completely as 
possible for that real world of operation, so that 
any significant design flaws will be discovered be­
forehand, and so that the instances of failure or 
improperly handling any situation following the 
system's implementation will be minimal. 

Nearly all of the issues involved in testing any 
large-scale case processing and case management 
system in a single court apply to a system devel­
oped or acquired for a statewide automation proj­
ect. In a statewide system, however, there are 
additional dimensions that must be given careful 
consideration. The task of analyzing the require­
ments and designing a single, uniform system for 
all the trial courts is considerably more difficult 
than the corresponding task in a local court auto­
mation project. The same quantum leap in com­
plexity comes into play when the completed 
statewide system must be tested for acceptable op­
eration across the range of courts. Some state 
systems have suffered because the testing and pi­
loting phase was not sufficiently well planned and 
executed. Conversely, those states that enjoyed a 
smooth transition between development and im­
plementation invariably attribute much of their 
success to the manner in which they conducted the 
testing and pilot phase of the project. 

In the remainder of this chapter, the key points 
about testing and piloting court automation proj­
ects from the statewide perspective will be dis­
cussed. Within that framework the tactics used by 
some states to increase the effectiveness of this 
critical transition phase will be described. 

IX.B. Pre-Pilot System Testing 
Before the developed or tailored system is im­

plemented in tlle first pilot court, there are a num­
ber of tactics that project leaders can use to 
maximize its readiness for pilot testing. The pre­
pilot testing period is invaluable not just to detect 
design flaws or programming bugs, but to hone or 
fme-tune the system while it is still in the hands of 
only the development team and is fluid enough to 
be modified easily. 

IX.B.I. Prototyping 
Many recent software development efforts 

have included the use of powerful tools for build­
ing prototypes of system modules. Such tools give 
technical staff the ability to create screen and re­
port mock-ups very quickly. Moreover, they can 
link screens together through system menus, create 
preliminary databases tied to data fields on the 
screens and reports, and even build in data editing 
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capabilities and other automatics functions. These 
capabilities enable the development team to create 
the outer shell of a system that cl08ely resembles 
how the completed system is expected to look to 
its users and even, to a limited extent, how it will 
operate. The real benefit of a prototype system is 
that it permits members of the design committee to 
review in a very realistic manner the embodiment 
of their analysis and design efforts. With the 
committee's statewide and multi-level representa­
tion, such a hands-on, interactive review can 
quickly identify discrepancies, misconceptions, and 
omissions that may have occurred between the 
work of the cOlr.mittce and that of the technical 
staff. A working prototype system is far more ef­
fective for this purpose than is a design on paper. 
It facilitates an iterative development process, in 
which the design is continually fine-tuned to the 
requirements as actual development occurs. 

IX.B.2. Testing by Expert Users from Multiple 
Courts 
As system modules are completed, project 

leaders should bring in experienced court person­
nel from around the state to exercise the system's 
features and functions. A small number of veter­
ans at the "nuts and bolts" level should be identi­
fied from different offices and divisions in differ­
ent courts to review the appropriate parts of the 
system. Preferably, these individuals should not be 
members of the design committee, because it is 
important to obtain feedback from future users 
who are completely unfamiliar with the system. 
After a brief orientation to the operation of the 
system, their reactions to it should be carefully 
noted. Their "mistakes" ur misunderstandings as 
they try to use the system often reveal weaknesses 
that are not apparent to the developers. Many 
times a naive user will "crash" a system by per­
forming some action or sequence of steps that had 
not occurred to the technical staff during their own 
testing procedures. It is also important to select 
the user experts from courts with extremely differ­
ent characteristics (e.g., size and organization), to 

help ensure that the design has not fallen victim to 
the "model court" trap. 

IX.B.3. Creating Realistic Test Data 
In addition to realistic testers, it is essential to 

exercise the system with data that are as realistic 
as possible. To acquire such data, i!.lany project 
leaders have collected samples of actual case and 
financial information from a variety of courts 
around the state. Even though it is sometimes 
necessary to modify case numbers and other data 
in order to create a single, consistent database, the 
range of data characteristics and case situations 
represented in the consolidated set of information 
will be fairly realistic if the sample is large enough. 
Converting the paper-based case and financial data 
to an electronic database version may require a 
joint effort of technical and court staff. In addition 
to revealing potential design problems that must be 
overcome, this exerdse will be of great value in 
helping to establish a conversion methodology to 
be used in each court during statewide implemen­
tation. 

IX.B.4. Projecting Computer Resources 
Another important part of pre-pilot testing is 

to determine in detail the completed system's re­
quirements for computer resources. Resources 
that must be considered include processing power, 
data storage capacity, and communications capa­
bilities. While it is possible to predict the size of 
databases and the general storage requirements 
that result on the basis of the system design, other 
capabilities are difficult to project until the system 
is fully functioning with realistic data. Further­
more, even storage capacities may need to be ad­
justed if system testing reveals, for example, the 
need for additional editing tables, indexes, or data 
relations. In order for project leaders to begin 
specifying the computer resources that must be 
acquired for each court, it is important to have 
some early indication of processing and storage 
requirements of the development version of the 
system. These can then be applied to the caseload 
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and staffing characteristics of each court to arrive 
at a rough estimate of the computer resources 
needed around the state. 

IX.C. Selection of Pilot Courts 
The choice of a suitable pilot court is not a 

simple process. In many ways the pilot court's ex­
perience with the new system will shape the future 
of the system in terms of its quality and its accept­
ability by other courts. An ideal pilot court will 
work closely with the development team to test 
and perfect the system. The managers and staff 
will then serve as enthusiastic proponents of the 
system and welcome visiting personnel from other 
courts who wish to see the system in operation 
and talk with the users. Several factors have been 
highlighted by different states for inclusion in a 
criteria for selecting appropriate pilot courts. 

IX.C.l. Enthusiasm, Understanding, and 
Cooperation 
Perhaps the most universal reqUirement for a 

good pilot court is that the judges, court manag­
ers, and staff express an enthusiastic, positive atti­
tude toward the system. As one project leader 
summed it up, "They should almost beg for the 
system." Ovelwhelming enthusiasm will be neces­
sary to generate the momentum needed to sustain 
the court through the inevitable frustrations of 
shaking down a new system. It is also important, 
however, for potential pilot sites to understand and 
accept the dimensions of their participation. Their 
personnel will be required to put in extra time and 

effort, not only to learn the system and convert 
from their manual procedures, but also to monitor 
and report problems and work with the technical 
staff toward solutions and improvements. The 
court must be willing to cooperate fully in the 
testing and debugging process. 

IX.C.2. Recognized Competency of Staff and 
Managers 
State project leaders also concurred strongly 

that any court selected as a pilot site must be one 
that has a history of operating well. A court that is 
generally acknowledged as behlg well-managed, 
current with its caseload, accurate with its statis­
tics, and respected by the bar fu."1d the general pub­
lic offers many advantages to a pilot project. Ob­
viously, the system will not have to overcome ex­
isting weaknesses in procedures or information. 
Managers and staff who have a clear understand­
ing of their operation are in a better position to 
judge the effectiveness of system functions, to 
suggest improvements where needed, and to adapt 
to new ways of accomplishing their work. Finally, 
because of the court's position of respect among 
its peers around the state, the opinion of its leaders 
and staff about the value of the automated system 
will carry considerable weight and enhance the 
project's credibility. 

IX.C.3; Participation in Statewide Project 
Committees 
Although it was not cited as an essential fac­

tor, the history of statewide automation projects 
reveals that pilot courts are often selectt;d from 
among those with leaders or key staff who served 
on a project committee at either the policy or de­
tailed level. This observed phenomenon may have 
stemmed from the fact that many of the character­
istics for a good pilot court are the same ones that 
make it likely to have one or more of its personnel 
appointed to statewide committees. Nevertheless, 
some states deliberately made this c01111ection a 
part of the criteria for a pilot site. They felt that a 
court that had been represented on committees 
would have a better understanding of the issues 
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involved in accomplishing the project and would 
be attuned to the level of effort and the types of 
compromises necessary to produce an acceptable 
statewide solution. 

IX.C.4. Existing Manual Operation 
Some project teams found it desirable for the 

initial pilot court to have very limited existing 
automation, jf any at all. Project leaders cited the 
advantage of not having to overcome pre­
conceived notions of what an automated court 
system should be and how it should operate. By 
starting with a clean slate, court personnel are 
better able to view the system objectively, despite 
the initial hurdle of visualizing a totally new ap­
proach to conducting their work. Particularly 
where a court may have a significant investment in 
a local system, the state system can be. regarded 
inherently as an inferior competitor. In the some­
what unusual situation in which a local system is 
being modified and adopted as the statewide sys­
tem, there is certainly merit in trying out the modi­
fications or enhancements in the donor court. 
Even in that ca.;e, however, another pilot should 
be selected from among the manual courts. 

IX.C.S. Logistics for Support 
A practical concern that should be included in 

the selection criteria is that of the location and ac­
cessibility of the pilot court. During the pilot 
phase the ITS staff will need to work closely with 
court staff and respond quickly to problems or 
failures that may arise. For that reason an initial 
pilot sire should be a court that is relatively near 
the state capital (or wherever the ITS department is 
located). Project leaders, trainers, and technical 
staff will need to make frequent, sometimes pro­
longed, visits to the pilot court, especially during 
the early implementation period. Court managers 
and staff, conversely, may need to meet with AOC 
staff off and on during this time frame. It is impor­
tant to keep the travel time and expense to a 
minimum, not only to reduce costs but to avoid 
inhibiting tllis valuable interchange. Unless the 
state operates its own telephone network, another 

consideration is the savings in long-distance tele­
phone calls that might be realized. 

IX.C.6. Political and Public Relations 
Implications 
In the real world of state court systems, auto­

mation project leaders cannot afford to ignore the 
political and public relations factors that may exist. 
Although it was not placed near the top of any 
lists, several key players in statewide automation 
projects mentioned the importance of taking such 
factors into consideration when making the final 
selection of a pilot site. For example, a court is 
seldom selected to pilot a statewide system if the 
clerk of court or the administrative judge is un­
popular among his or her peers around the state, 
even if that person is acknowledged as being 
highly competent. Personalities and ethical repu­
tations are important when a court is to serve as a 
reference point in the evaluation of a system's 
worth and desirability. As another example, a 
court in close running for selection as a pilot site 
may be given the edge if it represents the home 
county of a key legislator or other influential party 
whose heightened awareness could be helpful to 
the project. It is also an advantage if the pilot 
court has individuals who are active in state asso­
ciations that can provide a forum for pUblicizing 
the project. 

IX.D. Use of lVlultiple Pilot Sites 
Most states have used more than a single pilot 

site, whether or not the second and subsequent 
sites were officially designated as pilots. There is 
little doubt that the initial pilot site is the most 
critical to be selected properly and to demonstrate 

-----,-,-----------------
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testing and acceptance of the new system. How­
ever, it is also essential to choose the next few 
sites carefully and use them to perfect the system 
and its related activities, such as a training pro­
gram and a standard set of implementation proce­
dures. In fact, there are a number of sound rea­
sons for employing multiple pilot sites, including 
the following: 

• To test a tiered approach when the system is 
designed with different features for small, me­
dium-sized, and large courts 

• To ensure proper operation of a unifonn sys­
tem in courts of different sizes 

• To enable testing in courts with and without 
previous court automation experience 

• To establish a safety net of secondary testing, 
preferably in courts with different characteris­
tics, even if size is not a major factor 

While some states did not formally identify 
their second and third implementation sites a<; pi­
lots, there are some advantages to making this dis­
tinction, even if these courts are not unique in their 
characteristics. The pilot site designation fosters 
an atmosphere of importance in those courts that 
helps gMerate more complete participation in the 
testing process. It also encourages more freedom 
to experiment with the operation of the system and 
to test its limitations. The feedback from this 
process can be quite valuable. Awareness of the 
pilot status also improves tolerance for early sys­
tem glitches, especially if the role of a pilot court is 
carefully explained to the staff. Finally, referring 
to the second and third (and perhaps even the 
fourth) court as a pilot site can reduce impatience 
and forestall jealousy among the remaining courts, 
who may begin vigorously competing for imple­
mentation order once the system has been released 
for statewide deployment. 

The coordination of multiple pilot sites is nec­
essary, both to avoid problems and to maximize 
their effectiveness. In general, states have found it 
important to allow their training personnel and 
technical staff to recover from the initial pilot site 
experience before the system is implemented in the 
next site. In addition to the stress of the intensive 
and difficult effort, the initial pilot implementation 
provides a high level of feedback and adjustments 
that must be incorp "rated into training programs, 
implementation procedures, and system documen­
tation before they are used in the next court. It is 
also necessary to coordinate site preparation and 
hardware installation among the multiple sites. 

Some states have used multiple pilot sites ill a 
phased approach to system development and nn­
plementation. For example, after testing the first 
completed module in the initial pilot court, they 
may implement the revised version in the second 
pilot court and introduce the next module in the 
initial pilot court. Then, the first module (perhaps 
with further refinement from the experience gained 
in the first two courts) is implemented in a third 
court, the second module is rolled into the second 
court. and a new module introduced in the initial 
pilot court. 

Such an approach seems complex, but it has 
advantages. It limits the initial flurry of problems 
and revisions to a single court (which can be cho­
sen for its suitability as a primary test bed). Be­
cause the problems and their fixes should drop off 
sharply after the first few weeks of implementa­
tion, revisions to a given module after nuplemen­
tation in the second and subsequent pilots should 
be manageable. This avoids the undesirable situa­
tion of having to install numerous revisions and 
patches in multiple sites (which often happens 
when a new module is introduced into all pilot 
courts at the same time). It also offers the chance 
to subject the system to a wider and wider set of 
circumstances and data combinations. 
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IX.E. Duration of Pilot Phase 
There is no defmite answer to the question of 

how long the pilot test phase should last. The 
simplistic answer is that the system should remain 
in the pilot phase until, but only until, it has been 
thoroughly debugged, fine-tuned, and stabilized. 
The difficulty, of course, is that this point of readi­
ness is indefinite and subjectively determined. 
When systems are developed and implemented in 
modules, or even components of modules, as they 
commonly are, it becomes even more of a gray 
area. Some software components are more com­
plex than others and take longer to exercise fu~y. 
Introduction of some modules (e.g., a fmanclal 
sub-system) involves linkages to existing modules 
that may affect the stability of those modules. 
\Vhile it is necessary to schedule the starting and 
ending dates for the pilot phase as accurately as 
possible and establish them as milestones on the 
project plan, the end of the pilot phase must ~e 
driven by the actual performance of the system m 
the pilot court or courts. 

Project leaders and oversight committees must 
strive for the proper balance between system per­
fection and the need to achieve statewide deploy­
ment as soon as possible. When making the deci­
sion to declare the pilot phase completed, it is 
helpful to arrive at a general consensus of all the 
involved parties, including project leaders, techni­
cal s.taff, oversight and review committees, and the 
end users and managers in the pilot court itself. 
Consensus is important to maintain a united front 
and avoid fmger-pointing in the face of any subse­
quent criticism either for delaying too long or for 
moving too fast. Political pressures, relationship 
of actual progress to projected schedule, budget 
condition, and other factors influence the point at 
which consensus is achieved. 

Despite all pressures to move as rapidly as 
possible, it is crucial to the ultimate success of the 
project to spend long enough ~ the pilot ph~se. 
The penalties for moving too qUIckly far outweIgh 
the disadvantages of moving slower than abso­
lutely necessary. Many individuals who were 
heavily involved in statewide projects expressed 
the belief that their state moved too soon into 
statewide deployment of a system that had not 
been thoroughly piloted, causing widespread 
problems that took excessive time, dollars,. ~d 
public relations efforts to overcome. In addItIOn 
to design flaws and programming bugs that simply 
had not been encountered in the relatively brief 
pilot implementation, such problems i!lc1uded un­
satisfactory perfonnance in courts of different 
sizes, inaccurate "rolling forward" of data or totals 
from one accounting period to another or from 
one statistical period to the next, inadequate 
backup and recovery procedures, and inadequate 
system security. These instances of fallout from 
inadequate pilot phases serve to emphasize the 
value of multiple pilot sites and the importance of 
adequate planning in projecting the schedule for 
the pilot phase. 

IX.F. Increasing Effectiveness of the 
Pilot Court's Experience 
Project leaders should make the most of the 

state's investment in. testing the system in a pilot 
court. The sacrifice of court staffs time and ef­
fort, as well as the ITS staffs expenses during this 
crucial time period should yield the highest return 
possible in terms of perfecting the system and pre-
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paring for statewide deployment. Several tactics 
were cited by key personnel in different states as 
being useful to help maximize the benefits of the 
pilot court testing. 

IX.F.1. Install Test Database 
Many states initially set up their pilot court 

systems with a database containing test data. This 
approach provides a good training vehicle for ac­
quainting the court staff with the features and 
functions of the system. They can be given mock 
case scenarios and led through the procedures for 
updating the corresponding records in the data­
base. Mte; the initial orientation to the system, 
the test database enables court staff to experiment 
with all aspects of the system without fear of cor­
rupting real court records. They can add new 
cases freely with any combination of characteris­
tics and infonnation. Not only does this activity 
rapidly increase the staffs level of competency and 
comfort, but it also exercises all the system nmc­
tions and helps reveal any deficiencies. 

IX.F.2. Parallel Test with Production Data 
Following the initial period of training and ex­

perimentation with the test database, during which 
any needed system revisions can be made and 
tested, most projects include a period of testing 
the system on real case data in parallel with main­
taining those records in the manual system. 
Maintaining dual systems places a tremendous 
burden on court staff. It is important to run a 
parallel only long enough to ensure the stability 
and accuracy of the system.. When it can be de­
teImined that backup procedures as well as basic 
data entry and update functions are operating re­
liably enough to protect and preserve the 
"production" database, the manual record keeping 
procedures can be eliminated. As a measure of 
safety during the remainder of the pilot period, 
many courts adopt the practice of printing out the 
case records after each update and storing the 
most recent printout in the paper file. 

Using real data as early as possible after each 
module is implemented in the pilot court and tried 

out on the test database is advantageous. It 
proves that the system is capable of handling the 
range of cases that must be processed in that 
court. It helps court staff make the mental transi­
tion from regarding the automated system as an 
addition to seeing it as a replacement for the man­
ual system. As they see their case infonnation 
stored and retrieved electronically, they realize 
that the system really can support their operational 
needs. At the same time this transition builds the 
court staff's level of confidence in the system, it in­
creases their stake in testing the system as com­
pletely as possible. They will be much more likely 
to invoke all en-line features and to run and exam­
ine the full complement of printed forms, reports, 
and other system outputs. 

IX.F.3. Monitor System Performance with 
Production Data 
As production data is loaded onto the system, 

it is important to monitor system performance and 
storage capacity carefully to ensure that prelimi­
nary projections were accurate. ITS staff should 
make certain that the system is operated with suf­
ficient caseload and a full complement of users 
through several peak usage periods, while monitor­
ing CPU utilization rate, data access times, system 
response time, and print queues. If performance 
drops below projections, it may be necessary to re­
size the computer hardware for subsequent sites 
before installation. Obviously, an analysis of bot­
tlenecks should be performed to determine, amC'lg 
other things, any needed modifications to the data­
base design or functional modules. 

IX.F.4. Other Considerations During Pilot 
Testing 
As system usage becomes more and more real­

istic in the pilot court, it is important for technical 
staff and court staff to keep in mind any known 
differences in organization, policies, or procedures 
between the pilot court and any other courts in the 
state. The implications of any such distinctions 
should be visualized to the extent possible so that 
solutions can be anticipated. These considerations 



-------.~---------.~-- --------------------------

Chapter Nine - Testing and Piloting Statewide Systems 89 

are especially important whenever modifications to 
the system are made in response to the pilot 
court's experience. A system tailored precisely to 
the needs of the pilot court may not be the best 
overall solution for a uniform, statewide system. 

The AOC's training staff should take advan­
tage of the pilot period to perfect the training pro­
gram. They should work with the system in pro­
duction mode in the pilot court to gain real-world 
experience with it. It can be extremely helpful to 
try out their training techniques on the pilot court 
staff and enlist their help in refIning the training 
program. 

The initial pilot court experience provides a 
good opportunity to orient the staff of the subse-

quent pilot court or the fIrst court to receive the 
system when it is released for implementation. 
Once the pilot court has settled into parallel or full 
production operation, personnel from the next 
court can be brought in to view the system in use 
and talk with the pilot court's staff. 

Finally, when the system is operating smoothly 
in the pilot court, the timing is good for the judge, 
court administrator, or clerk to begin appearing at 
meetings and conferences around the state to talk 
about the system. Publicizing the transition of the 
system from the development mode to successful 
operation in a court can do much to generate sup­
port for the project around the state. 



CHAPTER TEN 
Training 

Your Place or Mine? 

"I'm a little worried about learning a whole new system after all these years, but I 
hear this new AGe trainer has a lot of experience teaching old dogs new tricks:''' 

X.A. Introduction 
Amid all the comments, both positive and 

negative, that court personnel offered about the 
process and products of the court automation 
project in their state, there was ahnost never a 
complaint about excessive training. On the other 
hand, end users and project leaders alike in states 
with automation universally cited extensive, high­
quality training as one of the primary factors be­
hind the success of their statewide project. 
Moreover, some individuals attributed the occur­
rence of problems in the early stages of implemen-

tation to an initially inadequate training program. 
The lesson emerging from both positive and nega­
tive experiences seems to be that it is nearly im­
possible to be too generous in planning a training 
program. The value of adequate training goes far 
beyond the resulting efficiency of the users and ac­
curacy of the data they enter. 

Good training is an essential part of any auto­
mation project. Statewide projects, however, have 
unique characteristics that make it even more im­
perative to provide extensive and thorough train­
ing. There is a significant gulf between the locus 
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of expertise and the pool of users, especially in the 
early stages of deploying a system throughout the 
state. Local comi expertise is lacking in two criti­
cal areas: 

• There is usually no professional technical staff 
residing at the local court. The technical staff 
is located in the AOC ~md must either handle 
problems remotely or dispatch someone to 
visit the local court to solve any problem. 
Well-trained local users can minimize the oc­
currence of technical problems and aid greatly 
in their diagnosis and correction when they do 
occur. 

• There is often no real user e:.-:-pert on site, es­
pecially at first. Local court personnel must 
learn the system through training and experi­
ence. Although each court will eventually 
have one or more staff with a demonstrated 
aptitude for using the system that exceeds that 
of their coworkers, the capabilities will vary 
widely among the courts. Thorough training 
can both minimize the dependence on a local 
user expert and maxllnize the preparation of 
such an individual for the demands that may be 
placed upon him or her. 

Amid the scarcity ot local expertise, there is a 
tremendous need to instill in the users confidence 
in the system and their ability to master it. It is 
also critical, in the early stages of implementation 
in each court, to manage user expectations and 
dispel misconceptions about the system or the 
overall project. A well-designed statewide training 
program, conducted by skilled trainers from the 
AOC, can help meet these needs and accomplish 
other important objectives as well. 

• Training can dramatically increase users' ac­
ceptance of the system, which is largely pro­
portionate to their understanding and comfort 
level. 

• Trainers, as the AOC's representatives, can be 
very instrumental in fostering a positive atti­
tude toward the project. Through well­
organized presentations and interactive dia­
logue with the users, they can provide local 
courts with a much better understanding of the 
entire project and the functions of the system. 

• Trainers can serve as a conduit of information 
back to the AOC's technical staff. They can 
provide a reality check to ensure that the sys­
tem d~sign concepts are appropriate for all the 
courts (,d'ound the state. In working with the 
system among a variety of users, trainers may 
uncover design flaws or programming bugs 
that can be reported to the JIS staff. 

.. Trainers can perfect the training program 
through constant incremental improvements. 
By monitoring the reaction of the users to the 
existing training program and obtaining feed­
back on the effectiveness of different compo­
nents, trainers can gather valuable information 
tv help the training program evolve into a 
more and more effective one. By sharing their 
experiences with other trainers and pooling 
their knowledge at tlle state level, the training 
staff can continually improve the training pro­
gram. 

X.B. Selection of Training Staff 
Because the training program is such a critical 

part of the statewide automation process, the se­
lection of personnel for a training staff is extremely 
important. States that have been through this 
process have found that it takes a particular com­
bination of personalit<j, skills, and knowledge to 
make an effective trainer. 



The natural inclination in 
many projects is to designate one 
or more of the technical staff to 
function as trainers. After all, 
these are the substantive experts; 
they not only understand com­
puter hardware and software, but 
they have become intimately familiar with the sys­
tem design and the functioning software that has 
emerged from the development process. Moreo­
ver, particularly if they are systems analysts rather 
than application programmers, they may well have 
been involved in the original requirements analysis 
that examined the court procedures to be auto­
mated. 

While it is true that some technical staff ma..1ce 
good trainers, it is not the usual case. Many of the 
characteristics that make one an excellent analyst 
or programmer are quite different from the traits 
needed for a top notch trainer. Although it may be 
necessary to use the technical staff to train the fIrst 
pilot court staff, pressing them in~o this role for 
the long term is likely to be unsatisfactory for ei­
ther the users or the technical personnel. In gen­
eral, the states that began by using some of the 
technical staff as trainers soon made the transition 
to more appropriate individuals. Technical staff 
who have good communication skills and the abil­
ity to explain things to less technically apt indi­
viduals, however, can be tapped as an excellent 
source of initial training for the professional train­
ing staff itself. The approach of "training the 
trainers" also avoids the permanent loss of a con­
tributing member of the technical staff. 

Where, then, do states turn to recruit a perma­
nent training staff? Many of them have found 
qualilled persons within the AOC or within the 
trial courts. Court experience is defInitely a plus, 
and persons with experience within the same state 
court system are even more valuable. Some states 
discovered that one of the experienced trial court 
staff serving on the statewide design committee or 
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some other working-level committee could be ap­
pointed as a lead trainer. This sort of arrang(jllient 
is particularly appropriate when the individual has 
broad court expertise, has served on committees 
throughout the project, or has provided hands-on 
testing of system components to check them out 
realistically dudng the design and development 
period. Only slightly later in the process, one or 
more key individu~ls from the initial pilot court 
may offer similar qualifIcations for appointment to 
the training team. Depending upon a number of 
factors, such appointments can be either a perma­
nent employment change or a temporary assign­
ment away from the local trial court. 

To round out the qualifIcations needed for a 
truly effective training team, it may be necessary to 
recruit from outside the court system someone 
with education and experience in adult education 
methods. Sometimes, in fact, a professional edu­
cator is needed to set up and manage the training 
staff, even if that person has limited court experi­
ence. If individuals with all the other qualiflcations 
can be found within the court system, however, it 
may be sufficient to procure the educational ex­
pertise through a temporary contract or by tempo­
rarily assigning a state employee from another 
agency. 

Regardless of their origins, persons recruited 
to serve as actual trainers in the courts must have 
excellent "people" skills. Because they will nmc­
tion as the primary liaison between the end users 
and the TIS staff, they must be able to relate well 
to court staff at all levels, to infuse a sense of en­
thusiasm for the system and confidence in its reli­
ability, and convey the feeling that the state team is 
sensitive to the needs and views of the end users. 
Trainers that exhibit callousness, impatience, con­
descension, abrasiveness, incompetence, uncer­
tainty, or other negative personality traits can se­
verely damage a statewide automation project and 
weaken the overall bonds between the local courts 
and the AOC. 
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X.C. Developing an Effective Training 
. Program 

States that have enjoyed success with their 
automation project have invested considerable ef­
fort in their training programs. In developing the 
program, it is important to involve technical staff, 
user experts, court managers, and profes3ional 
trainers or adult educators. The basic design of 
the training program will not differ significantly 
from any other training program oriented toward 
an automated system. Numerous books have been 
written about effective training programs, and a 
detailed treatment of the topic is certainly beyond 
the scope of this research project. State leaders 
stressed the following components or considera­
tions, however, that should be included in a 
statewide training program. 
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X.D. Centralized versus On-Site 
Training 
There is a surprisingly strong debate over the 

question of whether to conduct training in a cen­
tral AOC facility or to conduct it on-site at each 
court. Some states apparently are convinced that 
centralized training is the only approach to con­
sider, while others insist that on-site training is un­
questionably superior. A third group has incorpo­
rated elements of each approach, either to fashion 
a hybrid approach such as holding regional training 
classes or by using centralized training for one set 
of circumstances and on-site training for another. 

Centralized and on-site training each offers 
both advantages and disadvantages, several of 
which are summarized below. Based on the expe­
riences in different states, a very effective training 
program can be executed under either method. 
Indeed, the important principles of good training 
largely transcend the question of where to conduct 
the training activities. 
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Under any approach it is imperative to get the 
users away from their desks or duty stations for 
the formal, intensive portion of the training pro­
gram. If necessary, the state should provide 
funding for local courts to hire tr,mporary workers 
to perform much of the routin~ day-to-day work 
during the training period. An alternative, lower­
cost solution that is sometimes used is to borrow 
staff from a neighboring county on a turnabout 
basis. 

In addition to the inherent certainty that court 
staff will be removed from their normal court ac­
tivities, centralized training implies that a training 
room of some type will be available. If training is 
being conducted on site at the local court, how­
ever, the court must furnish some type of training 
facility in which staff can be isolated from court 
activities to concentrate on training under the state 
instructor. A room used for training should in­
clude not only a chalkboard (or equivalent) and 
overhead projector for classroom instruction, but 
ideally should have a PC/workstation for each 
participant. Many types of spaces can be pressed 
into temporary usage: for example, a jury room, 
conference room, unused courtroom, or vacant 
chambers. The type of facility available may de­
termine the number of staff who can be accommo­
dated in each session. 

When using the on-site approach to training, 
some states have adopted the practice of staggered 
training. For example, each staff member spends 
one half of the day in intensive training and the 
other half at his or her desk. Rotating the class 
time among the staff not only minimizes the impact 
on the COUlt'S workload, but also helps the trainee 
absorb the information being presented. 
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I 
X.E. Preparing Users to Stand on Their 

Own 
Once the preliminary period of intensive train­

ing is completed, the training staff must help the 

court staff make the transition to operating on 
their own. Several state project leaders and train·· 
ing professionals offered suggestions for tactics to 
help with a smooth disengagement of the trainers. 

• Leave one trainer to roam on-site after the 
preliminary, formal training period. 

" Try to identify at least one court staff in each 
court with an aptitude for understanding the 
system and train him or her somewhat more 
extensively. Before the training staff leaves, 
designate that individual as the resident 
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"expert" to be used as the flrst resource for 
other staff and to serve as the point of contact 
with the AOe trainers. 

• Make sure the system includes as much con­
text-sensitive on-line help as possible; this 
feature is usually even more valuable than a 
printed user's guide or manual. 

• Make sure the state-level "help desk" is set up 
and functioning 
before trainers have 
finished with the 
flrst court (see 
Chapter Twelve). 

• Provide on-line in­
put of questions and suggestions to the AOC 
staff, either through the electronic mail facility 
or a specialized system feature. 

• Schedule regular follow-up visits for each 
court, to guard against the development of bad 
habits and to refresh the users about forgotten 
features. 

X.F. Follow-up Training 
Every good training program should include 

provisions for follow-up training. Automated 
systems are by no means static in nature, especially 
in the fIrst year or two following implementation. 
The training staff must make certain that the 
training program keeps pace with system revisions 
and enhancements. In addition to incorporating 
such modilications into the training of courts just 
receiving the system, the training manager must 
address the issue of retraining staff in courts that 
were automated earlier. Although minor revisions 
can usually be handled by written procedures (see 
Chapter Twelve for more information on tech-
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niques), extensive revisions and enhancements may 
require a trainer to re-visit the court. 

One project leader emphasized an important 
consideration that is easily overlooked: make sure 
that original pilot courts receive updated training 
reflecting the inevitable flurry of revisions early in 
the life of the system as well as the improvements 
made to the training program itself. Because of 
time pressures and strained resources, the pilot 

sites are often ne­
glected after implemen­
tation is in full swing 
around the state. In­
stead, they should be 
rewarded for their ear­
lier sacriflces and made 

to feel that the AOC wants to keep them on the 
leading edge. Moreover, if they are to be called 
upon to pilot test future enhancements, they must 
be kept current in their implementation and train­
mg. 

As part of the follow-up training considera­
tions, the training manager and staff must address 
the need to train new employees who come on 
board after training has been completed in that 
court. State leaders who had encountered that 
situation suggested several tactics that they found 
to be effective. 

• If practical, create a training video that can be 
kept current, with copies ft rnished to local 
courts for training new employees or providing 
refreshers for existing staff. 

.. Develop an on-line tutorial program, to be 
used in conjunction with any combination of a 
video tape, user's manual, and help from the 
resident expert user. 

• Send new employees to training being con­
ducted in a nearby court or regional facility. 

• Send new employees to the AOC to work with 
training staff there (this method has been used 
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by numerous states, whether centralized or on­
site training was used as the primary ap­
proach). 

• Maximize the effectiveness of the new em­
ployee by combining training on the automated 
system with orientation to state judicial system 
and general court procedures as well. 

• Guard against corruption of a new employee 
by colleagues who have developed bad habits 
or misconceptions about the system. Using 
outside training or resources also provides an 
0ppOltunity to make current users aware of 
these errors that may have crept into their 
practices. 

• Keep a training database available at all times, 
if system resources permit. Not only is it valu­
able for training new staff, but it can encourage 
current staff to try new or forgotten functions, 
or to experiment with alternative procedures. 

c{F++o} 
X.G. Additional Training 

Considerations 
The expeIience of states that have been 

through the implementation process reveals some 
additional ideas about training that may be helpful 
to other states. Not all of these ideas are appro­
pliate in some states, of COllrse, and each should 
be fIltered through the set of circumstances that 
surround its potential application. 

X.G.t. Region-Based Trainers 
Some states assign trainers to regions of the 

state, either based upon judicial districts, geo­
graphical location, or other clitelia. Depending 
upon the number of trainers and the size of the 
courts, for instance, a single trainer may be as­
signed to handle fIve to eight trial courts. He or 
she then becomes the permanent contact person at 
the AOC for each of those courts. 

Regional assignments can improve rapport 
with the courts and communication of ideas. Tne 
trainer can rotate follow-up training among the 
courts in that region or occasionally hold regional 
training sessions for one or two representatives 
from each court (most likely the designated expert 
users) to come learn some new feature. It may 
also make sense for the trainer to reside in one of 
the courts in the region and travel to the capital 
peliodically as needed. Court residence may be 
especially useful in states where travel from the 
capital is long or made diffIcult duling the winter 
months. 

X.G.2. Trainers as Auditors 
Another trainer responsibility can be to per­

fmID a periodic system audit. Visiting each court, 
the trainer can check the integlity of the court da­
tabase; compare paper and computer flIes; test 
communications capabilities; check on the state of 
repair of printers, workstations, and other equip­
ment; check backup procedures being practiced; 
check on availability of manuals; check for staff 
turnover since the last training update; and simply 
observe the operation of the system to detect the 
incursion of bad habits among the staff and to 
measure system performance. 

X.G.3. Training Outside Users 
If the statewide system includes users outside 

of the trial courts, the AOC trainer may be made 
available to train these users as well. Outside us­
ers commonly include the prosecutor's office, the 
public defender's office, probation, law enforce­
ment, and perhaps even law ftrms or other users of 
court information. Although covering the cost of 
the trainer's time can be a negotiable item, ensur­
ing that all users of the system (even just for in­
quiry) are well trained may well be cost-effective 
in terms of the problems avoided and the improved 
attitude that often results. 

X.G.4. Training for System Administrators 
In states with distributed systems or systems 

with local processors, there needs to be at least 
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one designated system administrator or operator at 
each site. Training for those persons should be 
conducted centrally. The training program should 
encompass normal daily operations (e.g., system 
configuration for new or changed users, system 
startup and shutdown, data backup and restoration 
procedures), and also preparation for things that 
can go wrong or for special circumstances. 
Training of system administrators or operators 
should cover detecting and diagnosing problems, 
procedures for contacting state-level technical 
support staff, documentation library management, 
installation of application software upgrades, and 
database reorganization. 

In addition to the case processing software, 
training should include any office automation 
software installed and at least the fundamentals of 
troubleshooting PC and printer problems. 

X.G.S. Incorporating Local Court 
Management 
Trainers can usually gain increased support 

from the local court management as well as en­
hance the future operation of the system by some 
prelimina..), work just before the training com­
mences. They should meet with court managers 
and line supervisors to discuss prefened policies 
and procedures in that court, working out with 
them the modifications to those procedures neces­
sary to accommodate the automated system. 
Then, by incorporating those policies, procedures, 
and time standards into the training program for 
that court, they can ensure that the court staff do 
not run afoul of the preferred policies, that the 
system is used as effectively as possible within 
those policies, and that the staff is clear about the 
changes that have been agreed to by the managers. 

X.G.6. Training Local Court Management 
Managers and supervisors should be trained as 

users also, even if they don't plan to put that 
knowledge into regular practice. They should be 
exposed to all functions used by their staff, along 
with the rationale behind the operation of those 
functions. hl addition, managers should be thor-
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oughly trained in the features and functions of the 
system intended specifically for their usage, such 
as management information inquiry and reporting, 
audit trail tracing, and specialized functions for 
which the supervisors are responsible (e.g., closing 
out cash, running fmancial and statistical reports). 

For the normal user portion of the training, it 
may be beneficial to train managers in the same 
class as sonie of their staff. In the first place, this 
approach ensures that they all hear the same thing. 
11 can also help managers understand potential 
problems their staff may encounter. Finally, it of­
fers the opportunity for managers to exhibit en­
thusiasm and encourage their staffs to adopt the 
new system wholeheartedly. 

X.G.7. Timing of Training 
The training schedule for a statewide system 

must be carefully coordinated with the implemen­
tation schedule. Project leaders must balance sev­
eral factors in planning for training. 

• Equipment should be installed in advance of 
training, but not so far in advance that users 
become disillusioned with the process as they 
watch the equipment gathering dust. Its arrival 
should generate excitement that is maintained 
through the training program. 

.. Training and follow-up practice should imme­
diately precede implementation, so that knowl­
edge is fresh when it is put into practice, and 
users don't grow too impatient. 

• The training staff must be able to keep up wi.th 
the implementation schedule. It may well be 
possible to prepare sites, install equipment, 
establish communications, and load software at 
a pace that far exceeds the rate at which a lim­
ited number of trainers can complete a thor­
ough training program for each court. Project 
leaders should plan the schedule based upon 
the best estimates from all involved parties, 
and then monitor the actual progress carefully. 



CHAPTER ELEVEN 
Statewide Deploynzent 

"It's Deja Vu All Over Again" 

U(GroanJ) ... 1f it's Tuesday, this must be Belle Gem County!" 

XI.A. Overview of Implementation 
Issues Unique to Stat.ewide Projects 
In deploying an automated court system 

around the state, project leaders face all of the 
hurdles of implementing a local automated system, 
plus a whole new set of challenges. The details of 
statewide deployment will vary considerably, de­
pending upon the nature of the state court struc­
ture, the type of system architecture selected, and 
other factors present in the overall process. States 
that elect to implement some type of distributed 
architecture in which a minicomputer system or 
local-area network is to be installed in local courts, 

for example, will need to devote more effort to the 
technical aspects of implementation than states 
using a centralized approach. Planning, Acquir­
ing, and Implementing Court Automation (NCSC, 
1993) contains an excellent review of general im­
plementation issues in court automation projects, 
while numerous works have been published on 
implementing generic computer systems. Sum­
marized below are the major characteristics of a 
statewide project that distinguish it from any other 
court automation project with respect to imple­
mentation issues. The remainder of this chapter 
will focus on these unique, statewide issues. 
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Stalew.ide.lmplemenlation 
Characteristics 
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• . m~itiplemanag~rs 
• mUltiple staffs 
.rnI.JltiplecqoY(i)rsions from different focal 

manual or automated systems 

RemotelmpJementationrequiring long­
disic:m celllanagement invplving: 
.rnore.fqrrnar· . plans ... ~nd· implementation 

.. ··programs 
•. more extensive tra,iningandpreparation 

otimplementatior teams. . 
.··d(MegationOfmoreresponsibility to team 

dispatched to local site 

Linear oroverfClPpil1g implementations 
around the state (limited staff resources 
pteclude$irriUltaneous~. paranelimplemen .. 
tations },necassitati n9: 
•• eXtensive scheduUngand coordination 
-prioritizIng in the face of poHticaI,eco­

. nomicj.and logistical pressures . . . 
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previousimpJementations . 

XI.B. Prioritizing Court Sites for 
IInplementation 
Since it is virtually impossible to implement the 

automated system in every court at once, project 
leaders must develop some reasonable order in 
which deployment of the system should proceed 
around the state. As with so many' aspects of 
managing the process of statewide automation, 
determining the order of implementation is always 
a balancing act. There are many, often conflicting, 
forces bearing on the decision, and the process is 
seldom a simple, straightforward one. Described 
below are some of the more important factors that 
project leaders commonly must include in the de­
ployment equation . 

XI.B.l. Basic Factors to be Balanced 
• Caseload Pressures 

- Courts wit.~ the largest caseloads are usu­
ally the most in need of antomation. 

- Automating largest courts flrst maximizes 
the rate at which the state's total caseload 
is computerized. 



• Economics 
It is important to make the most progress 
wit.1 the funding available during the cycle. 
Distribution of the budget among equip­
ment, personnel, and travel may influence 
the order in which the implementation pro­
gresses. 

• Logistics 
Travel time and expense for training and 
support staff must be considered; it is in­
efficient to run them back and forth across 
the state. 
Adjacent courts may be able to combine 
training, lend each other staff, or reduce 
site preparation expenses if scheduled ap­
propriately. 

XI.B.2. Political and Marketing Realities 
Veterans of the statewide automation process 

have made it clear that political and marketing 
considerations are very real and very strong fac­
tors in determining the order in which courts are 
scheduled for implementation of the automated 
system. The observations and suggestions that 
follow are derived from the experiences of several 
states. 

• Implementing the system first in well-run 
courts offers several advantages. Fewer prob­
lems and aberrations will be encountered. 
Court operational weaknesses can appear to be 
system weaknesses and damage the system's 
image in the early stages of deployment. Also, 
well-run courts are usually well respected 
among their peers in the state. Successful im­
plementation in a respected court can be a 
powerful persuasive factor for other courts. 
Finally, respected judges, clerks, and other 
court managers often have an opportunity to 
promote the system in judicial and public fo­
rums. 

• It is mutually advantageous to reward enthusi­
astic and cooperative courts with early imple­
mentation when po~~ible. These courts gen-
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erally will be more tolerant of imperfection, 
less likely to demand special treatment, and 
more vocal in their support for the system. 

• Strategic timing of implementation in key legis­
lative districts can strengthen support for the 
project and its continued funding. 

• It may sometimes be necessary to move 
quickly to provide the system to a local court 
that is on the verge of developing its own sys­
tem (or preparing to replace an aging system), 
even if that court is not enthusiastic about the 
state system. Some concessions may be neces­
sary in terms of customized features or inter­
faces to other justice-related agencies in order 
to secure cooperation. However, project lead­
ers should guard against letting excessive de­
mands corrupt the uniform approach or set a 
dangerous precedent. 

• Pressuring reluctant, resistant, or hostile courts 
to be scheduled for implementation is counter­
productive. As the momentum of the state­
wide system increases over time, these courts 
usually wind up requesting the system if they 
are left alone. 

XI.B.3. Common Approach to implementation 
Order 
Although each project leader and committee 

must weigh the factors at play in their own state 
when forging an implementation plan, most states 
seem to have followed a similar pattern in striving 
for a balanced approach to statewide deployment. 

First, of course, the new system is installed in 
the initial pilot court, which has been carefully se­
lected for its critical role. (See discussion of se­
lecting pilot courts in Chapter Nine.) Then, 
whether or not it has been designated as a secon­
dary pilot site, frequently the next court to receive 
the system is one of the larger courts. This choice 
provides a more thorough exercise of the system's 
capabilities, aids in establishing the range of hard­
ware requirements projected for the entire state, 
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and helps the ns staff assess the effectiveness of 
their training and support programs. It also dem­
onstrates (one way or the other!) the system's 
ability to accommodate the needs of a large court, 
which is often the subject of skepticism during the 
design and development stages. 

After the initial courts have been automated, 
the strategy generally is to spread the system to 
other courts with substantial caseloads, to auto­
mate a large percentage of the total state caseload 
as quickly as possible. Of course, a state with lo­
cal automation well entrenched in the larger courts 
may deliberately concentrate on implementing an 
effective statewide system among the smaller, 
manual courts first. 

Once the largest tier of courts has been auto­
mated, implementation in each court requires 
significantly less time. At that point, the overrid­
ing consideration seems to be to maximize the 
cost-effectiveness of the i.1Ilplementation team. 
Economies are gained, for example, by rotating the 
team among courts in one region of the state at a 
time. 

Throughout this process, the political and 
marketing factors discussed above occasionally 
cause the project leaders to adjust the impleme.n­
tation plan so that a particular court can be moved 
up or back on the schedule. 

XI.C. Preparing a Court for 
Implementation 
The manner in which a court is prepared for 

the implementation of the statewide system has a 
tremendous effect on how successful that imple­
mentation is. Because controversy and skepticism 
are seldom absent in a statewide project, moreo-

ver, the implementation experience in an individual 
court may have a deceptively widespread effect on 
the whole project, especially in the eady stages of 
statewide deployment. Preparing a court for im­
plementation requires a three-pronged approach: 
1) the state-level staff must learn everything it 
needs to know about that particular court and de­
velop a targeted implementation plan; 2) the ap­
propriate mixture of state and local personnel, 
vendors, and contractors must prepare the site for 
implementation; and 3) project leaders must pre­
pare the managers and staff of the court for the 
upcoming event. The reader should bear in mind 
that this three-pronged approach is not a linear 
progression of steps; many of these activities 
should be simultaneous or interleaved. 

XI.C.l. Developing an Implementation Plan 

XI.C.l.a. Specifying Requirements 
Well in advance of the scheduled implementa­

tion date for each site, the project team should de­
velop an implementation plan. Such plans may 
vary widely in complexity and formality, depend­
ing upon the characteristics of each state's project. 
Each plan should be based upon an analysis of the 
particular local court's needs and specifications. 
Although much of this information may have been 
gathered during a statewide requirements analysis 
conducted much earlier in the project, the team 
should add or update several important pieces of 
information before implementation occurs: 

• anticipated caseload and transaction vol­
umes 

• organization of departments and supervisor 
contact information 

s physical layout of each office, including 
staff locations and projected duties 
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• estimated computer hardware, furniture, 
and other equipment needed 

Estimating hardware requirements properly is 
essential to the satisfaction of the users in each 
site. Although it is important in a single-court 
automation project as well, paying insufficient at­
tention to this consideration in a statewide project 
can deal a crippling blow to an otherwise well­
managed process. User dissatisfaction resulting 
from inadequate computer resources--whether 
specifically identified as such or not--in the flrst 
few courts can quickly spread negative perceptions 
around t.lJ.e state, overshadowing all positive as­
pects of the system. Despite the pressure to keep 
costs to a minimum, automation veterans warn 
against skimping on either the number of devices 
or the capacities of the system. 

Providing too few workstations forces the 
court to make the unhappy choice between having 
staff try to share workstations or distributing the 
workstations only to selected staff. Neither solu­
tion leads to effective integration of the automated 
system into the court's operation. Ideally, each of 
the staff should have his or her own workstation 
and be encouraged to conduct as much of the of­
flce routine as possible through the system. 

Less critical, but still quite important, is pro­
viding enough printers to match the system's forms 
characteristics, in view of the court's offlce layout 
and distribution of staff duties. With a system that 
requires special forms to be mounted for certain 
types of outputs, for example, the implementation 
team should try to allocate dedicated printers to 
have those forms permanently mounted, where the 
volume of usage justifies it. Even in systems that 
use plain paper forms, thereby enabling any printer 
to print any form, it is wise to plan for more print­
ers than strictly necessary. Forcing users to 
change forms frequently, or to get up from their 
desks or leave the counter every time they need to 
print something is guaranteed to cause them to 
grumble--especially those st.aff who generate 
printed output frequently. Moreover, the lost staff 
productivity that results from the extra time re-
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quired and the disruption of workflow will quickly 
offset any initial savings in equipment costs. 

Planning for sufficient computing capacity is 
just as important as allocating a sufficient number 
of devices for each court. Regardless of whether a 
centralized, decentralized, or distributed approach 
is taken, sufficient processor power and storage 
capacity must be provided to handle the work of 
each court efficiently. Response time is a major 
concern in mainframe and minicomputer environ­
ments. Similarly, processor speed, disk access 
times, and (where a local-area network is used) 
network speed are important when PCs are in­
volved. 

Initially, it is important to convince users that 
they will not be waiting on the system; that in­
stead, it will keep pace with their keystrokes, in­
creasing their productivity while making their tasks 
more convenient to accomplish. Once they have 
grown accustomed to the system, any decrease in 
performance can provoke frustration and even 
hostility among the users. Therefore, the project 
team's implementation plan should err on the side 
of excess capacity when estimating the initial sys­
tem capabilities needed in each site. Furthermore, 
it should allow for ample upgrading to maintain a 
high level of performance as the load on the sys­
tem increases over time. 

XI.C.l.b. Components of an Implementation 
Plan 
The implementation plan for a given site can 

take many forms and contain many different types 
of informatio::. The composition depends upon 
the characteristics of the overall project, including 
the extent to which the AOC staff rely on outside 
consultants and contractors, the scope and level of 
detail of the statewide requirements analysis con­
ducted earlier in the project, and the system archi­
tecture chosen. It also depends upon the charac­
teristics of the individual court, such as its size and 
whether or not it has any existing automation. 
These differences aside. most plans should have 
the components listed below in one form or au­
other, or they should contain references to other 
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documents where the information can be found. 
Each component should be tailored for the indi­
vidual site. 

Most of the components in the list are fairly 
self-explanatory or are analogous to parts of an 
implementation plan developed for a single court 
automation project. However, a statewide imp]e­
mentation requires a balancing act to provide a 
uniform solution to a multiplicity of sometimes 
quite different courts. For that reason, statewide 
project leaders must be concerned with additional 
aspects of implementation planning, some of which 
are mentioned briefly after each component. 

• Site Requirements. Although the plan may 
reference unique functional requirements for 
some sites determined during the analysis phase, 
the main purpose of this section of the plan is to 
list the hardware and other requirements dis­
cussed earlier in this chapter. 

~ Facility Preparation Plan. With appropriate 
input from county facilities managers and third­
party consultants or contractors, this section 
should specify the work that will be necessary 
to prepare the site for installation of the system. 
It should specify the anticipated timetable for 
the tasks, and the supplies, equipment, and 
other resources required. It should also make 
clear which entity (state, local government, or 
third party) is responsible for each task at the 
given site. 

• System Installation Plan. TIus plan compo­
nent should specify the timetable and activities 
necessary to install system hardware, software, 
and communications capabilities appropriate for 
each site. It should include initial system testing 
procedures. 

e Training Plan. The training plan should be 
prepared by the training team or team manager 
in consultation with local court managers. It 
should specify the individuals to be trained, the 
type of training each is to receive, the number 
of trainers to be assigned, the amount of time 
allotted for training, and the anticipated sched­
ule. It should also identify the facility to be 

used for training and any special preparation 
needed to make it suitable. 

• Data Conversion Plan. Each court must un­
dergo a transition from the current system, 
whether it is manual or automated, to the new 
statewide system. At least some of the existing 
records will need to be converted to the appro­
priate data format for the new system. Political 
structure of the judicial system and other cir­
cumstances in each state may determine how 
much of this transition is left up to the local 
court. Regardless of circumstances it is usually 
desirable to grant local court managers some 
latitude in how the conversion is handled. Such 
flexibility notwithstanding, it is highly advisable 
for the state to assume a leading role in data 
conversion. It is critical that case information 
for the new system be consistent from court to 
court. It is also helpful to have as much of the 
pending caseload as possible entered into the 
statewide system. In conjunction with the local 
court, the TIS staff should develop a data con­
version plan that specifies what records are to 
be converted and how that conversion is to be 
handled. It should include both policy guide­
lines and details about the responsibilities of 
each entity. It also should address parallel 
testing and fmal acceptance procedures. Con 
version from a local court's manual accounting 
system can be a nightmarish experience. Some 
AOCs have required the local courts to develop 
their own financial system conversion plan, 
which must be approved by the state before the 
automated system is installed. This approach 
helps force the local courts to clean up their re­
cords, become aware of the uniform procedures 
to be adopted, and assume more of the respon­
sibility for the success of the conversion proc­
ess. 

• Operation Plan. The operation plan should 
specify the ongoing responsibilities of the local 
court staff and the procedures they should fol­
low. Topics to be covered include system 
backup and data recovery, archiving and purg­
ing inactive records, installation of system revi-
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sions, maintenance of documentation, system 
security, and system perfonnance monitoring. 

• :Master Schedule or Timetable for the Site. 
The implementation plan should include a sum­
mary schedule that shows the relationship be­
tween all the activities and the time period re­
quired for each. As deployment proceeds 
around the state, the implementation plan for 
each upcoming site should be refined to reflect 
actual dates for each planned activity as it fits 
into the total state picture. 

XI.Co2. Preparing Facility 
Based upon the requirements for each site, the 

court facilities must be prepared for the installation 
of the new system. Facility preparation activities 
may range widely in nature and comprehensiveness 
from state to state, and even from court to court 
within a state. The system architecture and the 
amount of hardware to be installed in a site ac­
count for much of this latitude. For example, if a 
large court is to have a powerful minicomputer 
system or extensive local-area network installed, 
there are many more physical factors involved, and 
far more site preparation activities to be accom­
plished than in the case of a centralized system or 
installation in a very small court. Electrical power 
must be adequate in supply and stability. In some 
cases a special, conditioned electrical circuit must 
be added to the building. Likewise, the heating, 
ventilating, and air conditioning (HV AC) system 
may have to be upgraded or augmented with a 
separate system to ensure that it meets the envi­
ronmental requirements of the hardware to be in­
stalled. 

Regardless of the type of system architecture, 
installation of computer cabling to connect each 
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workstation will have to be accomplished. In 
some buildings installing cable can be problematic, 
requiring special techniques and trained profes­
sionals. Similarly, even for simple installations, lo­
cating workstations and printers may require re­
arranging offices and adding specialized furniture. 

The reader is again referred to Planning, Ac­
quiring, and Implementing Court Automation 
(NCSC, 1993) for a detailed discussion of these 
and other facility preparation issues common to 
most court automation projects. 

Another facility preparation activity that is 
gennane to statewide projects is identifying and 
preparing a training facility. Unless the decision 
has been made to clJ~lduct training of all staff from 
every court centrally at the AOC, each court must 
provide some temporary location in which training 
can take place. Many courts designate a jury 
room, conference room, or spare courtroom for 
this purpose. The room or rooms to be used must 
be available for the period of time required to train 
the entire staff adequately. 

XI.C.3. Preparing COUl't Managers and Staff 
The human factors must not be overlooked 

during the process of preparing a court for imple­
mentation. Implicit in much of the above discus­
sion is the fact that AOC staff must work with the 
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local court staff to determine hardware require­
ments, layouts, schedules, and other aspects of the 
implementation. It is also an effective practice to 
use many of the communications tactics discussed 
in earlier chapters to keep the court staff infOlmed 
of what is going on around the state and what to 
expect to take place in their own court. 

In addition to these activities, however, some 
states have found it extremely effective to schedule 
a personal visit by the TIS director and/or even the 
state court administrator to each court in advance 
of system implementation in that court. A per­
sonal visit usually makes a very strong impression 
on the local court, and it is both appreciated and 
effective in setting the stage for a successful im­
plementation. 

The idea of the personal visit is to have a 
heart-to-heart talk with the local court managers 
(e.g., the presiding judge, trial court administrator, 
clerk of court, and chief deputy clerk in a large 
court). The state court administrator or TIS direc­
tor should impress upon each manager the impor­
tance of conveying a positive, confident, enthusi­
astic attitude. Court staff may seem to have a 
thousand reasons why some aspect of the new 
system will not work, should not operate in a 
given manner, or is problematic in some other 
way. Managers should be encouraged to remain 
patient, positive, and encouraging during these 
times and should be reassured that their staffs 
doubts and complaints will soon diminish. They 
should be reminded that their own expression of 
misgivings or negative feelings can quickly dis­
courage the staff and fuel their fear and frustra­
tions. 

It is important during this visit to let the local 
court managers know how much the AOC, the su­
preme court, and their colleagues on the statewide 
project committees appreciate their commitment to 
making the system work. It is also advisable, 
however, to prepare them for how much time and 
effort will be required. initially from them and their 
staffs. A frank and comprehensive discussion of 
the anticipated short-term need to accommodate 
training, data conversion, and parallel testing ac-
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tivities while conducting normal court business can 
avoid unpleasant surprises and subsequent resent­
ment after installation. 

In addition to convincing court managers to 
adopt a positive attitude themselves, the visit by 
the state court administrator or TIS director pro­
vides the opportunity to suggest that the local 
managers have similar personal communication 
with their staffs. Although the AOC's trainers or 
other representatives will establish a dialogue with 
the end users when they come on site, it is ex­
tremely helpful to have two-way communication 
between local court managers and their staff be­
fore and during implementation. Clerk's office and 
judicial staffs alike must have the freedom to ex­
press their fears and concerns. They need to be 
reassured about the impact of automation on their 
jobs, about their ability to adapt to new proce­
dures, and about the ways in which the court plans 
to handle the transition period. 

XI.D. Coordinating Statewide System 
Deployment 
Mter formulating a general approach to im­

plementation in the individual local courts, one of 
the greatest challenges facing project leaders is 
how to coordinate the overall deployment process. 
Even seasoned automation project leaders report 
that it takes the experience of implementing the 
system in the first two or three courts before the 
process begins to smooth out. Only then can the 
implementation team assess with any accuracy the 
amount of time required, the most likely problems 
to be encountered, and the exact order of the steps 
necessary to accomplish the tasks most effectively. 



Accordingly, the timetable and task plan for 
statewide automation must be kept somewhat fluid 
so that adjustments can be made as knowledge is 
gained through the implementation team's experi­
ences. The rate of deployment around the state 
will usually be governed by several factors: 

• available funding 
• number of technical and training staff posi­

tions 
It division of responsibilities between the 

state and counties 
• extent and nature of third-party involve­

ment 
• degree of existing local automation to be 

replaced 
• type of system architecture selected 
• extensiveness of facility preparation re­

quired in local courts 

Once the pl'Ocess begins, project leaders must 
keep different activities moving in different sites at 
the same time. For example, while one court is al­
ready operating the new system in a parallel mode 
with the old (manual or automated) system, a sec­
ond COUlt might be undergoing intensive training, 
a third court might be having the hardware in­
stalled, a fourth court might be undergoing facility 
preparation, and in a fIfth court the ITS director 
might be meeting with court managers to discuss 
the upcoming implementation. Coordinating these 
simultaneous activities can be quite difficult. 

The timing of events that must transpire in 
each court affects the success of implementation in 
that court and may even have a domino effect 
around the state. Scheduling each event too 
closely carries the risk of disrupting the entire 
process if unexpected problems or delays are en­
countered at any step. Conversely, dragging out 
the process can have a negative effect on staff en­
thusiasm and possibly disrupt court operations. 

Chapter Eleven - Statewide Deployment 109 

Examples of coordination problems abound in 
the experiences of states that have conducted 
statewide automation projects. For instance, 
hardware may arrive before the facility has been 
adequately prepared, forcing a decision to either 
store it on site or pick it up for delivery to an al­
ternate court. If the system has not been installed 
by the appointed training date, the training staff 
must revise its schedule, possibly adversely affect­
ing other courts. Furthermore, the local court may 
have agreed to a training schedule predicated on a 
time of relatively low demand on the staff and may 
be resistant to rescheduling during a busy period 
or a peak vacation period. On the other hand, it is 
undesirable to have the system installed too far in 
advance of training. Idle equipment sitting around 
a court is a constant symbol of delay. Further­
more, like waiting for the proverbial other shoe to 
drop, it prolongs the suspense for the court staff, 
whose fears and doubts can only be dissolved 
through actual use of the new system. For states 
that elect to conduct training centrally, it can be 
detrimental to train a local court's staff in anticipa­
tion of immediate implementation only to have 
system installation delayed for weeks or months 
after training has been completed. In addition to 
the impatience and frustration the situation breeds, 
staff tend to lose much of what they learned if they 
cannot put it into immediate practice. 

Because of these scheduling and coordination 
problems, states may well spend several months on 
implementations in the fIrst few courts. By the 
tinle the process has matured (and mostly smaller 
courts are left to be brought onto the system), im­
plementation may be accomplished in as little as 
one or two weeks per court. The project leader 
and implementation team who have deployment of 
the system around the state running like clockwork 
even in the early stages can indeed take pride in 
the accomplishment of a complex and formidable 
task. 



CHAPTER TWEL VE 
On-going Support 

The Never Ending Story 

HELP DESK 

"I know I've been telling you the same thing for the past eight years, Betty, but 
there STILL is no ctica! to printer from runnin out of 

XII.A. Importance of Perceived State 
Attitude 
Statewide automation projects do not end with 

the successful implementation of the system in the 
last trial court. There must be continuing support 
from the information systems staff in the AOC on 
a permanent basis. The extent of the dialogue 
between local court personnel and AOC personnel, 
together with the nature of the overall rapport that 
is established and maintained between the state 
and local levels, are key factors in determining the 
satisfaction among the trial courts and the meas­
urement of the ultimate success of the project. 

Local COUlt personnel at both the management 
and end-user levels in several states cited the 

"customer service" attitude of the state ITS staff as 
being one of the most positive factors in their 
state's experience. This attitude (or lack of it) be­
comes known during pilot testing and in the early 
stages of subsequent deployment around the state. 
Word spreads quickly among trial courts, which 
either paves the way for success or generates an 
atmosphere of mistrust or even hostility among the 
courts. Court managers and users are willing to 
put up with slow progress, system glitches, poor 
response time, and even system failures if they be­
lieve the ITS staff is doing the best it can, cares 
about their problems, respects their court knowl­
edge, and honestly desires to make things better 
for them. 
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XII.B. Mechanisms for Providing 
Information and Assistance 
Different states have employed a number of 

methods and procedures to deliver effective sup­
port for the automated system. A well­
orchestrated approach can make the best use of 
limited staff resources in providing appropria.te 
help quickly when needed, without squandering 
those resources in addressing simple, routine 
problems that can be avoided or resolved in other 
ways. Of course, a thorough and effective training 
program can prevent many problems from occur­
ring in the first place. In addition to the initial 
training associated with the original implementa­
tion, it is important to provide continued training 
to accommodate new court staff and to familiarize 
all users with new features and functions that are 
added to the system later. 

XII.B.I. Self Help 
Many types of problems arise from a lack of 

understanding rather than a hardware or software 
failure. Good documentation in the form of a 
user's guide can help local users find out how to 
accomplish a pruticular operation properly or how 
to use a system feature that is needed only occa­
sionally and therefore may be difficult to remem­
ber. Although many long-term court employees 
seldom refer to printed documentation once they 
become very familiar with the system, courts find 
it comforting to have on hand and quite useful for 
staff who are new or have new duties. User 
guides with a good index and with numerom, ex­
runples and illustrations are especially helpful. 

More and more automated systems these days 
include comprehensive on-line help features. In 

addition to containing code translations and other 
types of look-up tables, on-line help features may 
explain how to use the variety of features and 
functions available in the system. If the system re­
sources are sufficient, on-line help features can be 
as comprehensive as printed user manuals. 
Moreover, they can be context-sensitive, so that 
the user quickly [mds the help needed for the par­
ticular situation. The other primary advantages of 
on-line help are that it cannot be misplaced, is im­
mediately available from any workstation, and can 
easily be kept updated and synchronized with the 
latest version of the application software. 

XII.B.2. Help Desk 
Nearly every state has found it extremely use­

ful to have a centralized "help desk" that provides 
immediate access from anywhere in the state at 
any time during normal hours of court operation. 
Many states provide a direct phone line (often to11-
free) to the help desk. An effective help desk op­
eration requires more than one trained staff person 
even for a small state with a relatively stable sys­
tem. When few calls are coming in, only one per­
son may be needed, with one or more other staff 
serving to handle momentary overflows while car­
rying out other duties. It is usually desirable to 
rotate staff on the help desk, because exclusive 
duty can become both stressful and monotonous. 

Training staff often make excellent "front-line" 
help desk specialists. They are familiar with the 
system from the user's point of view and have al­
ready developed expertise in instructing court staff 
in its proper use and in overcoming the problems 
most commonly encountered. Once statewide 



deployment of the automated system is nearly 
complete, the trainers should easily be able to 
manage both the help desk and their on-going 
training duties. 

The help desk structure should include a for­
mal procedure for logging problems. In addition 
to documenting the workload of the help desk, 
problem reports can provide valuable feedback 
about the system and the way it is actually being 
used in the trial courts. Repeated occurrences of a 
particular problem often point out weaknesses in 
system functions, operational procedures, or user 
documentation. By analyzing the problem log 
over time, ITS staff can detect the profIle of a par­
ticular court that is having trouble using the sys­
tem or has certain users that may need additional 
training. Problems stemming from misunderstand­
ings common to users around the state may indi­
cate a need to bolster a segment of the training 
program. 

In addition to maintaining a log of problems 
reported, help desk personnel should compile over 
time a reference fIle of common problems and cor­
responding remedies. Having such a resource on 
line can help them more quickly diagnose a prob­
lem and provide the solution to the caller. 

It is also important for staff to develop a feel 
for what problems they can handle themselves and 
what problems should be referred to more techni­
cal staff. A general policy should be established to 
prevent the help desk from becoming backlogged 
to the extent that it cannot respond quickly to sub­
sequent calls. For example, one state adopted a 
policy whereby certain types of problems (such as 
a complete system failure or the occurrence of a 
particular set of error messages) always should be 
directed to the technical staff. For other situations 
the guidelines indicated that help desk personnel 
should spend no more than fIfteen minutes at­
tempting to resolve a problem before referring the 
call to appropriate technical personnel. 
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xn.B.3. Electronic Maii 
In some statewide systems the ITS staff have 

provided some form of electronic mail that can be 
used to communicate infonnation about non­
critical or less urgent problems. If users have a 
question, for example, about the best way to han­
dle a certain type of case situation, the best way to 
enter certain data into the system, or the implica­
tions of using a certain docket code, they may 
draft a message directly on their workstation and 
transmit it to the JIS staff. The answer can then be 
composed when it is convenient and sent back to 
the court user to be read at leisure. This mecha­
nism reduces telephone line congestion, smoothes 
the work flow for the help desk or other ITS staff, 
and provides the information in a written form that 
can be printed and saved by the user, if desired. 

XII.B.4 Role of User Groups 
User groups are an essential component of a 

comprehensive support program. In addition to 
the peer support they provide system users among 
the courts, they offer an avenue of consolidation 
for dialogue between the ITS staff and the trial 
courts. The AGe not only should encourage the 
existence and activities of user groups, but should 
orchestrate their formulation and participate in 
their meetings. 

User groups can remove a tremendous amount 
of the burden on the ITS staff in supporting the 
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system. User groups provide a fOlUm for address­
ing common needs and problems. Quite fre­
quently, a question raised by one user regarding 
how best to accomplish some particular function 
can be answered by one or more other users who 
have already resolved the problem. So long as the 
question does not imply a malfunction or defi­
ciency of the system, other users often can supply 
a better solution than can the ITS staff, and with­
out the need for more research and analysis. Even 
when a system limitation is at the root of the 
problem, some of the more advanced users may 
well have developed an effective means to work 
around the limitation. 

User group meetings furnish an effective vehi­
cle for bringing common problems or needs to the 
attention of the AOC staff and giving both state 
and local personnel the opportunity to discuss 
them. Conversely, such meetings give the ITS staff 
the chance to present and discuss planned system 
modifications and enhancements. Finally, when a 
standard method for handling a common situation 
needs to be established, the user group may be the 
most appropriate arena in which to develop a con­
sensus. 

XII.C. System Modifications and 
Enhancements 
Automated systems are dynamic creations, 

constantly undergoing refmement, improvement, 
and expansion of capabilities. Even while ITS staff 
are struggling with early post-implementation de­
bugging activities, the forces of change are at 
work. In addition to the possibility of new legisla-

tive or procedural requirements, users who have 
begun to gain experience beyond the initial learn­
ing curve can be surprisingly fertile in generating 
ideas for improvements to the system. Moreover, 
as the technical staff begin to see the system in the 
light of realistic usage, they frequently generate 
such ideas themselves. 

Project leaders must anticipate the need to 
handle the whole process of requesting, evaluat­
ing, and implementing changes to the system. If 
proper policies, procedures, and resources are not 
established early enough, project personnel can 
become overwhelmed with the volume of requests 
for system revisions. The whole project can easily 
become mired in this issue and lose credibility 
among the trial courts. States with successful 
automation projects have adopted a number of 
tactics to ensure that their strategy for providing 
on-going support accommodates the inevitable 
stream of requests for changes. 

XII.C.l. Mechanisms for Requesting 
Modifications and Enhancements 
Because of the complexity and size of a 

statewide system and the number of parties in­
volved in the process, it is virtually a necessity to 
establish a formal procedure for requesting 
changes to tlle system. Some states have imple­
mented printed "change request" forms to be filled 
out by individual users and approved by local 
court management for submission. Other states 
have set up on-line request forms through the 
electronic mail or system messaging features. 
Whatever the physical medium through which a 
request is made, most project leaders have found it 
advisable to establish an easy way for requests to 
be forwarded directly from users to the ITS divi­
sion, without requiring everything to be conducted 
through user group representatives. 

Whether requests ruTIve on paper on through 
electronic communication, each request should be 
logged and tracked. The AOe staff should estab­
lish a defmite means to let the requester know that 
his or her request has been received and will be 
considered. It may also be helpful to include in the 
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acknowledgment an expression of appreciation for 
the user's interest and suggestion. 

While projecting an open and receptive atti­
tude toward requests for changes, some project 
leaders have also found it advisable to forestall the 
submission of numerous duplicate requests-­
especially if the same basic request has previously 
been considered and rejected conclusively. Often 
a seemingly good idea will occur to a number of 
users, even though the idea may not be practical to 
implement for some reason. To that end some 
project leaders or statewide committees have de­
vised a method to publicize a list of requests that 
have been considered and turned down, along with 
an explanation of why each change or enhance­
ment was not pursued. For example, a newsletter 
could be used to highlight recent requests and the 
subsequent action taken. Furthermore, an on-line 
database containing all change requests and action 
summaries might be made available for inquiry by 
any local court user. 

Xll.C.2. Evaluation Process 
Providing for direct submission of requests for 

changes does not mean that the requests should be 
evaluated by the ITS staff alone. It is important 
from both the practical and the political standpoint 
to have all change requests reviewed by a body of 
local court representatives as well as state-level 
staff. As mentioned earlier, some states have es­
tablished a specific review committee for this pur­
pose. Other states may make this task a respon­
sibility of a state-level user group with representa­
tives from each district. 

Whatever the name or organizational ground­
ing of the review body, it is generally wise to have 
requests screened by a group of expert court per­
sonnel at the "nuts and bolts" level. These indi­
viduals have the knowledge to understand the mo­
tivation for the request and, with the analysis and 
advice of the ITS staff, to determine the implica­
tions, universality, practicality, and cost­
effectiveness of the request. Although this com­
mittee or user group should have the authority to 
approve (with the concurrence of the ITS represen-
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tative) or reject most requests, requests for modi­
fications that would have policy-level implications 
should be passed on ~_o a policy committee for final 
action. 

Seasoned project leaders in more than one 
state expressed a cautionary note born out of their 
own, sometimes painful, experiences. A policy set 
up to guide the overall process of system modifi­
cations should stress the principle of preserving 
and increasing the standardization and uniformity 
of operation. It should include, for example, the 
stipUlation that all requests for new docket codes 
must be evaluated and approved by the change 
review committee or user group charged with the 
review responsibility. Moreover, the evaluation 
must include an analysis by the ITS staff to deter­
mine all implications of the additional code and its 
use in the courts, such as the potential effect on 
statistical integrity, event-driven logic, cross-field 
edit checking, or other areas of the system design. 

Xll.C.3. Distribution of Software Revisions 
Once approved modifications or enhancements 

have been made to the system, whether stemming 
from design flaws, program errors, user requests, 
or a change in external requirements, the revised 
system should undergo thorough testing. If the 
extent of the revision warrants it, testing may even 
include initial implementation in one or more pilot 
courts. A significant aspect of providing on-going 
support for a statewide system is being able to 
handle the statewide implementation of software 
revisions smoothly and effectively, once the re­
vised system has been judged ready for full de­
ployment. The complexity of distributing the re­
vised software depends upon several factors in 
addition to the extent of the revisions, including 
the type of system architecture (e.g., centralized, 
decentralized, networked, distributed), the number 
of courts, the number of processors, the communi­
cation capabilities, and the philosophy regarding 
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local system administration capabilities. Different 
states have taken different approaches, depending 
upon the characteristics of the statewide system. 

In states with non-centralized processing, a 
copy of the revised software must be installed on 
each computer. Some states are able to install the 
new software via telecommunications, especially if 
the revisions are not extensive. In other statewide 
systems, a copy of the software must be sent on 
magnetic media to each court to be loaded on the 
computer by local personnel. Part of the installa­
tion process usually involves running some type of 
automated installation procedure delivered as part 
of the software upgrade. 

It is important to minimize the burden on loca' 
personnel by making the installation process as 
simple, automated, and foolproof as possible. For 
example, the automated procedures should ensure 
that a complete backup all data files has been ac­
complished before the installation actually begins. 
Good documentation of the instructions should 
accompany (or precede) the copy of the software. 
The installation procured should keep the system 
administrator informed of the progress throughout 
the operation, so that if problems develop, he or 
she can describe by phone to the TIS technical 

. staff exactly what was going on when the problem 
developed. 

In states with a centralized system architec­
ture, the mechanical aspects of software distribu­
tion. are relatively simple. One copy of the pro­
duction version of the software is usually installed 
on. the central mainframe, with the result that all 
courts across the state are upgraded at the same 
moment 

Regardless of the type of system architecture 
or the mechanical process used to install the re­
vised software, the TIS staff should have good 
procedures in place for preparing the users for the 
changes. First of all, it is critical to infonn the 
courts well in advance of upcoming system modi­
fications. Memos, bulletins, and telephone calls 
are some of the standard methods for alerting us­
ers. Electronic mail is another commonly-used 

medium for communicating this information. 
Electronic messages may take the form of system 
broadcasts that go to every user, or they may be 
more detailed transmissions directed to court man­
agers and local system administrators. 

One court uses what it terms "laser fax" to 
send memos about forthcoming changes over the 
statewide network. As part of the daily routine, 
local court personnel print any such memos on 
their laser printers each morning for review. 

Most states try to arrange for significant soft­
ware revisions to be installed over weekends or 
holiday periods, when there is sufficient time to 
aC'complish the task carefully, to overcome any 
problems encountered, and to test the system once 
the installation is complete. Simple changes usu" 
ally can be made overnight. As a rule it is best to 
avoid bringing the system down during wCJrking 
hours to make changes, unless it is for an emer­
gency situation requiring an immediate fix. Users 
naturally tend to have a magnified perception of 
any system down time and a long memory for each 
occurrence. 

Documentation and on-line help should be 
kept cun'ent with software revisions, so that users 
always have an immediate reference for any new 
or mouified features and functions. For extensive 
revisions, additional training may be necessary. If 
so, the TIS division must be careful to schedule 
training so that each court receives inst.ruction 
before it is forced to use the revised system. 
Scheduling can be difficult when changes must be 
implemented quickly, especially if the training staff 
has been slimmed down following initial statewide 
system implementation. 

In general, software revisions can be distrib­
uted and installed with minimal negative impact on 
local court personnel if these principles are incor­
porated in the support process. Moreover, once 
the modifications have been mastered by the users, 
the improved perl'ormance or expanrled capabili­
ties usually are well received. Especially when 
they reflect the fulfillment of widespread requests 
for enhancements, system revisions can generate 
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renewed enthusiasm for the system and confidence 
in both the ITS staff and the statewide committees 
responsible for the system. 

XII.D. Other Support Considerations 
There are a few additional aspects to support­

ing statewide systems that must not be overlooked 
if the implemented system is to continue operating 
satisfactorily. These include provisions for sup­
porting the computer hardware at all locations, 
being able to recover from any type of disaster, 
and maintaining a good rapport between the AGC 
and the system users. 

XU.D.l. Hardware Support 
Another part of the on-going support that the 

AOC must provide for the statewide system is to 
keep the computer hardware and equipment in 
working order and respond quickly to problems or 
failures that occur anywhere in the state. Hard­
ware and communications-related maintenance is 
an important issue even for centralized systems; 
however, it becomes slightly more complex in dis­
tributed or networked environments. There is no 
single best way to handle hardware support. Each 

state must adopt an approach that is most appro­
priate for its circumstances. 

While nearly all ITS departments have service 
contracts for mainframes, minicomputers, and 
other expensive computer hardware, many take a 
more creative approach to maintaining other 
equipment. For example, it is fairly common to 
find no service contracts established for computer 
terminals, PCs, or low-cost printers. Instead, 
many states keep a few spares on hand to be 
swapped for failed units, which can then be re­
paired in-house or by a repair service on a carry-in 
basis. Factors such as state geography, population 
distribution, local technical expertise, and system 
architecture determine whether equipment is 
transported and swapped by ITS staff, shipped for 
local installation, or stored at the local court. For 
example, one state in which it is not practical to 
rely on reaching outlying courts by highway during 
the winter months adopted the policy of stocking 
spare devices in those courts and training local 
staff to install them if needed. To support courts 
located closer to the capital or easily accessible by 
car, on the other hand, the procedure was to dis­
patch a ITS technician with the matching piece of 
equipment to drive to the court and replace the 
defective unit. 

xn.D.2. Disaster Recovery 
Every statewide system project should include 

a comprehensive disaster recovery plan, regardless 
of the system architecture or maintenance policy. 
Such a plan should be developed on a preliminary 
basis as part of the overall project plan. The pre-
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Iiminary version is important during the early 
planning stages as part of the strategy of selling 
the concept of a statewide approach. It is essential 
to allay fears of a catastrophic failure that could 
bring the entire state's judicial process to a halt. 
As the system begins to take shape, the disaster 
recovery plan should be refined and expanded. By 
the time the system is ready for statewide deploy­
ment, procedures and facilities should be well es­
tablished to handle any emergency situation. 

A few state ITS directors may still admit to 
some reservations about the ability of their systems 
to bounce back from a disaster. However, with 
the widespread existence of large-scale corporate 
and government systems, in recent years there 
have been enough publicized incidences of com­
puter centers being damaged by floods, earth­
quakes, and other disasters to focus attention on 
the necessity of an adequate recovery plan. In 
addition to such natural disasters or other exter­
nally-generated damage, states must be able to re­
cover from catastrophic problems that originate 
within the system itself. One statewide judicial 
system was temporarily disabled a few years ago, 
for example, by a long-hidden flaw in its database 
management system. Needless to say, the public­
ity generated by courts all around the state 
scrambling to try to process cases manually did 
nothing to enhance the image of the AOe! 

While centralized statewide automated systems 
can adopt a plan similar to that of most corporate 
or other government data centers, the existence of 
regional or local computers complicates the pic­
ture somewhat. In addition to establishing rigid 
guidelines for local data backups and off-site stor­
age of court data, local system administrators 
should be acquainted with appropriate procedures 
for recovering from a catastrophic situation. In 
addition, at the state level the ITS staff should in­
clude a well-trained disaster recovery team that is 
familiar with each local installation. In the event 
of a localized disaster, this team could be sent to 
the problem site immediately to take charge of the 
situation. 

XII.D.~t Maintaining Good Communication 
and Rapport with Users 
In addition to simply passing along information 

necessary for the operation of the statewide sys­
tems, project leaders in states that have enjoyed 
the most continued success with their projects in 
the years following initial implementation have 
placed considerable emphasis on maintaining good 
general communication with all users and fostering 
an atmosphere of a court community throughout 
the state. As part of the on-going support for the 
system and its users, these states have adopted a 
number of tactics to help achieve open communi­
cation and good relations among the trial courts 
and between the trial courts and the AOe. Some 
of these tactics have been mentioned earlier in 
connection with other issues or purposes. 

Nearly every state jUdiciary has some type of 
newsletter. It is important to make use of this ve­
hicle to highlight the automated system on a con­
tinuing basis as well as use it to help publicize the 
project during the formative stages. Many states 
have taken the newsletter concept one step further 
by establishing one that is dedicated to information 
for and about the automated system and its users. 
This type of newsletter can be an excellent vehicle 
for pUblicizing the continuing efforts of the ITS 
staff and automatiorl committees to improve the 
system. It is a good idea to include on the news­
letter "staff' a few individuals from the courts as 
well as from the AOe. In addition, articles, letters 
to the editors, and other contributions should be 
actively solicited from the trial courts to help make 
the newsletter a true community product. 

The use of electronic mail has been discussed 
in several contexts. In addition to system-related 
information, the system's e-mail capabilities should 
be offered as a means of communication between 
the trial courts and any AOC staff--not just the ITS 

...... ---------------------------------~~---------
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staff. This type of infonnal medium often can en­
courage court personnel at any level to ask ques­
tions, make suggestions, express concerns, or 
simply pass along useful infonnatioll about any 
court-related topic. 

Along with designated electronic mail mes­
sages, the system's communications capabilities 
can be used to create an electronic bulletin board. 
The bulletin board could be used to post personal 
messages from any user (e.g., announcements, ar­
ticles for sale, services sought) as well as infonnal 
infonnation from the .TIS or other AGe staff. For 
example, the AOC might post messages that high­
light accomplishments of an individual or a court, 
such as displaying "scores" of courts with the best 
disposition rate, fee and fine collection rate, or re­
duction in case backlog. In some statewide sys­
tems subtle techniques can be observed simply in 
the way the system's message broadcasting fea-
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tures are used, whether such techniques are delib­
erate or an unconscious result of the ITS staffs 
attitude toward the courts, Screen banners that 
appear upon logging in and system "operator" 
messages that show up at various times on user's 
tenninals can reflect humor and walmth that add a 
personal touch that users appreciate. 

AU of these techniques can help establish and 
maintain good rapport between the users of the 
system and its "keepers", A warm and friendly 
atmosphere that builds a sense of community and 
teamwork between the AOC and the trial courts, 
in turn, can be extremely beneficial in avoiding 
problems or resolving them when they do occur. 
As does a marriage, statewide automation involves 
a long-term relationship and commitment between 
parties. Paying attention to the simple things--and 
doing so on a continuing basis--is crucial to its 
success. 
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APPENDIX A 

State Profiles 

Explanation of Categories 

Statewide implementation status 
Based upon the number and type of COutts in which the state system is installed, the case types it sup­
ports, and the percentage of the total state caseload handled by the system, NCSC staff classified each 
state in 1 of 3 categories: 
• Extensive: the state has implemented a statewide case processing system for all major case types 

(e.g., civil, criminal, traffic), which is installed in at least 80% of the courts (including both the 
general jurisdiction courts and main tier of limited jurisdiction courts, if applicable), or which 
handles at least 80% of the total state caseload. 

• Partial: the state has implemented a statewide case processing system that has been installed in a 
production (Le., post-pilot testing) mode in at least one court, but implementation has not reached 
the level described above for the "extensive" category. 

• None (actual term used in profile may be "planning", "under development", etc., to provide better 
description): the state has not yet implemented a statewide case processing system in production 
mode. It may be making no effort at all, actively planning a system, designing or developing a 
system, or even pilot testing a system. 
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Current system generation 
A general indicator of whether the original statewide court software is still in use (even if it has un­
dergone revisions and enhancements) or whether it has been replaced one or more times by a new 
software system. A "I" indicates the original software, "2" indicates that the current software is the 
second generation of the system, etc. 

Year original project began 
Indicates the approximate year that the first attempt to launch a statewide project was initiated. 

Year currentJIatest project began 
If a state distinguishes between the current project and earlier statewide projects or attempts at auto­
mation, this date indicates the approximate year that the current project was launched. 

Year implementation completed 
Applicable if the state considers its statewide implementation completed. 

Estimated total cost to date 
This category was intended to reflect the approximate overall amount of funds that the state has ex­
pended on statewide automation, from the beginning of the initial project until the current or latest 
year that costs have been calculated. Although the figure should reflect total costs--inc1uding person­
nel, contracts, equipment, maintenance, and other expenses--some states could not easily deduce 
comprehensive cost estimates from the budgeting process. 

Approximate current annual cost 
Where the information was available, this entry indicates the total annual expenditures for statewide 
automation for the current or latest known year. Some states were unable to supply any cost figures, 
while others could break out only some of the costs associated with statewide automation. 

Primary funding source 
This indicates whether the statewide automation is funded primarily from general fund appropriations; 
from fines, fees, court costs, or collections; or from other sources. 

% of courts using state system 
Based upon the total number of courts in the state and the number in which the state system has been 
implemented, this figure indicates the extent to which the system has been installed in multiple courts. 
For some states, this figure was broken down for different types of courts or for different case types. 

% of total state caseload automated with state system 
Regardless of the number of courts in which the system has been implemented, this figure indicates 
the extent to which the total caseload of the state is processed by the system. For example, a state 
that has its system implemented in only the very largest courts may be processing the same relative 
caseload through that system as a state that has uniformly automated most of the courts but still has 2 
or 3 independent local systems operating in it. 
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State JIS staff size (FTEs) 
This figure indicates the number of full-time equivalent positions that are dedicated to court technol­
ogy at the state level. 

Total AOC staff size (FTEs) 
This figure reflects the total number of full-time equivalent positions in the state administrative office 
of the courts, including the TIS positions. 

System origin 
This entry identifies the source of the statewide software: whether it was developed in-house, cus­
tom-developed by a software contractor, procured as a commercial court software package (with or 
without extensive tailoring), or transferred from another location (e.g., a system developed by another 
state or a system developed by a local court within the state). 

System architecture 
This Cintry indicates generally whether the statewide system is based upon a central mainframe, or 
whether it uses processors distributed around the state (e.g., minicomputers in local courts, regional 
mid-size computers, or PC local-area-networks in the courts). 

Software environment 
This entry shows the predominant programming language type used for the statewide system. Al­
though some specifics are given for some states, the major categories are COBOL, some other third­
generation language, or some type of fourth-generation language. 

Statewide Eledronic Public Access System 
If the state has implemented some type of statewide public access system that provides the capability 
for the public to have on-line access to the automated court system, some of the basic facts about that 
system are shown here. 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

ALABAMA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. ;p.~P.!Q~~Ph!.~§L .......................................................... ! .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.~~~~~.~.~tP..g.P~~p.9.P.: .. L.4.,J.?2).Q.QQ ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties: 67 ........ · ...................................... · .. T~i'~ .. ~·~~;t·~t~:;;:~t:;;:;~ .. r-·Mi~~d ...... · .............................. · .. · ...................................................................................... . 

,"".~ .. 

Number ofcourls 1 40 judicial circuits; 74 court sites (some counties 
............................................................................................................... L.h.~y..~ .. ~ ... ~~~~!?!. ............................................................................................................ .. 
......................................................... .N.~p..~!.9.f.jP.:~Ig~~..!.J~.7. .. £~:rg:gjt~9.P!.~j~E~g.~.~i .. ~.§. .. g~§!.rt.~t~9.P.:~ijP.:gg~.~ ........ . 
...................................... J~g.~~ .. §t.~~.~ ... ~!P.~.~.g~~~~~ .. I ... $.§.t§.~J?1.QQ.QNQ.Q ...................................................................................................... . 

; 

Statewide Court Automation: : ................................................................................................................ : ................................................................................................................................................... . 
............. §.~.~t.~Y.Y.t4~..i~p!~~~P.:t.~~~9.P.: .. ~t ~.i t.P.:~ .. .L.~.~~.~~§~y~ .................................................................................................................... .. 
................................ QP.!..!..~.~t. . .'~y.~.~~~ .. g~P.:~~~gg.p. ... L.!. ............................................................................................................................................. . 

y~ar ()rigiI1~lprojectb~gan l19~0 

............. :x~~!. .. ~~g~~0.~t.~§t..p~gJ~~tQ.~g~P: .. l.J~.§.Q ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................ :x~~j~p1~~~P.:~~p.9.P.: .. ~g.~pJ~~~.4 .. LJ~.~4 ................................................................................................................................... .. 
Estimated total cost to date i Unknown 

· ............ App~·~ri~~t~ .. ~~~~·~t .. ~~~~i"~~·~·t .. t·U~~~;~; .. th~~·~ .. ~~ .. ~~t .. ~~p·~~~t~·ii~·~ .. it~~·~ .. f~; ........ .. 
l buclg~tpllrp()~es 

........................................ fu~~ .. ~gt!-fK.~Q~~~ .. L.fu.~9:p.Jy .. g~P:~~~1.fuP.:g ............................................................................... . 

...................... %. .. g.f...~Q~!.t.~ .. P.:~.~.P.:K.~.t.~t.~ .. ~.Y~t.~~ .. LJ9..9.%. .. 9.f..P..i~.trt~V.Q~!.~¢t .......................................................................... .. 
% of total state caseload automated l District/circuit. Approximately 100%; includes 

with state system i all civil, criminal (both felony and misdemeanor), 
............................................................................................................... L.~P:~ .. t.~.~~ .................................................................................................................. .. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 12 
TotalAOC staff size (FTE~) r 75 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$.Y~i.~P.i::gri.i.iii:::[j~:~h:g:~§:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................................... §.y.~t.~~ .. ~!.gpj~.~.~t.~.~ ... j .. JJ?M. .. ~Q.Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 

Software environment I COBOL II; Command Level CICS 

Statewide Electronic Public , 
.. A~~~~§ .. ~y.§!~~.; ............................................................. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
................... _ .. ;B.;.~y.~ .. ~~.~t.~.~t4~ .. q.~.~k~~p..~.;pA.$. .. LX~.~.: .... ff.~y.~ .. ~ ... !.~.§Q.9. .. I1.~~~g.P.:~~.4~ .. ~.~~~~ ................................... .. 

How long in place [1 ye~r 
# users! 124 .. · .. · .... · .......... · .. · ...... · .......... · .... ·· .......... ·\Vh~t;~ .. ~~~ii~bi~ .. j .. ·cri;i~·~i"~i~T~~~l"t;~ffi~: .. St·~t~;id~ .. I~d~~ .. · .. · ...... · .... · .. .. 

............................................................................................................... ; ............................. 1. ............................................. 7. ..................................................................... .. 

· .............. · .. ff.9.~ .. 1i~~ .. ~:~j~ .. h:!:ii!~~~~f~ .. I· .. f-~~ii::5rf·d~~~~~.~!.~Q.: .. ~.~EL$.Q.:.?~!~.~.: .................... J 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

ALASKA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. ~~~Q~~P4.!.~~; ........................................................... .1. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.~~~~~~ .. P.9.plY:.~"!#.!?P.: .. L.§§.7.,.Q.QQ .......................................................................................................................... .. 
,,, ................................................. N~}:)~:r..()(c.Q~ti~~L~9!?Q!'Q!!g~ .... ()!'PQI!#~~.gbr.!~t()"~~ ...... ,, ...... w •••• w ......................... . 

.................................................. lli~ .. ~QP.:!'.t. .. ~.tP.!g.t.~.~ .. LM~.~~ty. .. g!?P.:~!?EQ~~~~L .................................................................................... .. 

........................................................... N:g~J?~~ .. Q(gg .. !!~~~ .. LAj~gJg~.~L~~~~~!.~;.§7. .. g9.~t..~~~.~.~ ................................................... .. 
Number of judges l 32 superior court judges; 16 district court judges; 

:=:=:~=:j'~i;;(~t~t;~;;:p:;;;;-;jj"t;;;:;;~!~~;~fe~t&;J~~L15=:=S.=r.~::-==::::=:==:::: 
! .. ·St'~t~:;id~ .. C·~·~·A~t~;:~ti~~; ............ ·r .... · ........ · .................. · ................................................................................................................ . 

................................................................................................................ ;-................................................................................................................................................... . 

............. ~P.~P.~~.4.~j~p.!~~~gt.~.t.i!?P.: .. ~~~.t.P.:~ ... L~~p.~.~.~~y.~ ................................................................................................................... .. 
·~w •• w ............ •· ....... wQP.!!.~P:t ... ~y.~1eI.P:ge.P:e.!'9:g()P.: ... l .... ?"Jl.J. ... e..!!!g.!'.~IJl§lC.e.~) .··.·.· ... ·.· .... m ..... · ..... · .• · ... ·.·.· .·.·.·.·.·.·.·." .. ·.· .......... w •. ·." ..... ·.·"._ ......... ,,·., .... w~ .. ·.·.~ ••• " 

.............................. ¥.~~ .. Qrtg!P.:~ .. p.~()J~£t .. Q~g@ .. 1. .. !~.§:? .................................................................................................................................... . 

............. X~~ .. ~P.:!.!~P.:0.~t~~tP.~9J~~tQ~g@.J.J~.~.!.. .................................................................................................................................. . 

................ .¥.~~! .. i~p1~~~P.:~~"!#.!?P.: .. gg.~P.J.~!.~.4 .. !.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date i Unknown 

., .................. , •••••••• , ••••••••• ~ ..... , •• , ........................................... .-••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• " ....................................................................... > •••••••••••• ,.). •••• , ••••••• - •••••••••• ~ ••• ' •• > •••••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , ................. , ••••• ' •••••••••••••• ',',- ......... ,. ',-,' .......................... , •••••••• , ...... ~ ........ ,' .............. , ............................................... . 

............. App~Q~~.t~.£~~P.:! .. ~~~ .. ~!?~t.L$.~§.Q,.9.QQ ....................................................................................................................... .. 

......................................... fu.~.~..fP.!}.4~P.:K~QP.!.g.~.j .. .!.Q9..%. .. Q.~.~.~.!..~L~.4. .. ~p.P!9.p.rt~~iQP.:~ ............................................ .. 
% of courts using state system i 56% (the smaller magistrate courts are not all 

............................................................................................................... L.~~pg.~~.t.~4 .. QP.:! .. h~y.~ .. ~ .. y.~ry .. ~~@. .. ~.~~~1!?~~.:2. ................... . 
% of total state caseload automated j 100% of superior courts; 99% of districtJLJ 

.. ".................................~~~l?:~t~t~ ~y.~.t.~:I!1:L, .' ...... . .. .. ... ......"'...-. .......... _ ....... "........... ...... , . 

................................. §.t~t~ .. ~J§ ... ~.t~ff.~~~~.JIT.~~2 .. L.!Q .......................................................................................................................................... . 
Total AOC staff size (FTEs) ! 70 .......... · .. ·· ...... ·· ........ · .. · .. · .. · .. ·· ............ ··· .. ·· .. ···Sy~t~·;;; .. ~rigi~·T·I~~h~~~~~ .... D~t~i~~fd~~ig; .. ~~d··~~~i~ .. f~·~·· .. ·· .. ··· .................... .. 

l replacement system being developed under 
............................................................................................................... L.gg.~~!..~~~: ....................................................................................................................... .. 
................. . ............... '.' $Yl?~~.rg ~<.!hi!~ctl!re .. tAr ~'l.' ... 4i.st.r:i1?l!~~q1!N~I:}Y~t~~~......_.........~......." ...... . 

Software environment ! UX Basic (new system will use Progress 
14GURDBMS) 

i~~i;s~~~;~;~~=~~:=r~~~:::::::=:==:=:~==: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

ARIZONA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Qg:r.~.ph!.~§; ........................................................... .l. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. $..~.!~P.}~~.~.g .. pgp~~!~9.P.: . .L.;?&??.&QQ. ..................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N~t?~!. .. 9.f..~9.~.!~~!? .. L.!§ ........................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial court structure LQ~)JJ:lpJe~ 

Number of courts l15 superior courts; 1 tax court; 83 JP precincts; 
............................................................................................................... L.§§ .. !P.:P.:~g!p~!ig~~ .. (~i~y.f.~g!.YP.:~) ............................................................ . 

Number of judges 1124 superior court judges; 1 tax court judge; 83 
............................................................................................................... .L.j:~~~.!!~~!?gf .. !h~ .. p.~.~~~1 .. J?.~ .. ¥.r.~ .. ~~i.~~p?.;U.P.:gg~~ ........ . 
....................................... r.9.1~ .. ~.!~!~ .. ~~P~P.:~it.~.~.~ ... f .. $.7.&7.?~9..Q9..?.Q.Q.9 ...................................................................................................... .. 

.. ~!~!.~w.!4.~ ... QQ~!.tA!!!~.~~!!.Q!!.; .............. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

............ .$.t.~.!~~~~.~)~p!.~.~~P.:~.~~igP.: .. ~!.~~~!? .. L.r.~.~L ......................................................................................................................... . 

............................... Q~~P.:!..!?y.~1~.~ .. g.~P.:~!.~!~9.P.: .. LJ.J~.~.~.~K!..~p1~~.~.g .. P.:9.~) ................................................................................. . 
Year oJjginalproject ]:)~gflIll!~§().. ...... .. 

.............. ¥.~.~!. .. ~~:~P.:0.~1~~.!.p!.9.j~.~1.p..~g§:~ .. LJ.~~.L ............................................................................................................................... .. 

................. ¥.~.~!.j.~pJ~~.~p.!~ti.g.P.:.~9.~p!.~t.~~ ... L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date i Old: Unknown; New: $10 225,000 ................................................................................................................ : .......................................................................... 7. ....................................................................... . 

Approximate current annual cost laId: $150,000 annual maintenance; New: Will 
[reqlli!.~$400,900 aDJ:ll.lll!!Y .. 

......................................... fu.~.~.fP..P.:.q~P.:g .. ~9.P.:!.g.~ .. .L!l..ll.g~~~.~ .. Qgn~~.!~9.P.: .. ~P.:h~P.:~~P.}~P.:!)f~~ ................................ .. 

...................... %. .. 9.f..~9.P.:!..~ .. ll.~!P.:K!?~.~~.~ .. ~y~!~~ ... l .. ?.9.%. ...................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated j 25% of limited jurisdiction caseload 

.......................................................... ~~!h .. ~.!~.!~ .. ~.y.!?~~!P.: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
State JIS staff size(¥TE~)l3-? 

Total AOe staff size (FTEs) ! 190 
.:.:::::::::.::::::::.:.::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::§Y~:i~~::gng}:~T:Qj4;Ig~hg:~:~:~:;::N~~;:::¢'P.~~i.~~~tp~~~~g~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.................................................. $y§!~P.} .. ~!..gN:~.~.gt.ll.!..~ ... L.p!~.~p..ll!~~ ................................................................................................................. . 

Software environment[ Old: Knowledgeman;New: SYNON-RPG 

.. !!~~s:~~s~!~~·t;~~i~ .. P~bli~ .................. r .. N~~~ .......... · .. · .................................................................................................................. .. 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

ARKANSAS 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P'.~~~~~p'~~.~~.; ............................................................ L. ................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~~.~P.P.:~~~.q .. P.9.P.~~¥.QP.: .. L.?&~~).9..Q9. ................. ; .................................................................................................. .. 
Number of counties l 75 counties 

.:.· .. : ............. : .............................. lli~ .. ~9.P.:~t~.t.~;~t.P.:i:.~ .. LQg~p!~~ ......................................................................................................................... . 

........................................................... N~.9.~!:: .. 9.f.gg.~rt~ ... i .. ?.§9. .. p!P.:~ ... §.§jP.:~.t.~~~.gf..tP.:~ .. p..~.~~~.£g~!.t.~ ..................................... . 

.......................................................... N~9.~!:: .. 9.f.J~Qg~.~ .. L.?~?. ........................................................................................................................................ . 

~i.~!~~~~~:.~:::;::::~~~:t~;'~;:'~~~:~~~::~::=:::: 
............. $..t.~t~~9..~j~p.J~.~~P.:~.~~~g.~ .. ~!.~~~~..i. .. $..tiE .. i~.P!~~P.:K ................................................................................................ . 

. '.' Current ~ystemgen~:ration t.. ". ... . ......... ' '. ........ ...... ' . 
............................... x.~.~E.grtgj.~.~l . .P.!.gj~.g~ .. p..~.g~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
.............. ¥.~.~ .. ~~~~0.~~~!?t. . .P.!::QJ~.g~ .. P..~g~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
................. ¥.~.~!.j~p.J~~.~P.:~~gg.~.~Q~.P.!.~t.~9. .. L ................................................................................................................................................... . 

Estimated total ccst to date l 
.. : ........ :.Ap.p.~g~~.~~.~ .. ~P.!.!.~.~t.~~~L~9.~.tL ................................................................................................................................................ . 
........................................ lli~~ .. f.~9.j~g .. ~g.~~~ .. L ................................................... ,. ............................................................................................. . 
...................... %.gf. .. ~.<?~~.~ .. !!!?J~.g .. ~.t.9.-~~ .. ~.y.~!.~:rP.: .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

% of total state caseload automated! 
vvith state system j. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) [ 8 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::T:gi.~::AQ:Q::~i.?i.f::~~i.:~::~¥.T.:~~2:T:~?:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
..................................................................... $.y.~~~.~ . .Q~~P.: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

System architecture [ .. 
Software environment : 

:~~:=~~:~~=:~;~~:~~~~==:r~~~:::::::::=:::=:::=::=~:: 
Access S stem: ! 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

CALIFORNIA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~ph!Q.!!!~ ............................................................ 1 ...................................................... : ............................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ;m.~.t~~t.~.g .. P.9.P~?:P.:9.P.: . .L.9.Q.?~§.7.I.QQ.Q .................................................................................................................. . 
Number of counties l 58 

··················································lli~··~9.~·~i~~~~E~·T··M~{~y··~~~~·~iid~t·~·d·:············.· .................................. : .................................. : .. 
Number of courts i 58 superior courts; 88 municipalities; 65 justice of 

............................................................................................................... L.!h~ . .P.I?.~~~.£g~.~ .................................................................................................. .. 

.......................................................... N.~p..~.!..9.fjP.:~tg~~..!. .. !,.§.9.1= ................................................................................................................................. .. 

...................................... Tg.!~ ... ~.~~~.~ ... I?~P.I?.~.g~~~~~ .. I ... $.§.§&4.Q.~Q.QQ.I.9.Q.Q ................................................................................................... . 

............ .... -... '...... ............... . } .. 

Statewide Court Automation: l 
:::::::::::::§.~~i:~~~:~~j~p.!~~~~t~i.iQg::~i.~i.~~]:::p.j~i.~i~g:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................ Q~.I?.~! .. ~Y.:~.!~~ .. g~P.:~!.~¥.g.~ .. .L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

. ." .X<?::l!t?Jjg11:1.~lpI"Qj~<::tl>~g§l1:1. L .. . . ...... ........ ... . 
............. ¥.~~ .. ~~~P.:0.9:!~~!.p.!.9J~~.! .. ~~g~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
................ ¥.~~ .. ~~p.!!?!P.:~P.:~9:P.:9.P.: .. ~g.~p.l~~~.q .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
.............................. ~~~i!P.:~!~g .. ~9.~~ ... ~9.~~ .. t.9 ... 4~~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

A.ppJ.'()JSj1'l"l~t~£P::rrentl:Ull1ualc:!ost f .... . 

......................................... fu..~9:!"Y .. fuP..q~P.:g .. ~9.!!!'.~.I? .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

...................... %. .. 9.!:.~2~~ ... ~.~!P.:g .. ~~.~~.I? .. ~y.~!~P.?.-.. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
% of total state caseload automated i 

.......................................................... ~!~h .. ~.!~.!~ .. ~.y~~.I?!P.: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) j 35 ......................... ,............. .... ...... ................... .............................• . ................................................... }. .. ' ..... -..... ,...... .... . ...... ' ........... ,., .. ,.......... , ........... -.......... . 

Total AOC staff size (FTEs) l 225 
:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§'Y~i.~~::g~i.i~:L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.................................................... $.y.~~~~.~~w.~.~g~P.!..I? .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

Software environment! 
. ............ ..... .... ';0-
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

COLORADO 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. ~~~Q~~P~.~~; ............................................................ 1.. ........................................................................................................... , ...... , .......... , ................. , .. 

.............................................. ~.~.~~~~.~.~ .. p.Q.P~~¥.9.P.: .. L.?'-1..7.Q.~9.99 ...................................................................................................................... . 
'''''w .. w,........ . Number of cOUIlt~e~ L~9.. ... ........ .................. , .......... w ..... . 

Trial court structure 1 Mixed 
........................................................ u ....................................................... :- ............................... ' .................................................................................................................... . 

Number of courts l 94 (includes 7 water courts); 206 municipal 
1 courts 

::=~====_K~~~~~:it~~ti::~Ei~~~:~~~;~ii::_~::::::==~=::=:===::::=: 
i 

................................................................................................................. ; ............................ u ............................................................................................. h •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Statewide Court Automation: ! 
....................................................... ~ ......................................................... ~ ............................... u ................................................................................................................. . 

............. ~~.~t.~F.i.4.~}~p!~!P.:~P.:~~.t.~9.P.:.~~~~P.:~ .. LP..~~ ............................................................................................................................ .. 

. , ... ~ .. ,."M"'.......Q~~g~~y~!~J:P:g~!l:~!~~g!l:i! ............................ ,..........c.., .. c...~.".... ..... ,., .. , .... .w •• " •• , ••.•.•.••. __ .... ,,~.> .... ~., ... ~ ... _ ........ ~ .... ... 
.............................. y.~~ .. Qrt~P.:~J..P!"gJ~~.t .. Q~g~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
............. ¥.~~ .. ~P.!'!:~P.:0.~t~~t..P~QJ~~~ .. Q.~.g~ .. L.!~.~~ ................................................................................................................................... .. 
................ y.~~}~p~~!P.:~P.:~~~~9.P.: .. ~g~p!~!~.~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

Estimated total cost to date 1 Unknown 
....... ~ ...................... ...,. .................... , ...... " ..... ,' ................................. , .............................. , ...... , ••..•.••.•....•. , .. ", ••. ,., ...... ~ •.. , .• ,.,' ............. ~ •.•• , •.••.•. ". •.•• l-. ................................................................................ ' .............. ' ...................... , ........... , ................ ' ............................................................ "" ................ ~ ................................................................................ . 

............. Ap.p.:r.!?~~~.~~ .. ~.~~P.:t..~!!~ ... ~Q~~.J,p.~Q~P.: ..................................................................................................................... . 

......................................... p.#~~ .. ~.4.!P.:K~.Q~.~.~ ... LQ~P.:~!.~! .. ¥.!!P.:4.A:pp~9.p..!t~#..9.P.: .............................................................. . 
% of courts using state system l Only 3 district and 3 COWlty courts now 

............................................................................................................... J ... ~~p!~~.~.g.t.~~ ............................................................................................................ . 
% of total state caseload automated 1 25% 

,_~_. __ ~·....w w···. .w •. " •.. Y.Y! th.§.t~t.~~y~!~!!l.L .. 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 32 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::T.9.~~::AQ:Q:§~~::~~i.~::~IT:~~2:I:Ap.p.!.Q~~~i~~Y.::!QQ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
..................................................................... §y.~~.~.~ .. 9.#g1.P.: .. I ... $..Y.~~.~P.:?: .. ~~~~f.~~ .. Y.d:~h .. ~~t.~P.:~iy.~ .. ~h~g~~ .............................. . 
• ,,, ...... ,,._ ................................. M ................ §y§.t.~I.P: ... ~£~t~.gt.P:1:'.~ .... J .. Pi~!.ti.~!!t.~d,..l}~i~gE1.f; ... A.§!.4Q.Q"'.~." ......... " ..... w ....... , ........ " .•.• ,,_"w ..... ~~,,~ .... 

Software environment i COBOL ................................................................ ································ .. ··· .... · ...... ·t······· .. ·· ............................................................................................................................................. . 
.. ·St·~t~;:Id~ .. Ei~·~t;;;;i'~"ii~bli~ .................. I .. ·N~~~ ........ · .. · ...................................................................................................................... . 
Access System: ~ 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

CONNECTICUT 

Note: see Explanation of' f!!ate Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q.~~P~.~.~.~ ............................................................ 1 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ;m.~.~~!:'P.:~~~.g .. pgp~~t~9.P.: .. L?,.g.~J).9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N~~.~! .. 9.f..~g~~~i~~ .. !...~ff.~.~~~y.~~y.P.:9. .. ~g~.~~~}~ .. ~h.~ ... ~~~~~ ............................................. . 
Trial court structure [ Mainly con~oli~ated 

Number of courts 114 judicial district court locations; 22 geographic 
: area court locations 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N.~~:~i:9.f:i~~g~~::[::i.§.g:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
...................................... Tg.~~ .. ~t~~.~ ... ~~p.~.:g.qit~~~ .. I ... $..!J,JJ~.~9..Q9..?.9.Q.9 ................................................................................................... . 

". ? 
Statewide Court Automation: 

:::::::::::::$.i.~i.~w.i~~::i.~p.!~~~gt~i.~9.g::~i.~i.~~::I:~:i.~:~~:~~y.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................ Q~.~P.-t .. ~y.~.t~!:'P.: .. g~P.:~E~~g.~ ... L:? .............................................................................................................................................. .. 

Year original project began! Civil system dates back to 1970s; criminal system 
~ dates back to 1980 

""'" 
.............. x.~.~E .. ~~~p.:t.(!~~~~.t.p!9.i~.~~ .. p.~g~ . ..l .................................................................................................................................................... . 
................ .¥.~.w.}~p.~.~~.~P.:~~~~gP.:.~9.P.}p~.~~~4 .. L.Q.tyiL~y~.t~~: .. J~.7.Q.~;. .. ~.~P.P:P.-.~t!~.ffl...~ .. ~y~~~~.: .. J~§.7.. .. . 

Estimated total cost to date ~ Unknown ...... · ...... App~~ri~~t~··~~~~~t .. ~~~f~Q~t··l··$·~:·5··t~ .. $?·~Q··~~ii~~ .............................. · .... · .. · ...... · .... · .............................. · ........ . 
........................................ fu!:'P.:~!Y. .. f~gtp.g .. ~g.~~~ .. L.Q.~.P.-.~.~.~1..E~.g ........................................................................................................ .. 
...................... %. .. g.f. .. ~g~~.~ .. ~~iP.:K.~.t~t~ .. ~y~t.~!!?:..j.JQ.9.%. .. 9.f..~p.P.~#.g! .. ~Q~~ .............................................................................. . 

% of total state caseload automated 1 100% of superior courts 
.......................................................... Y.Y.!~h .. ~~~~.~ .. ~y~~~~ .. .L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 40 
",' . . ..... -, ~ ... -,", ...... -.... ," "..... .'." -. ,", .................................. '.' ........... , .•.... ' ..................... . 

............................. r..I?~~ .. AQ.Q .. ~.t?ff.§~.?i.~ .. (!fr..~~2 .. L .. ;??4. ...................................................................................................................................... .. 

..................................................................... §.y.~~~.~ .. 9.rt~P.: .. j .. JP.:~h9.~~.~ ....................................................................................................................... .. 

................................................... §.Y.~t.~.~ .. §!!.~~.~~~t~~ .. LP.~.~pj.!?~t.~.g ............................................................................................................... .. 
Software environment j COBOL "r" .' .......... " " .................... ' ...... . 

.. ·St·~t~·;id~ .. Ei~·~t~~·~i~ji~bli~ ................ T ............ · ..................................................................................................................................... .. 

.. A~.~~.~.~ .. §?y..~~~~~..................................................... . ... J.. ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

...................... ~§!:y.~ .. ~.t~~~~~4~Ai~l.7.~l? .. ~?.A§...; ... ~:.~~ ...................................................................................................................................... .. 
Howlonginpl~~~ L?~5Y~ll::r.s .............. ..... .. ...... .... .. 

# users l 135 .......... · ................................................ Wh~t;~ .. ~~~ii~bi~ .. T·Ocly .. ~i~C··s~t~t~·ii'ri~ .. p·~bli~ .. ~~~~·~·~ .. t~ .......................... · 
! criminal court records . 

........ · .. · .... ·H~;·;:~~h·d~~~·i·t .. ~~~t .. t~ .. ~·~~~~~ .. j .. ·M~·;;:thly .. ~~t:;~~k .. ~~~·~~·~ .. ~h~g·~·~··$·30·; .. ~~t:;~~k··· ........ · .. 
l connect time: $8.901hr.; per log-in: $10/mo; per 
j 10 -in a lication: $6.63/hr. 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

DELAWARE 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q.~~p.!!!.~~; ........................................................... .L ..................................................... : ............................................................................................ . 

.............................................. ~~.t!~~~~.4 .. p..Qp.~~¥.9.P.: . .L.§§.~1.Q.QQ ........................................................................................................................... . 
. .... .. Number of counties [3 

.................................................. lli.~!..~Q~ .. ~.t.!.!!~t.P.!".~ ... LGg.~p1~~ ......................................................................................................................... . 
Number of courts i 44 trial courts 

................................................................................ H ••••••••• ~ .................... :-................................................................................................................ ~ ................................... . 

.......................................................... N~~~!: .. Qf.J~.4g~.~.j .. §.~ ........................................................................................................................................... . 
. TotaJstate~xpen<1.!tllI.'~~~ $~,~J§,q9Q,QQQ ..... . 

::$.~~~~iY.i.4.~::QQ~rt::A~!~~~~!~~;::::::::::::::I:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............. $..t~.~~~Q.~J~P~.~.~~P.:~.~~ig.~ .. ~~.~~~~ .. L.~~.~~P.:~.t~~~ ..................................................................................................................... . 

Current system g~I1era~on 12 . ..... ...... . 
............................... y~.~.gngi..g.~ . .P!::l?j~.~~.p..~g~!!:j ... !.~J..§ .................................................................................................................................... . 
.............. X~.~!: .. ~~~:g0.~~~.~~ . .P!:9.j~.~! .. k~g~g...l .. .!.~§.1; .................................................................................................................................... . 
................. Y.~.~J~p.~.~~.~P.:~~gg.~ .. 9.9.~.P~.~t.~Q ... l .. Ng.~.:M~y.}.~t.~g'!:~.~~Q.y.~L ........................................................................... . 

Estimated total cost to date l , 
... : .......... Ap.p~g~.iP..~~.~ ... ~P.:g.~.gt.~g~1..~9.~.tf. . .$...§..~~JiQg .................................. :: ................................ : .............................. : .............. . 
........................................ fu~~..f.l!.P.:Qi~K.~g.P.!~~..l. .. Q.~p..~E.~Lfu~.q .. ~PP!gprt~P.:QP.: ................................................................. . 
...................... %. .. 9.f...~g~ .. Q~iP.-K.~.t.~~~ .. ~.Y.~~~.~ . .LJQ.Q~ .................................................................................................................................. . 

% of total state caseload automated [ 100% 
. with stat~ sy~t~I!ll 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 13 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::T.9.~~::AQ:Q::~:i¢.t:§~i.~::~f.T.:m~),J::i.J.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
..................................................................... §l.y.~~.~.~ .. 9.rt~P.: .. j .. J!:l::g9.Q~~ ........................................................................................................................ . 

System. ii.!c:hi tectll!:eLq~gtr~g2:~.4 .....,y.w"........., ............ 'w..,. 

Software environment l ADA 
•••••••••••• u .................................................................................................. r .................................................................................................................................................... . 
···St'~t~;id~··Ei~·~t~~·irl·~··P~bli~··· .. ······· .. ··T· .. ···· ........................................................................................................................................... . 
.. A~.~~.~.~.J~?y.~.~~~; ............................................................. L ......... : ........................................................................................................................................ . 

Have statewide dial-up EPAS LGLAD 
.......................................................... H9.~ .. !QP.:g . .!P.:.p.!~.~.~ ... L?.Y.:~~!?. ............................................................................................................................. . 

# users 1 250+ 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::Wh~i~:~::~y.~~!:~~I~:I:¥.~Li~it::~~~~g::~4.:!.:~:iii~y.~iIt.~i:~2~P.~~i::~~~:~~:::::::::::::: 
............. JI()~ ~c::: it i{:r~:ii~~~e:~f '~:1:s:~~i:!~~~~:fri:i:~~g~~Yf3lp§!p~g~ ...... j 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

FLORIDA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Q~~.p.hl~~.; .............. ,"" ........................................... L ................................................................................................................................................. . 

................................ ............. ~.~.~gg~~.~.q .. p.gp.~§:P.:9.P.: .. LJ9..!4§.~I.QQ.Q ................................................................................................................. .. 
Number of counties ~ 67 .................. · ...... · .......... · .... ·· .... ·Tri·~i"~~~~t·~t~~~t~~~"'I ... ·iV£~i~iy··~~~~·~iid·~t~·d .. · .. · .... · ........ · .......... · ...... · .............. · ........ · ............ · ............ . 

........................................................... Np.!.P.J?~!. .. !?f.~g.P.-!.t.§ .. L§.7. .. ~g.@.tY. .. £9.P.;r.t§.; .. ~.Q .. £~!.gP.:~t~9.P.:~§ ................................................ . 

.......................................................... N\~~p.J~~!. .. 9.f.J~.qg~.§ .. .L§.?~ ....................................................................................................................................... .. 

....................................... T.9.~.a.J: .. ~.t§:t~ .. ~~p.~P.:~#t.~.~.~ ... i .. $.?§.!.!§.§.I.QQ.Q'.Q.Q.Q ................................................................................................... . 

.. ~!~t.~w.i4.~ ... Q.Q!!!t .. A~!~.~\~~!.Q!!.; ............. .L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

............ §.t.~.t~~~.~jP.:?:p.J~.:;g~P.:~.~tigQ .. §t.~tp.§j ... N.9.g~ ................................................................................................................................. .. 

............................... Q.P.!.!.~P.:t .. §y.§:t~.~ .. g.~Q~!.§:t~9.P.: .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Year original proj ect began L .. 

.............. x.~.~~ .. gP.:g~p.:t!.l~~.~.~.t.P!.9.j~~~ .. p..~g?:!!-.. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 

................. X.~.~!..i.~p.J.~~~!..~t.~t.~g.g .. ~9.m.Pl~~~~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
Estimated total cost to date l ·· .. · .. · .... ·Ap·p~~~~~t~ .. ~~~~~t .. ~~~~i·~~~tj .......... · ..................................................................................................................................... .. 

........................................ fuP.!.~ry .. fu-P.:~t~g .. ~g.P.!.~~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

...................... % .. 9.f. .. gg~ .. P.:!?.i~.g .. ~.t.~t.~ .. ~.y.§t~.~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
% of total state caseload automated j 

.......................................................... ~:th.~~~t.~ .. §y.§:t~~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................. . 
State JIS staffsi~e(FTEs) l 2~ 

............................. T.g.t~ .. A.Q.Q .. ~t9.ff..§!.?!.~ .. (f.T..~§). .. L.!~.Q ....................................................................................................................................... . 

..................................................................... §.y.~~.~.:;g .. 9.ti.~P.: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................................................... $..y.~t.~.~ .. ~~N.t~~tp.!:~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Software environment : 

f 



136 The Challenging Voyage to Statewide Court Automation 

Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

GEORGIA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~~8!:~p.hl.~~.; ........................................................... .1. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.tgge~~.9: .. p.gp~~t~2!:': .. L.§'-7.§.J..~9..99. ..................................................................................................................... .. 
Number of counties \ 159 .>...... . ............................. , ..... , ... , .. ' .............. ", '.................... . ...... , ............ , ... ' .......................... . 

.................................................. lli.~ .. f:9.~r.t .. §.t.EY.-.~.t~.~ ... LQ.g.!!!-p~~e. ........................................................................................................................ . 
Number of courts ~ 46 superior court circuits; 159 probate; 159 

l juvenile; 159 magistrate courts; 64 state courts; 
............................................................................................................... l..1.Q9. .. g?:~p.:t~ip~ .. f:2~; ... ~g .. §}p.i§.f:~P.-.~P.:~2:Y.§. .. ~g~.rt~ ..... 

Number of judges ! 159 superior court judges and 1,064 limited 
.............................................................................................................. .LJ~!?~.~~i9.P.: .. ~g~~..iP.:9:.g~!? ........................................................................... . 

Total state expenditure~ .~ $1:37~§f?19.99NQQ . . .... . ..w ••• 

........................................................................................................ u······.:r· ................................................................................................................................................... . 
Statewide Court Automation: . 

................ h .............................................................................................. ;. .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............. §.~.e~.~.~!.4.~J!!!-p.l~~~P.:~~~~Qn!L~e~P.:~ ... LP.~eL ......................................................................................................................... . 
Current system generation l 1 

.............................. ¥.~!¥. .. 9.rti!:~0J .. P~gj.~f:~ .. ~~geP.:.J ... !~.~9. ........................................................ : ..... : ...... :: .................. : .............. ~ ............... : .... : .. :~ .... . 

............. ¥.~?!. .. ~~~!:~!!!.~t~§!~.P~gj,~~.t. .. ~.~g~P.: .. L.!~.~9. ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................ r.~9.!j~p!.~P.:?:~P.:t~~9.P.: .. ~g~pl~t.~.9: .. L. ................................................................................................................................................ . 
Estimated total cost to date I$250~QQQ . .... ....... .......... .. . ............ . 

............. .Ap.P.~9.~~~~.£~g~P.:~ .. ~P.:~0J ... ~2§!tL.$..! ... g.P.¥.JU.QP.: ............................................................................................................. .. 

......................................... lli.!!!-.~ry.J~'.9:P.-.gJ!:':g .. §.9.~g.~ .. L.G.~P.:~!.~ .. g'.~4 .......................................................................................................... . 

...................... %. .. 9.(~9.P.:~ .. ~.~~~~K§!t.et.~ .. §!y.~.~~~ .. L.~ ... ~~t.~.~ . ..(~.gg~~9:.~.~ ... ~:gp..~~gE ... ~9: .. ~QP.:P.-.ty. .. ~9.P.:;}§!L ............ . 
% of total state caseload automated j Unknown 

with state sys~eIIlj ........................ . 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 2 ···· ...... ········· .... ·······T~t·~·A06·~t'~·~i~~··(":BTE·~·) .. '["2·6· .. · .. ····· .. ···· .. · .. ··· .... · .. ·········· .. ······· .... · .. ···· ............................................................................ .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§.y'~:~~~::Q~i.i:~I:Q:~!.!.im.~!.~i:~(p':~~~~g~::~jQ~t::t~IQijrii.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::· 
System architectuI'e t Dis~ribut~cl (~~~9I'~61.t() !;!~!~,IIl~~~).w ... 

Software environment l Sustain' :Micro Focus COBOL .............................................................................................................. 1'" ....................... 1... ....................................................................................................................... . .. !~~~s:~~~~l:t~~~i~··P~bli~··· .. ··· ........ ·rN~~~···· .. · .. · .. · .................................................................................................................... .. 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

HAWAII 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Q~~P~.~~.L .......................................................... 1.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~~~~.~.g .. P..QP~~P.:9.P.: . .LJ, .. !.~Q),Q.Qg ..................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties; 4 · ........ · ...... ···· ............................ ·T~i~i"~·~~t·~t~~t~~~ .. rMi;:~d ............................................................................................................................... . 

Number of courts t 45 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::N~~~!'::Qf.ii.4.i.~:~:I:§:§::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.~~ .. ~.t?:t~ .. ~~P.~!?:gi~~.~.~ .. t .. $.1,.§.!.Q./~.QQ.?.9.Q.9. ..................................................................................................... .. 
.. §!~t.~w.!~~ ... QQ~.:r~ .. A!!!Q.~~!~.~~.;" ............ L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
............. $..t~~~~~g.~)P.:?:pJ~.~~g~.~~ig.~ .. ~t.~~:Y.~ .. lJ~;,~t~P.:~iy.~ .................................................................................................................... .. 
............................... Q.~~P.:t .. ~y.~~~.~ .. g~Q.~!.?:t~9.P.: .. L.l..~!P.-g~!!K~g .. :?!.... ................................................................................................... . 

Year original projectbegan[197fj 
.............. X.~.~E .. g:Y.rr.~g0..~~~.~.t .. p!.9.j~.g~ .. p..~g~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
................ X~.~E.tg?:P..l~~~Q~~~~g.~ .. ~9.?Pp.~~.~~g .. LJ.~§.~a.~§.~ .................................................................................................................... . 
.............................. ~.~¥~.~t~~Lt9.~.~L~g.~.tt9.A~t~.j .. $..7§.?.QQ.9.I.QQ.Q .. ~.~~~.~ ... ~.~.7.~ ............................................................................. ...1 

Approximate current annual cost:' $414001000 
........................................ lli~~ry..f.~~#.~K.1?9.'9£~~ .. L.Q.~.~~.~!.~..f~EL~PP!gp.ti.~~!QP.: ................................................................. . 
...................... %. .. g.f. .. gg:Y.~.~ .. P.:~.!~K.~.t~~~ .. ~.Y.~t.~~ .. L.!Q.9.%. .. 9.f.~H .. ~9.~~ .. h~y..~ ... ~g~~ .. ~:Y.~g.~?:t~g~~ ........................... . 

% of total state caseload automated [ 97% to 98% of total state trial court caseload 
.......................................................... },Y.i~h.~~~t.~ .. !?y§~~~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 55 

............................ T.g.~~ .. AQ.Q .. ~.t¢.! .. ~i~.~ .. QrT~~).,L.g1.§ ..................................................................................................................................... .. 

..................................................................... $..y.!?t.~.~ .. Qp.~P.: .. LJP.:::h9.:Y.~~ ..................................................................................................................... .. 
System architecture ~ Centralized (IBM mainframe), distributed 

: network (IBM AS/400), decentralized (IBM-type 
............................................................................................................... L.?Q!?) ................................................................................................................................... .. 

Software environment i Centralized: NATURAL by Software AG and 
~ COBOL; civil, criminal, traffic at circuit courts 
f distributed: COBOL. Share networks with 
: executive branch and four counties 
~ ..... 

. ................. ....... ... ..... ........ ..... .......... ....... ........ ..... ,- ................................. ~ ...................... , ....................... , ..................................................................................................... . 
Statewide Electronic Public 
Access S stem: 

j None 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

IDAHO 

L ___ N_o_te_: _s_e_e_E_x~'P_la_n_a_t_io_n_o-,-f_S_t_a_te_P_ro...:..1l_il_es_a_t _be....::tJ<-.i_n_n_in...:::tJ'-o-'-f_A-"p'-"'P_e_n_d_ix_A ____ .....J 

.. p..~~~~~p.!t:!~~; ............................................................ L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.~~~~~~.g .. P..g.p:Y.!~P.:9.P.: .. LJ,.Q.~7..'.9.99 ..................................................................................................................... .. 
Number of counties i 44 

Trial court structure [Consolidated 
:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::2f.:9:gQrt;§:I:~i4.::£Q~~hQji.§:~:;::j::J~4i.9~~L4~~~rt~~§::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Number of judges f 34 general district judges; 78 limited jurisdiction 
.............................................................................................................. j ... ~~.~!?~~~~~!? .............................................................................................................. .. 

Total.state expenditures [ $~,305,OOO,000 

Statewide Court Automation: \ 
::::::.::::::§~:~i~~:~~::i.~p.!~P.i~g~~i.i.QP;::~i.~i.ji.~:::[::~i.~~~:~~y.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Current system generationi 2 (few courts still on 1) 

............................. y.~~ .. 9.p.g1.P.:~J..P~gJ~.9t!?~g~..f.j~.~§ ............................................. : ...................................................................................... . 

............. :¥.~~ .. ~~E~~P.:0.~~~~~ .. P!;gJ~.9.t.J?~g~P.:..I.J~.~§ ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................ :¥.~~Ej~l?~~~~P.:t~P.:9.P.: .. 9g.~p!~~.~.~ .. 1 .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date i. $4.9 million 

............. ApPE9.?Q!P.:~t~ .. 9.~IT~P.:t~u.~Lg9.~t..L$g!.§"Q,QQ ....................................................................................................................... .. 

......................................... fu.~~D.':.~.4.!P.:K.!?gP.!..~.~ .. LQ~P.:~E~ .. f.~P.:4 .. f:!p.p.~g.p.p.~~~9.P.:~ ............................................................... . 
% of courts using state system ! 98% of all courts to be using system by October 

: 1994' not Boise ............................................................................................................... , ................. '... ............................................................................................................................... .. 
% oftata! state caseload automated! 70-75% 

with state system i 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 12 .......................... · .. T~t~i"A6c .. ~·t~ff'~i~~ .. (FT·E~) .. ~ .. ·20· ........................................................................................................................................ .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§.y.~i.~~::Qi.i.~p;:r:Q9.~~:~i.~~~I:p.~:~~~i.~:~!.i~~Qti~g::::::::::::::::':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System architecture! Distributed network with no communications 

i links 
Software environment j' COBOL 

........... > •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••• u ................. ~ .................................................................................................................................................... . 

··St~t;;:id~j~i~~·t~~~~··P~bli~·· .. ·············T·N~~~··· ............................................................................................................................... . 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

ILLINOIS 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~~~~p!!!.~~~ ............................................................ 1... ................................................... : ............................................................................................ .. 

.............................................. ~.~.~4.P.:~~~.g .. p.g.P~~g9.P.:..1.J.!.!.~9..!,.Q9..Q .................................................................................................................. . 

.................................................... N~~.~! .. 9.f..9.9.P.:~~~~!? . .l. .. !9..~ ....................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial court structure i Consolidated ,. . ... '.'" '.'~.'.'.'."" .. .' .. , ....... ".'.' ,..< ....... " ................ . .................... ' ............... ,... ........... , ..... '. ...................... . ...... "." <.",' ••••••• ,.,., .......................................... . 

Number of courts 1 22 circuit courts. There is a circuit courtroom at 
1 each courthouse. Normally they count 21 circuits 

................................................................................................................ l .. ~.g .. QggJ~ .. Qg .. 9.:P.:tf..: .............................................................................................. . 
Number of judges 1 414 circuit court judges (elected); 415 associate 

1 judges (appointed) (domestic relations and 
i famil ) ................................................................................................................ , ................. y. ............................................................................................................................... . 

....................................... r.9.~~ .. ~.t~t~ .. ~~p~~~#~P.!..~.~ ... f .. $.~:~!.~J.~,.Q9..QPQQ ................................................................................................... . 

.. ~!~!~W!4.~ .. ¢.Q~!! .. A~!Q.~~!!.~~.; ............. .L .............................................................. : ............................................................. : ..... : ......... : ... : .. 

............ §~~~~~g.~)!P.:p.J~.~~P.:~~~~g.~ .. ~~.~J~!?..l. . .N.9.~~ .................................................................................................................................. . 

............................... Q.~~P.:t .. ~Y.!?~~.~ .. g.~P.:~~:~t~9.P.: .. L. ................................................................................................................................................. . 
.......... .... ....................¥ e.~gJjgiI?:~J.P~9je.(!t..pe.g~gL ... .. . ............................ . 
.............. y~.~!. .. ~!l:g~P.:0.~~.~~.t.P~9.j~~~.p..~g~.L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
................. y~.~j:!P.:p.J~.~.~P.:~~gg.~ .. 9.9.P.?-.Pl~~~g ... L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

Estimated total cost to date ! 
·············Appi9;;i~~~~··~~q~~t··~~~·~~~t]············ ........................................................................................................... : ..... : ...... : ................ . 
........................................ fu!P.:~ry .. fuP.:g~.~g .. 1!?.Q."Y.!.9.~ . .L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
...................... %.g.f. .. ~g~~.I!?.P.:~.~~g .. ~.t~t~ .. ~.y.~~.~!P.: .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

% of total state caseload automated 1 

.......................................................... ~~h .. I?~~~.~ .. !?y~~~~ ... L ................................................................................................................................................... 1 

.. ... ......... ... .§t~t~~JJ$~t~ff~i~e(¥.'J:'~I3) L?~~Qth9ti~~<:l;~4gg~4. .. . .. .. ..... .N •• 

............................. T9..t.~ . .AQ.Q .. ~.t.¢.f. .. I!?~~§ . .QrT~~tl ... ~§.Q .. ~~pl9.y.~.~~ ....................................................................................................... . 

..................................................................... $.Y.!?~.~.~ .. 9.tigiP.: .. l .................................................................................................................................................... . 

................................................... $..Y.~~.~.~ .. ~~9.w..~~9.~~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Software environment! ... '"" "·""r·· .' "," ...... , ................. ",. . -.. " ........... ',',',' '.'~ .. " .... . 

··!~~~~=:;~!~t~~~~··p~bli~················l·N·~~·~····· .............................................................................................................................. . 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

INDIANA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P'~~~g:r.~p'~.~§.; ............................................................ 1 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~~.~t.~.~ .. p..9.p..~§:¥.C?P.: .. L.§&9.~.NQ9. ..................................................................................................................... .. 
Number of counties[92 ...... '.d. ..., ... '. •• ..... "'..".,,',",'w 

.................................................. lli~l .. ~C?Y.:r.t .. ~.t.~.g.t.g.!..~ ... LQg.!:Q.pl~~ ......................................................................................................................... . 
Number of courts ~ 280 ................................................................................................................ } .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.......................................................... N~.R~!. .. QfJg.Qg~.~ ... L.~.§.! ....................................................................................................................................... .. 
Total state expenditures 1$~J,~4:~,QOQ1990,'w" .... ,."',w . 

.. St~t~:;td; .. C~~rl .. A~t~·~~ti'~~·;··· .. · ........ ~ ............ · .......... ···· ......................................................................................................................... . 

:::::::::::::§:i~i.~~~i~~p!:~:~~g1~ti:9~::~t:~tg~:I:NQ~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
CUI'I'ent~ystenlgeJ:leratiQnl ' .... ,..... ........ ............ ..., .. "., ... ,."' .. ',', .. " ........... , ......... "'.w.,...w' .. ,.w .......... w.'w •.... 

............................... X.~.~ .. Q9.gj..~.~tp!.!?j~.gtp..~g~~ ... L ....................................................................................... , .......................................................... . 

.............. y~.~ .. ~!.I:g,~p.J!.l~t.~~.t .. p.!.!?j~~t .. p.~g~gj ................................................................................................................................................... .. 

................. y~.~!.}.~p..~.~~.~gt.~gg.P.:.~C?~p.~~~~~ ... l.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date ! 

",:- •• • ••••••• ",' ••••••••••••• , ••••••••••• ,'<"," ,.............. • •••• ",' ••• , •• ' ...................... ~ ................. ·.·~.·.·.·.·.·~.· .... b 

............. App!'g.~~.~t.~ ... g~.~.~.t. .. ~gg.~ .. ~Q.~.t.L. ................................................................................................................................................. . 

........................................ fu~~ .. ~~i.~K.~9.~~~J .. q~n.~E~!..f~~.~t~pp.!.gp.rt~gQP.: ................................................................ .. 

...................... %. .. 9.f .. ~g.~ .. ~§.~P.:g .. ~.t.~~~ .. !?y.!?!.~!P.: .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
% of total state caseload automated l 

with~tat(3sys.~~~j ......... . 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) l .... · ...... · .. · .............. T~t~i'AO'C .. ·~·t~ff"~i~~ .. (FT·E~) .. I .. ·20' ......................................................................................................................................... .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$Y.~t:i.~::Q!.i.~g:r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System architectp:re t... .w., .. w~ •.. w." ..w •••••••• , ••• v.w.w'w ••. 

Software environment ! 
.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••.••••• u .•• •.•• 04 .............................. u ........ ~ •••••••••• f .............................................................. _ ...................................................................................... . .. !!~~~::~~~!:t~~~i~'i;~bli~ ............ · .... I .. N·~~·~ .......... · ....................................................................................................................... .. 

. ~. __ I 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

IOWA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Q~~ph!.~§.; ........................................................... .1 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~~~~~.g .. pg.P~~#.9.P.: .. i...~&!.?).9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N~~.~!. .. 9.f..~9.~P.:t~~!? .. L.~~ .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
Trial court stI'llc~l:l.I'~19onsolidated ........ .............. ...N.N...'N ... ~ .... . 

Number of courts l 99 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~:~~i.::2i.i~~i.~:~:I::i:7.~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.~.~ .. ~.t~.t~ .. ~~p~P.:g.~~~.~.~ ... I ... $..~J.§~Q.l9..Q9..!.9.Q.Q ...................................................................................................... . 
Statewide Court Automation: "r'" ·.·.··.··.·.·.·.··.·.·.·N ................ ..............,," .... . 

:::::::::::::$:t~t~~~:~::~iiip.I~~~gi.~ii:gg::~i:~iii~:J::p.~i.~~L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............................... Q.~~P.:~ .. !?y.!?~.~.!Q. .. g.~P.:.~!.~t~9.P.: .. L.!. ............................................................................................................................................. .. 

Year or:iginaLpr()ject peganl. 1984/1~§~ .. ..........,,"......N . 

.............. y~.~ .. ~~~P.:0.~~~!?t . .P!.9.j~~~ .. P..~g~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................ X~.9:EJ~P.:p.J.~!Q..~P.:~~#..9.P.:.~9.~p!.~~~g .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date 1 $17 000 000 ............................................................................................................... , ............. ! ........... 1 .......................................................................................................................... . 

Approximate cuqent~lll:llc:()~tj$~,~QQIQQQ ...w ...... " .. 

Primary funding source ! General fund appropriation; some minor fees, 
1 less than 5% 

................................................................................................................. : •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 40 ................................................................. . 

...................... %. .. 9.f..~9.~Et~ ... ~.~~p.K~~.~~.~ .. !?y.~~~~ .. L?.W%. ...................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated l 60%; civil, criminal, traffic 

.......................................................... ~~~P.: .. ~.t~t~ .. ~.y!?~~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
St::"lte JIS staff S~:l~(¥T~~)I?I. ......................... .... N •••.••••••••• N ••••••• ••••••••••••••• ........ . 

Total AGe staff size (FTEs) ! 107 
................................................................................................................................................... &0 ....................................... u ....................................................................... . 

................................................................... J?y.~.t~~ .. gp.gj.P.: .. t.9.~.~~9.~.Q~y.~Jgp.~.4.7..P.P.:4~E ... ~9.P.:g~~~ .............................................. .. 

................................................... .$y~.t~~.~!.~hl.~.~.~.t~!'.~ .. LP.~~~rt~.~~~4.P.:~~~gE~ .. Y.NI~ .. 9.g .. ~:~g . .P.g$..~.~ ......................... . 
Software envi:r:onmentI4th~II~Qracle/SQ~ ...................... . 

.. St~t"~:;id~·Ei~~·t~~~i~ .. P~bli~ ............ · .... T"i~i~~~ ...... · .......... · ................................................................................................................ . 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

KANSAS 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. ;P.~~Qg;:~P~.~~; ........................................................... .1. .................................................... : .............................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~~.t~~~~.~.g .. P.9.P.~~~t~9.P.:..l. .. ~].~.~?.&Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties ~ 105 , . 

.................................................. lli.~t~QP.:!t. .. ~.~n:!~.t.~.~ .. LM~i.~y .. g.QP.:i?9.g.q~t.gg ........................................................................................ . 
Number of courts ~ 110 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i::QfI~:4.i.~:~:I:~:~§::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Totl:l.lstate~xpenditures f$~,1341000,-00Q 

"St;t'~:;id~"C~~~t"A~t~';:;ti~~';"""""""f"""""""""""""""" .................................................................................................................. .. 
:::::::::::::$.:i.~~~~4:~::~~p.1~~~gi.~i!:2:g::~i:~i~~:I::N.Qg~::::.:::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

QllJ.'.T~l1.:~sy~t~mgeneragon .~ ............. . 
............................... x.~.~!: .. Q.D.gj.~.~.P~9.j~.~~.p..gg~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
.............. :x:~.¥. .. ~!l:ggg0~~g~.~ .. p~9.i~.~~ .. p..gg~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
................ .:x:~.~E.i.~pJg~.~~~t.~t.~g~ .. ~9.P.?-.P!.~.t.g4 ... L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

Estimated total cost to date ~ 
" :-' 

............. App!.g.~.~~.~ ... ~P.:q.~.~t. .. ~gP.:~1 .. ~g.~.t .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

........................................ lli~~ .. f.®.gi.~g: .. ~.Q.~~g .. j.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

...................... %. .. 9.f. .. ~.<?~~.~ .. P:~.~.P.:g .. ~.~~~~ .. ~.y.!?.~.~E?: .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
% of total state caseload automated : 

w:~th st~te system 1 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 9 

......................................... 44 .................................................................... : .................................................................................................. 04 ................................................ . 

............................. T.9.~~ .. A.Q.Q .. ~.t?ff. .. ~~~.~ .. (f.T..~!?!. .. L.4.9. .......................................................................................................................................... .. 

....................................................... .............. $.y.!?~.~.~ .. 9.ti.~P.: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
.. Sys~elll~rchitecturel 

Software environment 1 ................................................................................................................ r ................................................................................... u .............................................................. . 

.. ·St'~t;·;td~ .. Ei~·~t;~·~i~ .. P~bii~ ............ · .... ·i ................................................................................................................................................... .. 

.. ~~.~~.~.~ ... ~.y..~.~.~~; ............................................................. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Have statewide dial-u EPAS 1 Yes. Information network of Kansas- rivate. 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

KENTUCKY 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

. Demo~aphics: ; 
::::::::::::::::::::: ... ::::::: ... ::::::::::::~~:i~P.i~i.~~{P'Qp.~~ii9.gJ:::?~7:~§~9.:Q9.:::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Number of counties ! 120 
··················································;ti{~L~9~it··~i~~t~~~·1··M~~i·~~~~·~iid~t·~·d··············· ........................................................................ . 

Number of courts i 130 
::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::9.fj~i~i.~ir:~:Q9.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.~~ .. !?t~~~ .. ~~p~P.:Q~~P.!.~.!?.L.$.~,.Q4§.~9..Q9..!9..Q.Q ...................................................................................................... . 

.. ~~~!~w.!4.~ ... QQ~!.! .. A!!t~.~.~t~.Q~.; .............. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

............ .$~~t~~~Q.~)~p1.~.~~gt~~}g~ .. ~~.~~~~ . .L.~!t~P.:!?.ty.~ .......................................................................... : .......................................... . 

............................... Q.~~P.:~ .. ~y.~t.~.~ .. g~~~!.~~9.P.: . .L.! .............................................................................................................................................. . 
.. ... ... ........y~~Q!i~J:.ll:llp!Qj~ct1J~g~L 1~~8 .. .. 
.............. y~.~!. .. ~~~P.:0..~~~~.~.p!.9.j~~t.p..~g~P.-... l .................................................................................................................................................... . 
................. y~.~j~pJ~~~~~~:9.g.~ .. ~9.~pJ~~~Q ... L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

Estimated total cost to date i $4 250,000 .•••••••.•••••..••••••••••••••••.•...•••••••••••.•.•.•..••••••.•.•..••.••..••••••.•••......•.••••.••••••••.•..•. ; .•.••.•••• 7... ••••••.•.......••..••.••••.....••••••.••••••..•••.•.•••...••••••••...•....••••..•••••••.....•..•.••.•••••••••••.•.•.••••••••••••••..•... 

App:r:'g:xiJ.:ll::l~~C"llrrentann"llal cost i $1,~5 0,000 
Primary funding source! General fund appropriation; federal 15-20%; 

............................................................................................................... .L.~.~P9..~~t.i.9.P.:.!.~P.9.!t~P.:K~.~.~!.~t.~P.:~~ ...................................................... . 

....................... %. .. 9.f..~9.~~ .. ~.~!~K~t.~t~ ... ~y~.t~P.},..i. ... ~Q%. ...................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated f 92% 

.......................................................... ~~~g .. !?~§!..t~ .. ~.y.~~~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
§~l:lt? JIS staff size (FT~~)j35 

.............................. r9.t~.AQ.Q .. ~~.?ff.~~~~ .. orr.~.~2. .. L~.Q9. ........................................................................................................................................ . 

..................................................................... .$y~.~~~.gngi.~ ... l .. ;§yQrtQ.; .. 2g.~gP.:~ .. ~9.~9~ .. ~9.4~.f.~·g.~ .. y'.~g49.!' .............................. . 
System architecture i Distributed; IBM 4381 mainframe in judicial 

! branch. N ovelllToken Ring networks in courts; 
................................................................................................................ L.~.~~.p.g!;g.P.-.. g§!..~ .. §!. .. w.~: ................................................................................. . 

Software environment i COBOL 
" ." : .. 

··St~t~:;td~·Ei~~·t;~~i~··P~bli~···· .. · .. ·········l···N~~~· ................................................................................................................................ .. 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

LOUISIANA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. ~.~~Q~~P~.~~~ ........................................................... 1. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~~~t.~.q .. p.QP~~~9.P.: .. l ... 4.l?.§.?.~9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties 1 64 

••••• " "..... • ••••• ".).. ,".', ..................................... _.~.,~ •• ' ,"."' ••••••••••• ' ••••••••• ' ............................................... ' ., • .-.h' ... , •• ~., ••• ' •• ........................ , .............................. ' ................. ' ......................................... ...... 

.................................................. J.)j~l .. ~QP.:!..t .. ~.~EP.:~t.~.~ .. .l...Q.Q~pl~~ ........................................................................................................................ .. 
Number of courts l 42 district courts, 384 justice of the peace courts, 

l 4 juvenile courts, 250 mayoral courts, 1 family 
................................................................................................................ L~QP.:!.t, ... Q? ... ~~ty!.P.~~P.: .. £g.~~ .................................................................... .. 
.......................................................... N~~~!: .. Qf.J~.qg~.~ .. L?J§ .. 4.!~!~~! .. ~QP.!t..J~.~g~~;. .. 7.9.7.J9.~~!: .. ~g.~rtj~4.g~~ ....... . 

Total~~Cl~~. ~~P~Il(#~~€?~l .. $!Q,.§97.1.QQ91.QQQ.w," ..... 'w ........ ,~_., .... " .. , .... ,~ ... "w_.~~'''w'''. __ w, __ ~. 
i .. St~t~;id~ .. C~~i~ .. A~t~·~~ti~~·~ ............ ·T .......... · ...... · ............................................................................................................................... .. 

:::::::::::::$.:~~t.~~i.~:~::~~p.I~~~~i:~i~:g:~::~i~i~~J::N.Qg~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
'.. .Current .. s.ys.t€?!D:g~:rl€?!~~g1}J .'. .........w '.·WY.' '.' .·.w .• w •.• y.·.~··_."_ ... ~"",, ....... ,,~."""_~"""""W .... , ... w, .••..• _ .. 

............................... ¥.~~!:.Qngi.~.~l.p.r.9.j~~t .. p..~g~ ... L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

.............. x:~.~ .. ~!l:g~P.:0.~~~.~.t . .P!.9.j~.~t..p.~g~~j ................................................................................................................................................... .. 

................. X~.~.i~p.J€?~~~~~~~g.P.:.~9.!P.-.P.1.~.t~9.. ... L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date ~ 

............. A.P.p.i.Q~.iD..~t~ .. ~~!'!.~.~t. .. @.g~~!..~g.~i..I.:.:: ..... : .... :.::: ..... :: .... : ... : ..... :.:: .... ~.~.: ... :'~:~ .. :~:.~:.:::..::.~.::.: ... : .. :.~ .. ~:::::.:.~:.:~::~:.:::: .. ~::: .. ::::::.: .. ::~:::~.:::::~~ 

........................................ fu~~!:Y. .. f.'Y.P.:gi.~g .. ~9..~£~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

...................... %. .. g.f .. ~Q~ .. ~!?iP.:g .. ~.t~t.~ .. ~.y.~!.~~) .................................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated j 

.. 'tNi tl1,s.tat€?s.ys..t€?~L. ...... ....... ........... . .. ·,.."......v........ .. ww." .... w ....... "..........ov.. .. w ... .. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 5 ............ · ............ · .. ·T~t;;ii"A6(T~t~if'~i~~ .. (FT'j~i~) .. l .. ·26 .................................................................................................................................. .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§'Y.~i.~:~::Qij~~:J:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. 
System architecture 1 

. ". . .. . " ". . .. "_" ", " ....... '." ... ~ ...... '. ,"~.' .....•.. ~ .... ~ ......... '~ ·.·e.·u ... ·~ ·N.·.~·.'. ,",' ... , .... ~ .... ~ .... ~.' ................. ' .• , ..... ..-•........ " ........ , ............ , ................... ~." ... , ' .......... ,.,., ... , .......... , ...................... ' ....................... , ........ ' ........... _,. 

Software environment ~ ........................................................................ · .. ··· .... ·······························f··· .. ··· .. ······ ............................................................................................. ~ ...................................... -

.. ·St'~t~·;;i'ii~ .. Ei~·~t;~·~~·P·~bli~ .................. rN~;,:~ ................................................................................................................................... . 
Access System: ~ 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MAINE 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A _J 

.. P..~~~~~P.h!~.~; ............................................................ 1 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~!E:~E~.4 .. p.~p.~~#.9.P.:..l.J,.??.§.l9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties l 16 ...... ···· .. · .......... ····· .. · .. ·· .... · .. · .. ····Tri·~f·~9·~if~t~~t·~~·1··M~~h~··~~~~·qi{4·~i.~·~~f······ .......... ···· .. · .... ···· .. ··· ........................................ : ...... : ... : .... . 

Number of courts i 50 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~r.::Qi.I~~g~ir4~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.E~ .. ~.t~.t~ .. ~~p~P.:~i.~~.~.~ ... I ... $.9.,.§.!.§."Q,Q9..I,Q.9,Q ....................................................................................................... . 

.. §.~~t.~~4.~ ... Q.Q~.~ .. Ap.!Q.~~~!.Q!!L .......... .r ............................................................................................................................ : ... :: ... : .......... .. 

............. $..t~.t.~~~~.~J~P.:pJ~!P.:~P.:t~~ig.~ .. ~~.~~~~..l ... R~Eti.~L. .......................................................................................................................... . 

............................... QP.!E~P.:~ .. ~y.~~.~.~ .. g.~P.:.~!.~.#.9.P.: .. L.1. .............................................................................................................................................. . 
y~ar o:rjgip.:[Jpr()j ~(!t b~gan ll!j~9!!~~ 7... . . ......... ....N.d.. . .w..'w .•.. , .. 'w • 

.............. x.~.~!. .. ~¥.!.!.~g0.~E~!?t.P.!gi~.~t..Q~g.~g .. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

................ .x.~.~tt!P.:p!.~~.~P.:E~gg.~ .. 9.9.~.P~~.t.~~ .. 1 .. J.~§.~ .................................................................................................................................... . 
Estimated total cost to date 1 ........ ·· .. ·Api~~~ri~~t~··~~~~~t··~~~~f~g~i·l·0$'!~·9;O·OO··~··$·i7'Q~·Q9·9· .. ·········· .. ·······: .......... · ........ ·······:·· ...... : .... :.: ... :.:: ... ~.:~ .. : .. : .. : ... 

Primary funding source ~ 60% General fund appropriation; 40% federal 
............................................................................................................... L.~.~t.~ .............................................................................................................................. .. 
...................... %. .. 9.f..9.QP.:!'.~ .. ~.~t~~K~~.~t~ .. ~Y.§E~~ .. .l...!.Q9..%.J~.~~.~.4j~~.gJ9.t~9.P.: ........................................................................ .. 

% of total state caseload automated ~ 100% limited jurisdiction, traffic/criminal 

.......................................................... ~~tg .. ~.t~t.~ .. ~.y.~~.~~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 8 

.',............... . .. , ............. ,., ..........•• ' ............•. , ... , ........... )............... .... . ...................................... ' ............................................................................... , ............................................................. . 

Total AOC staff size (FTEs) ~ 25 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$.y.~:t~~::9.!j~~J:::i~~h.Q~:~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.................................................. §.y§.t.~~.~~hlt~.~~P.:~.~ ... LP.~~.gjp..~~~~ .. P.:~E~g!~ ...................................................................................... .. 

Software environment: COBOL ..... -.. ... .. . ..... "'r' ..... ... .., . . ............ ' ........ _ ............................................................... ' ................... , ............. , ........ ,.~ ..................... ,.-.................. -.. . .. !~~~s:~~~~!:t~~~~ .. p~bli~ .. · .............. l .. N~~~ .... · ...... · .... · ................................................................................................................. . 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MARYLAND 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

hi: - '"1 
.. p..~~~~~p. ....... ~~.; .......................................... , ................ .L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
.............................................. ~!?~~~~~~.~Lp.g.p~~.~~9.g .. L.4.,.~.Q.§.~9..Q9. ..................................................................................................................... . 

N1J,lIlber of c()unties 1.?~phl:~Ba.ltinlOr~Gity ., 
.................................................. lli~ .. f:Q~ .. ~.~n!~.~P.:~.~ .. LM~i.~y. .. ggP.!?g!~.q~t~~ ........................................................................................ . 

Number of courts l 58 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::Qf.i~~g~i[~:§?::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
" " ... r.r()tl:l1l3t~t? ?}(penditUl'E:lsJ$~~,I5?f:i~QOQ,Q9Q 

............................................................................................................... ;: ...................................................................................................................................................... . 

.. ~!~~.~~~~ ... Q.Q~~ .. A~!~.~~.t.!.~!!,;" ........... ,; .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............. §.~~.~~~!~.~ . .t~!!:pJ~.~~g~.~~!g.~ .. ~~.~~Q~ .. L.R~~t.~L .......................................................................................................................... . 
',""',' GllITeIlt systemgenera¥oIlt 1 ,".' , 
............................... ¥.~.~!. .. q.p.~.~.~.p!.gj~~t~.~g?:P.:..l .. p.~~~~~t..Qg~; ... ~P..~P.:~.1 .. J.~§J; ... ~~YiJ~ . .J.~~.Q ........................... . 
.............. ¥.~.~ .. ~Qg~p.J.f.l~t~~.~ .. p!.9.j~.<;:~ .. Q~g~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
................. x:~.~.i.~p.J~.~.~g~~:~t.g.P.:.f:9.P.!.P!.~~~9.. ... L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Estimated total cost to date 1 Unknown 
............. AJ?Pi.Q~~!.~ .. ~~!!:".~.~t~P.:~1..f:g.~.~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

Primary funding source 1 General fund appropriation and land records 
................................................................................................................ L~P.!.P!.9.y..~.~.~~~.f~Q ........................................................................................... .. 
...................... %. .. 9.f..f:QP.f~ .. ~.~~gg .. ~~.~~.~ .. !?Y..~~~~ .. L.!.Q9..%A~~~~f:t..f:9.P.!.~; ... ~~!.f:~.!.Sg.~~I .. ggh:..? ... ~~t~~ ................ . 

% of total state caseload automated t 100% district court (criminal, civil and traffic); 
with state systemi 30%~ircuit court(crimin9:J,civilancljuvE?pile) 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 93.5 .. · ...... · ...... · ............ ·T~t·~·AOC .. ~t·~·~·i~~··(i?TE·~) .. ·[ .. i5i5 ............ · .......................... · ........ · .......... · ........ · ...................... · ...... · .............................. .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§y'~:~~~::g~ii~I:J~~hg:~§:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System architecture j District court: centralized; Circuit court: 

~ distributed .... ;. 

Software environment l District court: COBOL- circuit court: RPG/400 ............................................................................................................... r .. · .............. · ...... · ...................................... · .. " ...... · ........................................................................ . 
.. ·St~t;;id~ .. Ei~·~t~~~i'~ .. P~bli~ .................. [ ...... · .. · ...... · ........ · .......................................................................................................................... . 

.. 4.~.~~.~.~ .. ~y.~.t~~~ ............................................................ J.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Have statewide dial-up EPAS : Yes. Includes 18 county land records index and 

! 18 county circuit court records. Statewide 
! district court informatjon also. , 

.......................................................... B.9.~ .. !QP.:g .. ~P.: . .P.l~.~.~ ... ; .. Qy..~.~ .. ? .. y~.~~ ............................................................................................................. . 
# users l More than 300 

.................................................................................. u ......................... H.:- .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............................................................. :w.h.~~~.~ .. ~y.?n~!?J~ .. .L.~.~9.. .. E~f:Q!.~~,.,S~YiJ..~9.f:~~~~1. .. ~g9..j~9...~.~.~~~ ...................... . 
How much does it cost to ~ccess [$50 subscription feel $.50/min. 

How man hone lines in l 16 



Appendix A - State Profiles 147 

Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Q.t:!.~phl~~.L .......................................................... 1.. ..................................................... : ............................................................................................ . 

.............................................. ~~.~P.:P.:e~~.q .. p..QP~~~~9.P.:..1. .. §,.~.~§).9..Q9. ..................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N~~.~.!. .. 9.f.~9.~~~~!? .. L.!1.= ........................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial court structure [ Consolidated 

............................................................ ):~:gn?1?~!: .. Qf.~g~rt;.~ .. .L7 ... 4.~P..~~~P.:t~;.J.!J .. gh1!?iQP.:~ ............................................................... . 

.......................................................... N~1?~!: .. QfJP.:qg~.~ .. L.A.p.P~~.~~~~.~J.Y. .. ;?.~.Q ........................................................................................... . 

....................................... r.9.~~ .. ~.t~~~ .. ~~p~ggi.~P.!'.~.~ ... f .. $.~9..!.?.1.=.~I.Q9..Q'.9.9..9. .................................................................................................. .. 

......................... ...................... '............. . . ......... ; . 

.. ~!~!.~w.!4.~ ... QQ~ .. A!!!~.~.~!~.~~.; .............. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

............. §.tf!t~~i4.~j~p.1.~.~~P.:~.e~~gP.: .. !?~.~~~!? .. L.r.~.~L .......................................................................................................................... . 

............................... Q~~~P.:t .. !?y.!?~.~.~ .. g.~.~.~.!.~~9.P.: .. L.! ............................................................................................................................................. .. 
................... ................... ¥.~I:l;~.g!.igiI!!=lJprgj~~t!?~gCl:rll .. 
............. .Y.~.~!:..~~~P.:0.~~.~.~.t..P.!.9.j~~~ .. p..~g~.~ .. .LJ.~~.L ................................................................................................................................. . 
................. ¥.~.~j~p.J~~~P.:!e:9.-.Q~ .. ~9.~.P1~!~4 .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Estimated total cost to date ~ $1.2 million ·· .. ·········!\pi?i9~~~t~ .. ~~q~~t .. ;;~~~i'~~~t'I· .... · ...... · ....................................................................................................................................... . 
........................................ lliP.:?:e!:Y...f.~~H.~K!?9..W.~~ .. L.Q.~.~.~.!".~LfP.:~.q .. !:1:pp..!.gprt!:1:!iQP.: ................................................................ . 
...................... %. .. ~.f .. ~g~ .. P.:!?iP.K.~.t~!!? .. !?.Y.!?.~~~ .. L.~§.%. .. ~~p!?.rtQ~ .. ~9.~!:t ........................................................................................... . 

% of total state caseload automated ! 40-45% superior court 
.......................................................... ~~!h:.!?!?:~.~ .. !?y.~~~!P.-... l.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 26 
Tot~AOC~t~~i~~(FTE~)rJ.46 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$.y.~i~~::;?n.~g:I::§:~P.~n.;?'E::g9.~rti::~9.~~E~i.~(p.:~~k~g~::~!.i~QQii~g::::::::: 
................................................... $..Y.!?~.~.~ .. ~!.~w..t!?~~~!:!? .. l...P..~.~P.j.1?P.:~.~.4 .............................................................................................................. .. 

Software environment: 4GL ...... ... ,or .. !!~~~~:~~~~!:t~~~i~ji~bli~ ................ ·r·N~~·~ .................................................................................................................................. .. 

--~--------
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MICHIGAN 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P'~~~g:r.~p.w..~~; .......................................................... .1. .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

.............................................. ~.~.t!~~t.~.~ .. p.~.P~~~2P.: .. LJ~,.4..?7.).9..99. ..................................................................................................................... .. 
Number of counties l 83 

, ........... , .. -.. , ............... ',.;. ........ , ........... ' .. ,' ..... ' .......... , ...•. ',., ....... , ... ,.' ...................... , •.•. ' ...... , ......................................................... , .................. ', ..................................................... , .............. , ...................... ....., ............ .. 
Trial court structure l Mixed ................................................................................................................ 1 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

Number of courts 1242 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• u ...................................................................................... ,. ............................... uu ................................................................................................................. . 

.......................................................... N:~?:~J?~~ .. 2f.J'!:'!-.4g~.~ ... L§.~9. ....................................................................................................................................... . 
Total state eJ(pend~tUI'~sl .. $~4:~Q97)9.QQ1.QQQ. . ..... ' .......... w ••• ,."w,....- ... 'w'ww •• ,'".ww •. , •••• ".'w .•. 

:~~~~~~~~=l~~~:.:t~~~i~Jii~:~i~~~-::=::::::·:····::·:=:~=_~:: .... :==: 
C'llITen~~Yl:)t~ID.: g~Il~r~tigP.:L ........ , ... ,., ..... , " .. ,.M', .. w~ __ ., •••• ~w ••••••.•• , .... w".,~ ... _.w~"' ... WN'.-,.,,, •. ww.' .• "',,_._."',.,,,"_ 

............................... X'?.~ .. 2!1.gj.:Q..~tp~Qj~~t .. p..~g~P.:j .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............. X~.~r. .. ~P:rr.~p.Jfi~t.~~.~ .. P~2j~.~t..P.~g~ . ..!.J.~~.? ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................. X~.~.i.~p..~.~P.?-.~P.:~~gg.P.:.~2P.!.PJ~.t~9.. .. .l. .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date ~ 
............................................................................................... } ............................................................................ " ...•. ' .... ,' .......... , .. ' ........... ' ........... ' ......... , ........................ , ................... ', ........ ......,. ...... , ............................................................... ~...-............. . 

............. A-pp~g.?9.:~.~~.~ .. ~~g.~.:Q.~ .. ~!!:~ .. ~g.~.t) ................................................................................................................................................... .. 

........................................ ~!P.:¥.y. .. ~g.t:Q.K~g~~~ .. L.G.~.:Q..~E.~LfuP..4. .. ~pP.~2Pti~.t!QP.: ................................................................. . 

...................... % .. 2.f .. ~2~.~ .. ~~i~.g .. ~.t~.t~ .. ~.y~!~~ .. L ................................................... _ ............................................................................................. .. 
% of total state caseload automated l 

'.' Vlithl:)t~t~s.y~t~:r!~L 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 83 ........ · .................... T~t~ .. AOC .. ~·t~·~i~~ .. (FTE~)·r·i4i .. ··· ................................................................................................................................ .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~y.~i~~::Qi?;~g:r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Syst~m ~r~hl t~.~,t~.~."j ..... ,... . ... ' ....... ,.,.' .. ' .. , .. ,_ ..... w.'w •••• " .•• , •.••. " •••• w." •.... w ••.•.•••.•• , •.• w.,w.w.w.'w-.w.,._.'w_.".'_'.".'_'. 

Software environment i ............................................................................................................... -r .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.. ·St';t;;:id~ .. Ei~·~t~~~i'~ .. P·~bii~ .... · .. · ........ T·N~~·~ .................................................................................................................................. .. 
Access System: ! 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MINNESOTA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A ] 

.. P..~~Q.~~p!t:!~~~ ............................................................ L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

...................................... ....... ~.§.~~~~~~.~ .. pg.P.~~~~QP.: . .L.4./!.~Q).9..99. ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N .. ~~P.:?:J?~!. .. Qf..~Q~~~!~!? .. L.?.7 ........................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial court structure i Consolidated , 

Number of courts 1 87 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~r.::;?'fi~4i.~:~:T:~~9.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.QE~ .. §.~~.~~ .. ~~p~P.:4i~P.!..~.~ ... l .. ~J~.t7.;?.9.l.Q9..Q'.Q.Q9. ................................................................................................... . 
Statewide Court Automation: t . ........ ........ ...H·d·.·.·.·.w ....... . 

:::::::::::::$.~~t~iY.~4:~::~~p.1:~~~~i.~~i:g:g::~~:~~~~:r:mi.t~~~i.y.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............................... Q.P.!.E~P.:~ .. !?Y..~~.~.!!?-.. g~g.~E~¥.QP.: .. L.! .............................................................................................................................................. . 

Year originalprojj3ct began l 197~ '. ............ .... . ... .... ............... .. 
.............. X~.~E .. ~~~g0~~~~.t.p!..Qj~g~.Q~g~g .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
................. y.~.~!.J:~!~p.~.~!!?-~P.:~~gg.!:!-.. ~Q!P.-p.!.~~~4 .. L .. !.~~.9 .................................................................................................................................... . 

Estimated total cost to date; Unknown ·· .. ······ .. ·App~~ri~~t~··~~~~~t··~~~~i·~9~t·I··$·~j·~~·;9·99 .. ···· .. ············· .... ·· .. ····· .. ···················· .............................. :: ................... :.~ ...... : ....... : . 
..................... " ................ fu~~!.Y. .. fuP.:4~.~K.~.Q~~~ .. L.G.~.~.~!..~.f.~.~t~pp!..QPrt~RQg ................................................................ .. 
...................... % .. g.f. .. ~9.."Y.!~.~ .. ~~tgK.~.~~~~ .. §.y.~t.~~ .. L~§.~.~.7..% ............................................................................................................................ . 

% of total state caseload automated l 80% (all case types) 
with state system l 

•••••••••• ' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• t ................... : ....................................................................................................................... H ............................. . 

State JISstaffsize CFT~s) la8(p~'Us)9 ::it6 :reJJ:l0tE?g.~~li<::~!:l~~!~)H.. ....., ... . 
Total AOe staff size (FTEs) : 63 

::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$Y.~i.~~::;?rt~~Jj~~hQ~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................................... $.y.!?~.~~ .. ~E~J.¥..~~~~~~ .. L.p.J...~.P.j·.J?~~.~.~ .. g~~~9.E~ ...................................................................................... . 

Software environment: COBOL 
r ................................................................................................................ ;. .................................................................................................................................................... . 

Statewide Electronic Public i:.! None 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MISSISSIPPI 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q.~~p.~.~~.; ............................................................ /.. .................................................... : ............................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~~.t~~~~.~ .. P..~.P~~P.:9.P.: .. 1 ... ~,.§J4.J.9..99. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties i 82 ............ ........... . ........... ,. ........ . 

.................................................. lli~.;L~Qg:r.t .. ~.t~~~P.!'.~ ... l..Qg.P.}p.!~~ ....................................................................................................................... .. 

........................................ _ .................. N~~P.].Q~!. .. !?f.~g.~n~ .. L~.g .. ~JEgP.4~). .. g.Q .. ~~~p.£~!Y. ............................................. _ .................................. . 

................................... _ ...................... N~~P.].Q~!. .. !?f.J.~.~g~.~ ... L~.§ .. ~.~!.gP.4~.'. .. ?.9. .. 9~~9.~!Y.: ........................ _ ...................................................... .. 

..... ............ ..HTg~all3~~~~expeIl<:lit~~I3I.$I:),! 71~QQO"OOO 

::§!~i~iY.j~~::¢.Q~::~~!~~~!~Q~;:::::::::::::T::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............. $..t~t~~g.~ .. t~P.:p!.~.~~P.:~.~~~g~ .. ~~.~~E.~ .. L.R~.~?:!P.:P.:K~t~.g~.~ .................................................................................................. .. 
'qq' .Q~eIl~syl3t~~g~Ile:r:c:lP:o:llL 

............................... ¥.~.~f..grt@..P.-.~1.p.!.gj~.9.!..p..~g~ .. .LJ~§.§ ................................................................................................................................... .. 

.............. x.~.~f. .. ~~~P.-3!~.~~.~~.t..P!.9j~Si~.Q~g~ .. L .. !.~~.? ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................ .x.~.~j~pl.~.~~P.:~~~~g.Il .. ~!?P.]..P~~~~.9 ... L. ............................................................................................................................................... .. 
Estimated total cost to date i . .. .... . '" . ' ~ . 

............. ~pp.!'g.~~.~~~ .. gP.:g.~.P.-t. .. @.P.:g~I .. ~g.~.t..i .................................................................................................................................................... . 
Primary funding source ! General fund appropriations; local courts funded 

............................................................................................................... Lg9.~.f.~.~~ ... ~g.J9.~~ .. gg .. y.~~.~.P.-~ ....................................................... . 

...................... %. .. 9.f..~Q~!3. .. ~.~!P.:g.~~.~~.~ .. !?y.~t.~~ ... L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
% of total state caseload automated j 

.....with. state sYl3tem L 
................................. §~~~~.~!.$. .. !?~.~.~J~.~ .. .(JrT.~§) ... LJ ............................................................................................................................................... . 

Total AOe staff size (FTEs) ~ 5 
••••••••••••• 04 ................................................................................................. ;. •••••• H ............................................................................................................................................ . 

...................................................................... ~y.~.t~P.?: .. g~~.P.:.L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
System architecture l 

............................................. $.gf.tw.¥.~ .. ~P.:~!.g~~P.:t .. I .... · ........ · ..................................................................................................................................... .. 

.. St~t~:;id~·Ei~~·t;~~i~ .. P~bli~ .......... · ...... T"N~;;:~ .... "·· .......................................................................................................................... . 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MISSOURI 

'--____ N_o_t_e:_se_~ Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

~----------<~----------------~-------------------------------------~ 
.. P..~~Q~~~.~§.t ....................................... " ................. .i. ............ m ••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " ................ " ........ " .................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.!?t~P.?-.~~.~.q .. p.g.P~9.:9.:9.g .. L.§,J.~§).9..QQ ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N~~.~!...9.f..~9.~~~~r? .. L.!.!.4. .. p.!E.~ .. Q~!y .. 9.f..§.~.: .. ~9.l':!.r? ................... "",, ............... "" .... " ... "" .. " ......... . 
Trial court structure : Consolidated 

Number of courts ~ 45 circuits (120 courts) 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~~!'::Qf.J:~~g~:~:I:?':Q~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.!~ .. !?~~~~ .. ~~p.~gg~!~.~.~ ... l..$..f!.7.~.§.4..~Q.QQ.?9.Q.Q .................................................................................................... .. 

. " ~ 

.. §!~!.~w.!~~ .. Q.~~.~ .. A!!!~.~~~!.~!!.;" ............ ; .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............. $..t~.!~~g.~JP.:?:p.!.~.~~P.:~.~~g.P.-.. r?~.~~l':§.J .. r.!~gpJ.!?:g,.!?.t9.:g~§. ... "" .. "" .. "" .... "" ....... " .... " ....... "." ............ " .... " .... " ................... . 

...................... """".Q.~~!?:t"!?y.~~.~.~,,g.~P:.~!:9.:t!.9.g .. L ......................... " ...................................................................................................................... .. 
Year original prqj ect began [1990 

.............. y.~.~ .. ~.~~!?:0~~.~~.t.p!.Qj~~t .. p..~g9.:~ .. L ................................................................. " .............. " ........ "" .......... " ...... "." .................... """,, .. 

.. "" ........... y.~.~J~p.J.~fP.-.~P:!~~~gQ .. ~Q~p!.~!~g..J ......... " ..... " ...................................... " .............................................. " .......................................... . 
Estimated total cost to date : 

............................................................•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ....................... ; ••• ............................................................... _ ..... ' ............................................................................ . 

Approximate current annual cost t 
Primary funding source l General fund appropriation and $7 court fee for 

[ a.ltomation ................................................................................................................ ; .............................................................................................................................. ' ...................... . 

...................... ~ .. Qf..~Q~ .. ~.~~gg .. !?~.~~.~ .. ~Y.:~~~~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated: 

.......................................................... Y.?:~~h .. !?~9.:~~ .. ~.y.!?~.~P.:?: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. . 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i. 31.5 

Total AOC staff size (FTEs) : 75 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$Y.~:i.~~::Q#'i.igI:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::: 
................................................... §y~.~~~ .. ~!.~N.~.~g.~~!.~ .. .L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Software environment [ 

Statewide Electronic Public 
Access S stem: 

: None 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

MONTANA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~p'!!!.~~.; ............................................................ J.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.. ........................................... ~.!?.t~P.:?:~E~.q .. P.QP~~t!QP.: .. L.§~.4.,.Q.QQ .......................................................................................................................... .. 
Number of counties j 56 ........... ' ".,,' ............. , ................ ,. .............•....... 

Trial court structure l Mixed ................................................................................................................. ;. ..................................................................................................................................................... . 
........................................................... N:~~~J?~E .. Qf..9g.~T.E~ .. L§.§ .. q!.~Ertgt~9.~J. .. §§j:Y.~~~g~ .. 9.f..H~.~ .. p..~~9.~ .. ~g.~.t.~ .......... . 
......................................................... N~~~!. .. QfJ~.qg~.~ .. .L .. !.?4 ...................................................................................................................................... .. 

... 'I.'ot.f:ll ~ta te e?CpeI!4i: ~~~I? L$~J?§4,PQQ . '.' .....w... '.' ...... '.' ..........w."...... .... " .... OY' .... ,.~ 
! 

~~~i~~~i~~:~~~~:~~~r~~~:i:i~i~;~~~~~::=::=:=::::::::=:=:::: 
CUI]'ellt systemg~nE3:r.f11;!()n L . ..... .... ........................... ....... " 

............................... y.IE.~~~.g.rt~.ll.~ . .P!.9.j~.~~.P..~g~ll . ..: ... J~§.~ .................................................................................................................................... . 

.............. Y.~.?:!. .. 9:Y.!.!.~g0.~~~~.t..p!.9.j~~tp..~g~ .. L.J~§.~ ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................. y.~.~.t~pJ~~.~P.~~gg.ll .. ~9.~.P~~.!~qj ................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Estimated total cost to date 1 

............. App.ig.~~.~ilE ... ~p.:n~.~.ll~ .. ~g~ .. ~g.§.t..l ......................................................... : ................. : ................................. : .. : .. : ....... , .... : ... ::.:.: .. ~::.:.~.:: . 

........................................ fuP.:?:~ .. :fuP.:qtllK.~9..P.!.~~ .. i ... q~.P.:~.!..9J. .. full.4 .. ~pp.!.9.prt~M.QP.: ................................................................. . 

...................... %. .. g.f .. ~g~~ .. g~ill.g .. ~.~~~~ .. ~.y.!?!.IE~) ................................................................................................................................................... .. 
% of total state caseload automated l 

with staJe.s.y~te.:rIlL 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 5 .......................... · .. T~t~i"AO'C .. ~·t~ff'~i~~ .. (FT·E~)·T'ii .......................................................................................................................................... . 

:::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$.:y.~i:~:~::9.Ei~~ir:!~~h9.~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
$ystem architecture.f ............................. , ........................ w 

S.::-ftware environment i ..................................................... _ ..................................................... ·····r··· .. ·n ........................................................................................................... • ......................... . 

.. ·st'~t~:;iii'~ .. Ei~·~t~~·~i'~ .. P~bli~ .... · .......... ·T·N~:;;.~· .... · ................................................................................... "'" ............................ .. 
Access S stem: : 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

NEBRASKA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~p4!.~~~ ............................................................ 1... ................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~P.l~t.~.g .. p.QP~~p.9.P.:. .. L}&Q~).Q.QQ ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N~~.~!. .. 9.f..~QP.:P.:t~~~ .. L.~? ........................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial court structure i Mixed .......... :-.. , ... 

Number of courts ~ 118 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~!'::9.f.Ii.~i.~ir::i:g9.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... ~9.t.~ .. ~.t~t~ .. ~~p~P.:g.~.t~.~.~ .. j ... $.9.,.~.9.~.~Q.QQ.!gQg ...................................................................................................... . 

.. ~~~t~~4.~ ... QQ~~ .. A~~J~.~~.t.!.~~.; .............. L .............................................................................................................................................. .. 

............. $..t~.t~~y.~g.~jP.lpJ~.~~P.:~.~!~g.~ .. ~!.~!~~ .. L.r.~~.~L. ......................................................................................................................... .. 

............................... Q.~~P.:t .. ~y.~~.~.~ .. g~P.:.~!.~p.9.P.: .. L.J. ............................................................................................................................................. .. 
ye~~orig:inalpr:oj~et beg~p.j 198£:)!1987 ......................... "",,'" 

.............. ¥.~.~ .. ~!l:g~:g.t.f.!~~.~~.tpr:9.j~.~~ .. P..~g~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................. ¥~.~E}.~p!.~.~.~P.:t.~#.g.~ .. ~9.~p~~.t~g ... L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date l · .. · ........ ·Ap·p~~;~~t~ .. ~~;;:~~t·~~~~i'~~~t· .. r·$'i~~·OO-;cj·QQ· ................................................................................................. : ............... . 

Primary funding source ~ General fund appropriations pays for AOe staff 
i time. Automation fee generated $1.2 million for 

............................................................................................................... L.~q¢p..~.~P.:t..p~£h9.:~.~ .. ~P.:g .. 9.P~E~gQP.:: .......................................... .. 

...................... %. .. ~.f .. ~g!l:E!§ .. P.:~~.!!-.g .. ~.t~t.~ .. ~.y~!.~!P: .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
% of total state caseload automated l 

.......................................................... ~~t.h.§t.~~.~ ... ~y.~~~!.P.-... L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
State JIS staff size (lfTEs) l 5 

Total AOC staff size (FTEs) ~ 19 

.:::.::::::::::::::::::::::':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$Y.~i.~:~::Q!.~~g::L¢~~iQ~::f(~Y~jQP:~~:;::~:~~!L~9.gtr~9.i.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

................................................... $..y.!?~.~~ .. ~r:~w..t~~t~~ .. L.p..~.~~rt.9.~t.~.g ............................................................................................................... .. 
Software environment; COBOL 

................................................................................................................ L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Statewide Electronic Public 
Access S stem: 

~ None 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

NEVADA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~~~~p.~.~~.; ........................................................... ./. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~~~~~.4 .. p.QP~~~9.P.: .. l . .J&?7.~9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties i 17 

..•.•.•••.•. :0.. ••••• 

.................................................. lli:~t~QY.:~ .. ~.~~g.~~.~ ... t .. M~#~Jy .. gg~9.J~4.~1~g ........................................................................................ . 
Number of courts i 9 district courts 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~gi~~E::Qf.i~~g~~::r4~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.. ·.·.·.·.·w· ....... ......... ..T()~?l sta!~~:x:p~Il<p:t~~f?f$?l~3.~.7.QQg1.QQQ".. ...... w •. •·.··.• ••. ·,··.··· ............... '.' •..• ...........•.••• .......... . 

··St;t~:;Id~···C~~;t··A~t~·~~ti~~·~······· .. ····T········ .......................................................................................................................................... . 

:::::::::::::$.:~~i.~~i.~:~::~~p.!:~~~~i.~~{g~:~i:~i~~JjiQ~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
........ q~~Ilt~y~t~J:D.:g~P.:~:r~ti()Il [..... .... . 

............................... y~.~:r .. Qri.gj.Il.~.p.:r.9.i~.~t..P..~g9.:Il ... 1.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............. x.~.~:r .. 9~~P.:0..~t.~~.tp:r.9.i~.~t ... ~.~g~Il .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................. y~.~j.~PJ.~~.~g1~~g.Il .. ~9.~p!.'?1~g ... L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date 1 

.............. i.p.p.~.Q.~~i~ .. ~w.i.~.gt~~gg~J...~Q.~.t.I ................................................. : ... : ................ : ... : ..... : ........................... : ...................... : ..................... : . 

........................................ lli~~ .. ~gtIlg .. ~9..~s:~ .. 1 .................................................................................................................................................... . 

...................... %. .. ().f.~g~ .. Y.:~!Il.g .. ~.t~1~ .. ~.y.~~~~ .. j .................................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated i 

... .. .with~tC1t~ ~Yf?t~glL 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 2 .. · ...... · .. · .. · .. · .......... T~t~i"A6c .. ~t~ .. ~i~~··(FTE~)·T·i3 .... · ...................................................................................................................................... . 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§'Y.~i.~:~::Qti~g:r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
$ystem architecture l ..... 

Software environment i 
................................................................................................................. : ••••••••••••••••••••• u ............................................................................................................................. . 

.... u ......................................................................................... 04 ••••••••••••••• :- .................................................................................................................................................... . 

Statewide Electronic Public 1;;: None 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~p'~!~.~.; ............................................................ L. ................................................... : ............................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.~~~.~1~.q .. p.g.P~~~~QP.:.JJ,,1!I.&Q9 ..................................................................................................................... .. 

.................................................... N.~J?.~!. .. Qf..~Q~~~~~ .. L.!9 .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
Trial court structure i Mixed ................... , .............. ;.. ........ . 

Number of courts : 61 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::2fi~:4.g~:~::rj:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.Q1~ .. ~.~~~~ .. ~;p~P.:~~.~~.~.~ ... f .. $.~J..!.~.§.NQQ.I.QQ.Q ..................................................................................................... .. 

.. ~t~!.~~4.~ ... QQ!!ry .. AY.:tQ.~.~t~.Q~.L .......... J. ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

............. $..!~~~~~g.~j!P.:pJ~.~~P.:1~~!g.~ .. ~~.~~~~..l.J~~~!~P.:~.~.y.~ ..................................................................................................................... . 

............................... Q.P.!!~P.:~ .. ~y.~1~.~ .. g.~P.:~!.~"!#.QP.: .. L.~ ............................................................................................................................................. . 
...... . .... ........ y ~~grtgjP.:~lp!.Qj~g!!?~g~ .. l .. J~§§ ............................................. . 

.............. y.~.~!: .. g:Y..g~p.J!!~1~~.~ . .P!.9.j~.g~ .. p..~g9.:P.-.. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................. ¥..~.~.t~pJ~.~.~P.:1~gg.~ .. ~Q~.Pl~~~q .. L ................................................................................................................................................... . 
Estimated total cost to date l $5000,000 ................................................................................................................ : .......... 1 ......................................................................................................................................... .. 

. ' ...AJ>pr:g?QJ:P.:~!~g:q!!~P.:t.~p.~J~g~t t$§QQJQQQ.............. ......... . ........... ..... . 
Primary funding source : General fund appropriation; also bond payment 

.............................................................................................................. .J ... p.~4. .. g.ff.~~!P.:K.~~.~.~~.~.~~P.:t%. .. 9..~ .. ~g.P .. 9.f..P.:P.:~: ........................ . 
% of courts using state system! 82% of superior courts; 100% of probate courts; 

............................................................................................................... !...!Q.Q%. .. Qf..~i.~.~n.g~ .. f.9.~~ ................................................................................ .. 
% of total state caseload automated i 85% of superior court caseload; 100% of district 

.......................................................... ~t.h. .. ~~.~~.~ .. ~y.~~~~ ... L~Q~ .. ~.~!?~~9.~~ ........................................................................................................ .. 
State JISstaffsize (FTEs): 9 

........................... :.r.Qi.~f.AQ.Q .. ~.i.¢.f..~ii.~ .. ~IT.~~i .. r.~J. .. : ................................. :.: ..................... : ........................................................................... . 

..................................................................... §y.~~.~.~ .. Qrt~P.: .. l ... Q9.~.~!.~~~ .. P§.~~~g~.F.!~h.~~19.rtP.:K ......................................... .. 

................................................... §.y.!?~.~.~ .. ~!.~W..~~~1~~ .. L.P..~.~.~P.:.~?:~~~~.4. .. PQ .. P.:~.!~9.!.~!? ................................................................... . 
Software environment i COBOL 7 and B'trieve .................... , .... '.. 'r ................... . 

···St·~t~·;i·~i~··Ei~·~t~~~;i~··P~bli~·· .... ··· .. ·······I.: .. ·N~~·~ .................................................................................................................................. .. 
Access S stem: , 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 

for 
NEW JERSEY 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~~~~p.~!~§.; ............................................................ L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.~~?-~.~~ .. p.gp..P.!~1#.9.P.: .. ] ... 7.].7..§.~.~9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties i 21 

}.. .... ,", .•..•......•.......... ""', ............. . .. -." ".'." .... ' ".- ...... ~ ............................. ',., ...... ' .. ,.... . ., .............. ~ .............. , .. , ... , .. ,., .. ~ .... -"'-' ....................................................... ' .......... ','.',,, 

.................................................. lli~t~9.~ .. ~.t!:P.:~.t.~.~ ... t .. M~.~y.Sg~~9.E.q~t~g ........................................................................................ . 

........................................................... N~~!.P..~~!: .. 9.f.~g.~~ .. .L~J..~.~p~p.9.~ .. ~gY.!.~.; .. §.?§ .. ~~.~~p.~ .. ~Q~~ ............................ .. 

.......................................................... N~~~!: .. 9.f.J~.~g~.~ .. t.J..?? ....................................................................................................................................... .. 
..... . r:r.9t~. ~~~t~ .... ~.Jq).~nq.!tt.P;~.!? .. t .... $~.?.'-.~§g7..QQQ1.QQQ"'~w."~ .. ·.·~ ...... Oy ••• ~~.·"_~~ .. ,," ...... ,._ ... ""w ..... ·"', ... ,~ ..... "' .. ,, .... ~ ... ... 

::$.~~i~~4.~::QQ~~::A~~~~~~~Q~:;:::::::::::::r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............. $..t.~.t.~~~g.~j~p.J~.~~!l:~?-t~g.~ .. ~~.~~:Y.~ .. L.~~t.~P.:~~y.~ .................................................................................................................... .. 

.. QUlTent sy~t~mg~Il~Ec:t1;iqr.l.! 1 (IP:QYi~g}~!<>.~.t, ... .. " ... ".,. . .... "._''' ........ '''' .... " ..... _ .. ~ .. _,''' ... 
............................... y~.?;r;: .. gp.gj.n?-I.p.!:9.j~.~~J?~g~.J .. .J.!?§.~aJ!.§.? ................................................................................................................... . 
.............. y~.~ .. ~:Y.g~g0.?-~~~.tp!:9.j~.~tp~g~~ .. L.J.~~.L ................................................................................................................................ .. 
................. y~.?-!.J~p}.~~~P.:~?-gg.~ .. ~9.~p.~.~~~gj . .J.!?~.4. .................................................................................................................................... . 

Estimated total cost to date 1 Unknown 
............. Ap.p.i.~.~.!.P..~i~ .. ~~.~.~.t...~g~.~! .. ~.Q.§i.T..$.i§~·Q·.QQ~9..Q9. ............. ~ .. : .. :' ..... : ...... :.:.: ... :: .. ::.'::.:~::~:~: .. ~:~: ... ~ ... :.:: .. ::.: ........ =:: ..... :~~~~~:::.=~=~: 

Primary funding source 1 General fund appropriation. There is a 
l surcharge on all fines and fees and all 
! dispositions; mostly in traffic. $500,000 federal 
~ funds for criminal court automation 

::::::::::::::::::::::%.::9.f.:9.2~:~~!~g:~i.~t:~::~i.~~~~I:Nf~~P.:~~:2~::9.2~;::~9.~i.:~~p.!p.~::9.Q~~::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
% of total state caseload automated 1 100% civil; 100% criminal; 40% family; 70% 

\yith state~y~tegJ.. L.g?ffi~... . ... .... , ..... , .... .. N .... N ....... , ••• "......... ••• ,"' •••••• "'~", .. ~"' ..... "". 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 160 .... · .... · .... · .............. ·T~t·~·AOC .. ~t·~·~i~~ .. (·FTE·~·)· .. r4·25 ....................................................................................................................................... .. 

.......... ••• ........ u ••••••• u •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ;. .................................................................................................................................................... . 

..................................................................... §y.~.t.~~ .. g.~gi.~ ... L!~.~.h-g.~.~ ......................................................................................................................... . 
.. . Sy~~em aI'~1:l:it~~.~~~ .... ! .... q~gt;r~!~~.~ ......... , ......... ' .. y.' .................. , ... ' ..... w ......... , •••• w ......... , ..................... "',_~w"" .. ,~" .. ,~w •• ,w, • 

............................................. §!gft.Y?:~~ .. ~P.:~~9.P.:~~.nt.! ... QQ~.Q1 .......................................................................................................................... .. 

.. st~t~;id~·Ei~~t~~~i~ .. p~bli~ ............ · .... T ........ · ........ · ............................................................................................................................... .. 
Access System: l 

...... · ............ · .. ·Ii~~~··~~~t~;i'4.~ .. di·~~~p··~·R~~J~(l .. Ri)Qi't~~,~~g;·j~i~~·p~kH~··~~.2~~~··~y:~i~!!i.:·::···.·.····.:··~:.: .. ~::.: .. 
............................................................. Wh~1~~ .. ?-y..?g~p1~ .. L.Q!y.U .. gP.:~y..fg.~ .. P.:9.~ ............................................................................................. .. 
.................. ~Q~ .. ~~~h-.. QQ~~}t~.Q~.tt9. .. ~g~~~~..! ... $.}. .. p.~~ .. ~P.::Y.t~ ......................................................................................................... . 

How many phone lines in 1 24 lines 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

NEW MEXICO 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Q~~ph!~.~.; ............................................................ 1... ................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~~t.~.4 .. p.QP~~9.:9.P.: . .LJ7.§.~Ji~.QQ ..................................................................................................................... .. 

............... .................................... N~J?~!. .. 9.f..~QP.:P.:~~~!? .. L.?.?. ........................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial court structure [ Mixed . . ... ... . 

Number of courts j 34 district courts; 54 magistrate court sites, 1 
............................................................................................................... L~~!!.gp9.E!~P.: .. ~g~ .. ~i!~; ... §.§.:.~Q .. ~W}igip~L~QP.:!.t!? .......... 

Number of judges j 214 (district, magistrate, metropolitan and 

1 

................................................................................................................ L.~~gip..~1) ................................................................................................................... . 

....................................... r.9.~~~L!?~~~~ .. ~~p~P.:4~.~P.!..~.~ ... ~ .. ~.1.,.§~7).9..QQ.!.QQ.Q ..................................................................................................... .. 
................ .. · .. ···r······ .................................................................. · .... · .... · .... ·· .... w.·.·.w . 

.. ~!~t.~w.!~~ ... QQ~!~ .. A~t.Q.~~~!Q~.; .............. : .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............. $..~~.~~~~~.~j~p.J~~~P.:t~~ig.~ .. !?~.~t~!? .. !...r.~~~.~L. .......................................................................................................................... . 

............................... Q~~P.:t!?y.!?1~.~ .. g~P.:~n~:9.:9.P.: .. L.?:.§ .. (P.:~~ .. ~.Y.!?~.~.~ .. ~.~.4~!. .. 4.~y.~~Qp.~~P.:~L ................................... .. 
Year ()Ijginal pI'()je~t1JeganILateJ!:)70s . . . ... ..... ............ .... . 

.............. y~.~!. .. g~~P.:0.~t.~~.tp!9.i.~.~tp..~g~~ .. LJ.~~.? ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................ .Y~.¥.J~P.:p.J.~~~P.:t.~1~g~ .. ~9.~p1~!~4 .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date l Unknown 

· ........ · .. App~~~~t~ .. ~~~~~t .. ~~~i'~~~fr·Jcly··i9·~~··i~·~~~~.·j$.·~i.·~··$·i·~J!1I9i!········ .. ··:······.·.·····:···:~ ......... : .. . 
........................................ lli~~!Y. .. fP:P.:4iP.:K!?p..~~~ .. 1 ... Q~.~.~!.~LfP.:g.4. .. ~pp.!gprt~!!QP.: ................................................................ .. 
...................... %. .. g.f..gg~~ .. ~!?!P.:K.~.~~~~ .. ~.Y.!?~.~~ .. L.?~.%. .. 4.i!?~p.~t~QP.:!.t!?; .. .!J.%. .. ~~gi.~.~!.~t.~ .. gg~.~ ...................... .. 

% of total state caseload automated i Unknown 
.......................................................... Y.Y.i~g.!?~~t.~ .. !?y..~~~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 14 
.. . . . .. ", "." .. . .. "," ........... ","", ............ , ,}... .... .. . . ........... '.' '.' ... ,'.'~.'''''.'''' ..................... '.','.' .... ' .......... . 

............................. r.9..~?! .. AQ.Q ... ~.~9.ff. . .'~i:?!~.J¥.r..~!?2 .. L.?§ .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
System origin 1 Old: Custom developed under contract and 

[ commercial packages with tailoring. New: Will 
............................................................................................................... l...Q~ .. ~Q~~!.~i~ .. p..~~~.~K~ .. ~ith .. t.~g9.rtP.:K .................................... . 

System architecture l Mixed (new system will be a distributed client 
t server architecture) .............. · .. · .......................... ·s~fi~·~~ .. ~·~~~~·~~~t·r·~~·d ............................................................................................................................... .. 

!:~=:;;:.:~tr;;~~p~blic-l-N~;;~-:~-----
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

NEW YORK 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. Q.~~~8!:~p'4.!.~~~ ............................................................ 1 ................................................................................................................................ " .................. . 

.............................................. ~~.t~~~~.4 .. P..QP~~~QP.: . .LJ§.!.~.!.~1.99..9 .................................................................................................................. . 
Number of counties i 62 

•••• ' •••• , ••••••••••• , .................. ~ ••••••••• ,. ," -.- •••••••• -.,. •• '." ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• '. ,,' •• ',' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• '.-...................... ,~~ ............ ' ••••••• ),.., ........ ' .............. , .......... ' •••••••••••••••• '............... -.'.",',." ........ ' ........... ' ........... <,' ••••••••••••• , .... ,., ••••••••••••••••••••••• ,... •••••• • ••••••••• ,.. ., ............ , ••• , ....... , ••••••••••••••• ,.. • .................... ,- •••••••••••••• ' •• , ••• 

.................................................. T.rt!?.;L~QP.:!1 .. ~.t.~~.t.~.~ ... L9..Q~p.I~~ ........................................................................................................................ .. 
Number of courts i 277 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::Qf.i~~g~~:I::!;:i.Q:Q::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
••• ~",.~Y,"w •• " •••• T9~~.§~~t~~J{P'·~~Q!~!!!"~§·t·24,?g!,~Q9Q~9QQ ..... "... . ................. . 
.. St;t~:;id~ .. ·C~~ .. A~t~·~~ti~;~ .. · ........ · .. r .............. · ................ · ................................................................................................................ .. 
:::::::::::::$.i~t~~4:~::~~p.~:~~~gi.~ii:gP.;:~i:~i~~:r:~!~~~~Ei::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
......................................... Qpg~P:t~y~t~I.!:l:g~!!?:r.:~~gnlp.Q.:.!;.~~~~~ .. y:.~........................ . . .. ··.......·..w 

.............................. X~.~ .. gp.gi.P.:~ . .P!:9.j~.~tp..~g~~...l .. ~.~h~ .. ~g .. ~g.:J~.§.9..~ ........................................................................................... . 

.............. x.~.~ .. g~~g0~~~~.~ .. p!.Qj~gtP~g~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................. x.~.~!J~pJ~~~P.:~~~~gg .. ~Q!P.-.P~~~~4 .. L~.~~~ ... !.~§.Q~ .................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date ~ Unknown 

·App;~~;t~~~~nt~~~~~~strp~;;~~~r~~~~~ .. ·$6j5 .. ~iiii~~;.~~~=p~;~~;;.~ ................... . 
l service $8 million ................................................................................................................ ~ .................................................................................................................................................... . 

......................................... fu.~.~.~.9JP.:K~Q:t!f.g.~ .. LG.~g~!:~ .. fuP.:g .. ~.Pp.!:QP!!.~~9.P.: ................................................................. .. 

...................... %. .. Qf..~Q~ ... ~.~!P.:K~~~~.~ .. ~y.~~~~ .. L~.§%. ...................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated ! 95% 

......... ................... . .. " .....~i~:l1.~!~!~.~y~t.~~L.... .............. ... '.' ....w""....."..........,........... ..... ... ................. . 

................................. §.~.~!.~ .. J.J§ .. ~t.~.~.t~.~ .. (¥.r.~.~) .. L.J.§§ ....................................................................................................................................... .. 
Total AOC staff size (FTEs) l 284 ................................................................................................................ ~ .................................................................................................................................................... . 

...................................................................... $.y.~.~~!P.: .. 29.g}.g .. L;p.9. ... ~p.A .. !P.:~P.!!.~~.~}P.:~hg.~.~ .............................................................. . 

............................................ . ............... §y§t~.!!l. ... ~!..9.hl~~<::!l:!:r.:~+ .. ;r.Q; .... g~~~!~!.!.~~~.~Q; ... M.~.¢i'~~"; .... 9.~.g1!.~!.~~g ....... " .. . 
Software environment 1 PC: Advanced Database Master; mainframe: 

j COBOL DB2 DatcomlDB ................................................................................................................ [ ......... , ............... 1 ............... ,. ........................................................................................................ .. 

.......................................................................... u .................................... ;. ......................... u ......................................................................................................................... . 

Statewide Electronic Public l 
.. A~~~.~.~ .. ~.y..~~~~; ............................................................. l.. ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Have statewide dial-up EPAS j Pilot testing 
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Statewia.e Court Automation Profile 
for 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~p.hi~.!!!.~ ........................................................... 1... ................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~P.?:~~.~.4 .. p.g.pw.9.:~9.P.: .. L.§,.§.4?.'.9..Q9. ..................................................................................................................... .. 

.................................................... N.~~.~E .. 9.f..9.9.~P.:~~~~ .. L.!9..Q ...................................................................................................................................... .. 
Trial court s~:t'llcture : Mainly. consolidat~d 

Number of courts ~ 105 trial court sites ........................................................ ·N~b~; .. ~fj·~dg~·~ .. r·9·0 .. ~·~p~ri~; .. ~·~~rt~ .. i79 .. di~tri~t .. ~~~rt; .. 6·53 .. · .. · ...................... · .. 
............................................................................................................... L.;g9.:gi!?t~~~~!? ............................................................................................................... . 
...................................... T.g.t?J .. !?~~~.~ ... ~.~p.~~.4~~P.!.~!? .. I ... $..!.~J.Q.?~.&r9..~.9.Q.9 ................................................................................................... . 

Stat~~d~(5~~rtAutomation: 'r ..... . 
:::::::::::::$.~~i:~F.i4.~::i~p.i.~P.i~gi~i.i2g::~i.~i.~~::I:p.~~i~L:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................ Q~.~.~~.!?y.~.~~P.!. .. g~g~!.~gg.~ .. L.J .............................................................................................................................................. .. 

YeCll"9:riginal project began j 1981 
............. J.~~E .. 9.~.q~P.:0.9.:t~!?~.P.!.9J~~.t.~.~g~P.:.J .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
................ .¥.~~Ej!P.-p1~!P.:~P.:~9.:~9.P.: .. ~gP.?-p.l~!.~.q .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Estimated total cost to date ~ Unknown ······· .. ····App~Q~~~t~··~ig!"~~t .. ~~~~j""~~~iT·· .. · .. ··· ........................................................................................................................................ .. 
......................................... lli.;g9.:ry.f~.q~P.:K.§g~~.~ .. LG.~P.:~~~J.f.~P.:4 ... ~pp!.9.P!i.~~9.~ ................................................................. .. 
...................... %. .. 9.f9.9.Y.:~~ ... ~.~~P.:K~~.~t~ .. !?Y.:~~~!P.-.. LJ.9.Q.% .. gf..~:yJ..~9..~.~ .. P:9.:y.~ .. ~.9.P.?:~ .. 9.:~t9.P.:~~~~gP.: .......................... .. 

% of total state caseload automated! Limited jurisdiction: criminal/traffic, 100%; 
.......................................................... ~~~P.: .. §.t9.:~~ .. ~.y.!?~.~~ .. L.g~P.:~!.~U.p.p..~.q~9.B.9.~.: .. ~~~iP.:?J, ... ~?.%. ............................................ .. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) j. 68 .. 
Total AOC staff size (FTEs) : 224 

•••• ••• •• •• ••• u ................................................................................................ ; ..................................................................................................................................................... . 

...................................................................... §b:.~.t~~ .. g~gi.~ .. .LJ.P.:~.gg.~.~.~ ................................................. : ...................................................................... .. 

................................................... §y~~~P.!..9.:!.~~~.~g.~~!..~ .. j ... 9..~P.:t!.~~~~.~.q ................................................................................................................ . 
Software environment! COBOL 

f 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p'.~~?~~p.h~.~§.; ............................................................ 1.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

............................. " .............. ~.~.~~~~~Q .. p.gp.~~1#.QP.: . .l. .. 2?.2'-Q.Q.Q ........................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties 1 53 ...... ' '.' } ...... , ... '." -." • ',', .. . , .....• , ..... ,., ..... '," ......... ",",' ........ , ......•• , •... ' .••... , .. , ........•........ , ......... '.'.~ +.,.......... .......... • ...... , ................................... ,' 

Trial court structure j Mixed ................................... " ..................... ·N~~~~;; .. b~~··~f·~·~~rt~··r·5·3······ .. ················· .......................................................... " ..................................................... .. 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::9.f.i~~g~:~:I:1.7.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
'I'{)tal state expendit1J.I"es L$l, 79~,QOQ~9QQ,.,. ............ .. ' 

Stat.ewide Court Automation: 
:::::::::::::§~t.~~4:~::~~p.I~~~~i:~i~:~p::~~:~~?~:I:p.~iB.:~L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Currellt systeIIlgeneration Ll ........ .... ... .............. ........ ~ 
............................... y'?.~!..gngj.P,..~.p.!:9.j~9.t .. p..~g~ ... L..!.~~.! .................................................................................................................................... . 
.............. x.'?~ .. ~pg~P.:0.~t.~~.tp!.9.i~.c;:t .. !?.~g~P.: .. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
................. x.~.~j.~p.J.~~.'?g~~~~g.P.-.. ~Q~pJ'?t.~Q .. .L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Estimated total cost to date ! $400 000 
... ... .' ...... . .. " .. "" .. ,". " .. "., .. " .......... ~.""." .. " ......... ·""·.·." .. "· ... ".,,·.,,·,,.·.,,,,··w .•. ,,· ... •.·.·.· .... "'· ..... , .. " .............................. " ••• " ... " ........ "."w.·"·,,, .. ,,· . 

............. App.!".9.~.~~~ ... c;:P.:g.'?.P,..t~P.:g~L~g.~.tL.~~::.~:Y.9:tJ.~.~.v..!.~~.?, ... $.:?.§9..,.QQ.Q .................................................... .. 

........................................ fu~~.fuP.:~.~K.~.Q.~~~ .. Lq~.P.:'?x~..fP.:g~t~pp.!:9.P!1.~gQP.: ................................................................. . 

...................... %. .. 9.f .. ~g~.~ .. ~~~P.-K~.~~t.~ .. ~y.~~.'?P.: .. L~§.%. .................................................................................................................................... .. 
% of total state caseload automated 1 50-60% 

. vyith state sy~temL 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 2 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::T.9.i.~::AQ:Q::~:t@.::§.~i.:~::~~T.~~)J::~?:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................................................... )?y.~~.~.~ .. !?Eig1.!:': .. ! ... ~.y.!?t.'?~ .. ¥.:~~f.~~ ................................................................................................... . 

System architecture LDist:riblltedne.tvv{)I.'lr ...... ,, ....................... , ..... ' 
Software environment! RPG ................................................................................................................ ~ ............ , ........................................................................................................................................ . 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

OHIO 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

1~~~~?:~~:~~~~~~~i.~~~~~t~~,~~~:~~~::::::::::::_:::::1 
1 Trial COl1:r:-1; structurej Q(:>lllplex , .......................................... . 

Number of courts 1 88 courts of common pleas, divided into 4 
l divisions: criminal, juvenile, probate and civil; 

.............................................................................................................. .L.!.§Q .. ~~.~~p~l..~QP!".t~; ... §Q .. ~QP.:P.:ty. .. gQP.:!:t~ .................................. . 

.......................................................... N~'PJ?~~: .. QfJ~~.gg~.~ ... L§.~? ........................................................................................................................................ . 

...................................... .r.Qt.~ .. ~.t~t~ .. ~~p~P.:~#~P.:!..~.~ ... ! ... $..~7../1~!?.Q9..Q,.Q.QQ .................................................................................................. .. 
. t 

.. §~~t.~~4.~ ... Q.Q~~ .. A~!9..~~~~.~~.;.. ............ : .................................................................................................................................................... . 

............ §.t.~t.~YY.~Q.~.t~P.:pJ~.~~~gt.~~~g.~ .. ~!.~!~~ .. L.Rl~gg~gK .................................................................................................................... .. 

............................... Q.~~P.:~ .. ~y.~~~.~ .. g~g.~!.~t~9.g .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Year originalpr()jectbegan t 

.............. x.~.~~ .. gP.:rr~!~J(l~t.~§l.t.P!.9.j~.g~ .. p..~g§:~ ... l.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

................. x.~.~j.~p.J~:rr...~g!~gg.g ... ~Q~p.~.~t.~4 .. .L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date 1 .... · .. · .... ·Api~~~;d;:~t~ .. ~~~~t .. ~~~~i"~~~tT· .... · .. · .. ·· .... ··· .. · .. · ............................................................................................................... : .......... . 

........................................ lli~~!.Y .. f.Y.ggi.~g .. ?9..P.!~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 

...................... %. .. q.f. .. ~9.P.:!.~.~ .. P.:~i~.g .. ~.t§!.t.~ .. ~.y.~!.~~p; .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
% of total state caseload automated ! 

........................................................ !.Y.~t.h.~t.~!.~ .. ~y.~t.~~ .. l .................................................................................................................................................. . 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) : 4 

Total ADe staff size (FTEs) : 100+ 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§.y.~i:~:~::Qti.~gJ:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................................... $.y.~!.~.~ .. ~!.~w..t~~!~~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

I Software environment 1 

........................................................................................................... 1 ............................................................................................................................. : ..................... . 
j Statewide Electronic Public ~ None 
Access S stem: ~ 



162 The Challenging Voyage to Statewide Court Automation 

Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

OKLAHOMA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~p.~!.~!!!; ............................................................ ! .................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~~.t~~.~:t~.g .. P..9P.~?:tiQP.: .. ! ... ??~Jg.l9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties 1 77 ... ".... '......... . ... ,.... . .... , , ..... , ........ , ............ ' .. 

.................................................. lli.~J..f.QP.:n .. ~.t.:r;:g~.t.Y.!'.~ .. LQg.~pl~~ ......................................................................................................................... . 
Number of courts ~ 77 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::2f.J:g~gi~:I:~i!:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::. 
Total state expeIlditUJ:'es. r$712E)7 ~QOQ,OOO 

::$.~~t~~~~:::QQ¥.!.t::A~i.Q:~~~~~~:;:::::::::::::r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............ §.t~:t~:w.:!.Q.~)~pJ~:!P.:~P.:~.~gg.Il .. ~~.~~~~ .. !...R~~.~ ............................................................................................................................ .. 

qUJ:'!eP.:~l3ysteIl:l.g~nerationL 9 .. .... . ..... . ...... ~.... . ...... . 
............................... ¥.~.¥..gngj.Il.~ . .P~9.j!?.gt .. p..~g~} ... L.!.~§.?: ................................................................................................................................... . 
.............. ¥.~.~ .. g:Y.g~g0i?:E~~.~ .. P!.9.j!?~E.P.~g9.:!!:.L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
................. ¥.~.~j.~p.J~~!?P.:E~~g.Il .. ~9.~.PJ~.t.~4 ... l.. ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Estimated total cost to date f ........ ,... .... ..,' .... ,}. . ....................... . 

............. App!"g.?9.:~.~~.~ ... gP.:q.~.P.:t~gp..~L~.9.~.t.l ... $.9..2Q.!.9.Q.9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Primary funding source i General fund appropriation and limited fees. 

i Individual counties have to purchase terminals 
............................................................................................................... L.~Q .. f.~."!?gP.:K.t2 .. E~.~jgE!? .. ~:t~E~ .. ~Y.~t~!P.:: ........................................... . 
...................... %. .. 9.f .. ~2~ .. P.:~i~K.~.~?:~~ .. ~.Y.~~.~~..l...!Q.%. ..................................................................................................................................... . 

% of total state caseload automated 1 50% 
with state sy~t~In L 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) : 10 .... ··· .... · ...... " ........ ··T~tii"A6(5"~·t~·~i~~ .. (FTj~J~)·T"·28 .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
.......... .............................................. ....................................................... ~ ................................................................................................................................................ ~ .... . 
............................................................. " ...... §.y~~.~.~~ .. Qrtg!P.: .. l ... !P.::P.:Q~~~ ........................................................................................................................ . 

System architecture i Centralized 
, '" ...... ' ... }. "," "," 

Software environment i COBOL 

:~~==~~~~~i=~~=;~~~~~=::r~:=:::::~=::::::::::::==::::::: 
Access S stem: . 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

OREGON 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P.~~Qgr.~P~!.~~; ........................................................... .L ................................................... : .............................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ;m.~.t~~.~~~.g .. p.gp.w.~t~9.P.: . .L.?J.~.7.7..'-p..9p. ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... N.~~.~! .. 9.f..~gP.:P.:t~~~ .. L.?§ .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
..... ':rri.al c()~~tlJl~ture.lCo~pJex 

Number of courts i 66 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~p.i~~E::Qf.j:~:~i.~:~:I::i:§7::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. :::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.~~ .. ~.t~t.~ .. ~;p.~P.:g!~P.:!..~.~ ... I ... $..7.??,4.~.lQ.99..1.9.Q.Q ..................................................................................................... .. 
.. ~~~!.~~~~ ... Q.Q~rt .. A!!t.9..~~~~.Q~.; .............. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
............ §.t~t~w.!g.~.J~P.:pJ~.~~P.:~~tig.P.: .. ~!.~!y.~J)~J;.t.~P.:~iy.~ ..................................................................................................................... . 
............................... Q.P.!.!.~P.:! .. ~y..~~~.~ .. g.~P.:.~!~t!.9.P.: .. L.?, .............................................................................................................................................. . 

yearoriginalproject beg~LJ983 
.............. X~.~ .. 9~IT.~P.:0.9.-~~~.t.p.!9.j~.~tp.~g~ .. LJ~§.§ ................................................................................................................................... .. 
................. y.~.~J~p.!.~~~P.:~~~~g.!!:.~9.~.P!~.t~g .. j ... J~§.~ .................................................................................................................................... . 

Estimated total cost to date l $10000000 ............................................................................................................... , ............. 1 ........... 1 .......................................................................................................................... . 

A-pproximat~el1rrent. aIlntlal~()stl$4,~OO'-90 
........................................ fu~9.-!Y. .. fuP.:~H.P.:K.~9..P.!.~~ .. L.Q.~.P.:.~.r.~..f~.P.:.9: .. ~p.P!gp.rt9.-.t!()P.: ................................................................ . 
...................... %.g.f...9g~.~ .. P.:~tP.:K.~.t~~~ .. ~.Y.~!.~!P.: .. i.JQ.9~ .. 9.f..~!r.9~! .. ~~.9: .. gi.~P.j.~.t99.}!.~.~ ................................................ . 

% of total state caseload automated i 100% of civil, criminal, traffic, probate; 66% of 
.......................................................... }Y.i~Q.~~~!.~ .. ~y.~~~~ ... L.JP.:y..~P.:i!.~ ......................................................................................................................... .. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) ! 21 
............................. TQ~~ . .A.Q.9. .. ~.t¢.! .. ~~.~~.JIT.~~i.J.Jp..9 ...................................................................................................................................... . 
..................................................................... $y.~!.~.P.?: .. 9.rtg1P.: .. L.I~~:h9.P.:~.~ ........................................................................................................................ . 
................................................... $..Y.~!.~E.?: .. ~!.~w..t~~t~!.~.J . .P.!.~~!'ip.P.:!.~.~ .. P.:!?!w.9.!.~s ... !.~.X!?.M .. A§.!.49..9 ...................................... . 

Software environment! COBOL 
f' 

···St~t~·;id~··Ei~·~t~~~i~'ii'~bii~·················r··· ............................................................................................................................................... . 
Access S'I'l'stem: i .............................. J.' .............................................................................. i .................................................................................................................................................... . 

..................... }~~y~ .. ~.t~.t~w.~g.~ .. ~!.~!.~.~p.)~~p.b.$. .. j .. :x~~ ...................................................................................................................................... . 
How longin p1l:lcel1 year 

# users! Unknown (system also has public terminals in 
! several courthouses) ........................................................... ·"¥h~ti~··~~~ii~bi~·T·ci~T~~d··~riri~~i .. ····· .... ···· .. ···· ...................................................................... . 

::::::::::::::::::gQ~:~~~4.:4.Q~~::i.t::£Q~:t::t9.::~~~~~~:T:$.IQ9.::~~~:~:~9.pt~Qg;.::$.?:~&Q~!.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
How man hone lines in : 8 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A ] 

. 1 

.. P..~~Q~~P~!.~~.~ .......................................................... ..1 ................................................................................................................................................... .. 

.............................................. ~.~.~~~~:t~.g .. p..QP~~.'!#.9.:r:?: .. l .. J~.?.9.Q.~?.QQ.Q .................................................................................................................. . 
Number of counties; 67 

• ~.... •• ".' .". ".'." ••••••••••••• , •• ' •••• '," • • •• ' ••••• < ••••••• ,' •••• ","," ••••••••• '-'~ 

.................................................. lli.~1 .. f.Q~ .. ~.t.~P.:~~~.~ .. L.Qg.~p~!?~ ........................................................................................................................ .. 
Number of courts l 

....................................................... H •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• :- .................................................................................................................................................... . 

Number of judges ~ 343 common pleas judges; 538 district justice 
.............................................................................................................. .LJ~.4.g.~.~ ............................................................................................................................... . 

Total state expendit:ures!$26,7101900,OQQ . ...... .... ....... ............" .. "._"'w 

.............................................................................. u ................................ ;. ................................................................................................... u ............................................... . 

Statewide Court Automation: l 
.................................................................................................................................................................. u ......................................................................... 0 ........................ . 

............. §~.~~.~Y.Y.i.~!?}!~p~!?~~~!~~~9.:r:?: .. ~.~~~P.:~ .. .L.p.~~~ ............................................................................................................................. .. 
Curre.ntsYl3teJJ::l generationj J ..... ..... ..... . ...,'.......w .......... . 

.............................. :x~~ .. Qrtg'!::r:?:~J..P~gJ~f.t .. !?!?g~:r:?: .. L}~.§1.: ................................................................................................................................... .. 

............. y.~~ .. f.~!?P.:0.§;~!?~:t.P~gJ~.~~ .. !?~.g~ .. l .. J~.§~ ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................. X!?~)!P.-p~~~!?~~§;g~:r:?: .. ~.9.~P..l!?~.~.~ .. l . ..!~.~~ .................................................................................................................................... . 
Estimated total cost to date; $24.5 million 

>- .. . ...... . ........... -.....••....... ' .••... . ...••..•. ' .....•.....• -, .••••....••• ,.",. -............... , •••...••..• ' ., .••...•......•.. ' •••.• ' •....•••...• ' ••........• , .•••. ~ ..... . 

............. Ap.p~Q~!P.:~.~!? .. ~.~g!?.P.:t~.~~~ ... ~Q~tL$Jl~HgQP.: ................................................................................................................ .. 

......................................... fu.P.?:~!Y. .. ~.g~:r:?:g,.~.Q~~.~ .. LQg.~.f.~~~; .. $!.~§.Q .. P..~!. .. t!.¢.~£.ti~~~t .............................................. . 

...................... %. .. 9.(9.9.P.:!.!~ .. ~.~~P.:g .. ~P.~P.~ .. ~Y..~.~~~ ... ! .... !.QQ.% .. ~.f...4.~~~!1.9.~.JP.:~.¥.f.~ .. ~g.~~ .............................................................. 1 

% of total state caseload automated l 100% traffic and criminal in district justice courts· 
with state system .. t .... .................... . ..................................... ,.ww •.• w • 

................................. §t~~.~ .. QJ§. .. ~t.~ff..~J.~.~ .. (IT.~§>.. .. L1.:.~ .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
Total AOe staff size (FTEs) l 100 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::§y'~~~~::g~i!~T:Q:~§~~~::4.~y'~!:gp'~4.::~4.~!:::~p.p;t.i.~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System architecture i Distributed 

Software environmentl RPG Iii···· .....H.. .. ··"H~.W·.wo 
••••••••••••••••• H ............................................................................................ : ..................................................................................................................................................... . 

.. St;t·~;:id~·Ei~~·t;~~i~ .. P~bli~ .................. r·N~~~ .. · ............................................................................................................................... . 
Access S stem: i 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

RHODE ISLAND 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P.~~~~~P~!.~~t ......................................................... .1. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~~.~~~~E~.g .. pgp~~~~9.P.: .. LJ,.Q.Q§).Q.QQ ...................................................................................................................... . 

.................................................... ~~~.~! .. 9.f..9.9.~gt~!?~ .. L.4. .............................................................................................................................................. . 
Trial court structure i Mixed ..... " ........... )..., ... " ........... ,~....... .. .... .. ..... . ............. , ",", .......................................•..•...... ,' ..•................... ,.,.. . .... ' ..... ' .................... '.'.' ........... ' ................... , ....... ,' .........•. ,., .. . 

Number of courts 112 
... 4 ............................................................................................................ ,. ..................................................................................................................................................... . 

.......................................................... N~.~!?!. .. 9.f.J~.9:g.~.~ ... L§.g ........................................................................................................................................... . 

...................................... .T.9.E~ .. ~.~~~~ .. !?~p.!?p.A~t.P.!'.~.~ .. t.~.?A.?!?.~Q.QQ.!.QQ.Q ................. : ............................................................. : ...................... . 

Statewide Court Automation: ~ 
:::::::::::::$.:t~t~~i.~:~j~p.I~:~~gi.~ii:g~::~i:~i~~:r:~i.t~~~i.y.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............................... g:~~~~7.!?P.:~ .. ~y.~~.~.~ .. g!?g.~!.~~~9.P.: . .L.~~p.~p.Jy. .. ~.:. ~P.-p.!?rt9.!. .. ?;.A~~E~£tL ...................................................... .. 

. Year originalpr()ject beganL 1f~~ilyJ~T~;ElUp(3ti():r.~4.:J_~7Q~.;. 4.!El1;:r.i.~tJ~§.t .. 
.............. x.~.~ .. ~~g~~J!.l~E~§.~ . .P!9.j~.~t .. P..~g~ .. l .................................................................................................................................................... . 
................ .x.~.~EJ~PJ.~P.-~~gE~E~9.P.-.. 9.9.!P.-.P~!?E!?~LL .................................................................................................................................................. . 

Estimated total cost to date i ·· .. ·· .. ·····Ap·p~~ri~~t~ .. ~~~~~t··~~~~~f~~~t·r·········· ...................................................... :.: ...... : ........ : .............. : ................................. :: ................. . 
........................................ lli~~!.Y...f.~QJ.P.-K.~9.~£!? .. L.q~.P.-.~.!..~.f.P.:P.-.9: .. ~pp!.QPrt~t.i9.P.: ................................................................ .. 
...................... %.gK .. gg.~.~ .. ~~.iP.-g .. ~.t9.-t.!? .. ~.y.~t.~P.::I: .LJQ.Q%. ................................................................................................................................. .. 

% of total state caseload automated: 100% 
.......................................................... !.Y.iEh.~t.~~.~ .. ~Y~E!?~ .. l .................................................................................................................................................... . 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) l 11 

............................ r.gt.~.AQ.9. .. ~.t.~ .. ~~.~.~.J¥.T.~~)..r.i.Q.Q~J}Q .. PQ~~~lQ.P.-§. ................................... : ...... :.:.~ ................................................ . 

..................................................................... $y.!?t.~.~ .. 9.rtg!P.: . .l. .. !P.::h9.~!?~ ........................................................................................................................ . 

........................ ........................... !?y.~t.~.~ .. ~9.~.t.!?£t~!.!?. .. L.w.9.-P.:g.y!? ....................................................................................................................... . 
Software environm(3nt ["Wang COBOL ... . 

................................................................................................................ j. •• ................................................................................................................................................... 

Statewide Electronic Public ! None 
Access System: 

-._-------------_._-------------
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p'.~~~~~.p.hl~~~ ............................................................ 1... ................................................... : ............................................................................................ .. 

.............................................. §~.t~~?:!.~.g .. p.gp.~§:P.:9.P.: .. L.?&Q?).9..Q9. ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties 1 46 . .. . ............ :,.. ........ . .... . .... '," .. "." •... . ............... "." ... ~ ........ , ... , ......... ,'.-,'. . '.' "." ..... ," ".' '.' ','. 

Trial court structure ~ Mixed ...................................................... ·····N~b~;··~f"~~~~··"[··i6··~~~~t·~··(~~~h··~~~ty·h~~··~·~~~~it··~~~~·~·~)·;······ 
l 46 family courts; 46 probate courts; 225 

............................................................................................................... .t .. ~-g.~.~P..?:~ .. ~Q~~.; .. ?}§ .. ~?:gj.~.t.~?:~~ .. ~9.~.~ ............................... . 
Number of judges i 40 circuit court judges; 46 family court judges; 46 

~ probate court judges; 315 magistrates; 225 
.............................................................................................................. j .. ~~~~p?:! .. ~g.P.!.!.j:~~.~g~.~ ................................................................................ . 

T()t.?lstCl.t~ex.peIlil!t1l!.~sIJ~~~7Q"Q9Q~QQQ.... ......" .. .... ......H •. 

::~!~!~~4.~:p.Q~!i~~i.~~~~!~!!:;:::::::::::::r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............ §~~.t.~~g.~J!:P.:pJ~~~P.:~.~t!9.P.: .. ~t.~tP.:~ .. \ .. .NQP.:~ .................................................................................................................................. . 
'.' .... . ... .............. ' .Q.~~Ilt systemge.ne.:r-Cl.p:oIlL.. . ........ .. 
....................... .. ... X~.~ .. Q.~gj.~.?:!.p.!.Qj~.~!..p..~g§:~ ... L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
.............. y'E.~.£~~P.:0~t~~.t .. p!:Qj~~t!?~g~ .. L. ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
................. y..~.~.!~PJ.~~~P.:t?:!!Q.~ .. ~9.~p~~~~~~LL ................................................................................................................................................... . 

Estimated total cost to date 1 ..... . .. . ...... . .. ~ . . ....... , ...... '.' ... , ....... . 

............. AP.p~g.?P.:m.~~.~ .. ~P:g.~.~~ .. ?P.:gP.;~~ .. ~g.~.t...l .................................................................................................................................................... . 

......................................... fu~~ .. f.Y..P.:gi.~g .. ~g.~~~ .. I. .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

...................... %. .. 9.f. .. ~g~~ .. P.:~!~.g .. ~.t~~~ .. ~.y.~t.~~) .................................................................................................................................................... . 
% of total state caseload automated i 

with st.13.te s.yst.em L . 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 8 ............................ ·T~t;;;.i"A6c .. ~·t~ .. ~i~~ .. (FTE~)·T·34.............................. . ...................................................................................................... . 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§.y.~i.~~::2n.~~J:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~yst~Ill13.l'c4itectll!e L ... . ... ....... ..... ..... ...... .. 

Software environment l 
.............................. . ............................................................................... [ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 04 ........................................................................................................... . .. !!~~~:~:~~l~~t~~~i~ .. p·~bli~ ................ ·rN~~~ .. · ................................................................................................................................ . 

I 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P..~~Q~~ph!~.~.; ........................................................... .1.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.~~.~~.~.~ .. pg.p:Y.!~t~9.P.: .. L.7..!.1,.Q.9.Q ........................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties i 67 .... · .......... · .............. · ...... · ...... · .. · .. Tri·~~i"~~~rl·~t~~t~~~ .. rc~~~~iid~t~d .. · .... · ...... · .... · ............ · .... · .......... · .. · .................. · ........ · .. · ........................ .. 

,. 
Number ofcourls ! 65 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i::Qf.I~:~g~:~::r:?':~::9.i.i~~i:i~4:g~~;:::i.§::~~~~~i.~i:~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::: 
....................................... T.9.~~ .. ~.~~!~ .. ~~p~P.:~i~~.~.~ ... I ... $.! /!J7..&QQ.l.QQ.Q ..................................................................................................... .. 

.. ~.t.~!.~~4.~ ... QQ~.~ .. A!!~~~!!!!.Q~.L ........... L ............................................................................................................................................... .. 

............. $..!g.!~~!g.~..tg~pJ~.~~P.:~.~tig.~ .. ~t.~t~~..l.J~~~!~P.:~ty.~ ..................................................................................................................... . 

............................... Q.~~P.:~ .. ~y.~~.~.~ .. g.~P.:.~E~~9.P.: .. L.4. .............................................................................................................................................. . 
. ' X~~I'o#ginalpr()j~<::t b~g~Ilt Qrimin~11.98~ ;ciyil1.~§~;~<::<::()lIDting 1~8~ 

............. .Y.~.~!: .. g~~p.Jfl.g~~~t..PE9.j~.~tp..~g~ .. L.!.~§.~ ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................ .Y.~.~E}P.?:P!.~.~.~P.:~~~~g.~ .. ~9.~.P~~t.~g...l ................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Estimated total cost to date l ................................................................................................................ : ..................................................................................................................................................... . 

Apprmcimat.e c'llITeIlt anIlual costj .. 
Primary funding source! Court automation fund from criminal fees . 

................................................................................................................ l..Q.QP.P.-:ti~~ ... ~~~.tp.~:~4.~!?~ .. r.9..~.: ......................................................... .. 

...................... %. .. 9.f..~9.~~~.~.~~P.:K~~.~~.~ .. !?y.~.t.~~ .. L.4Q:§.Q.%. ............................................................................................................................ .. 
% of total state caseload automated l 80% of criminal and civil 

.......................................................... ~!t!?: .. !?t~.!~ .. ~.y.~~~~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. . 
State JIS staff size (FTEs)i. 9 

Total AOC staff size (FTEs) : 24 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::$.y~~~~::gp.~~I:i.iiaiQ~~i:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System architecture! Distributed: central, mainframe with PC-LANs in 

i courts .................. · .................... · .... S·~ft;~~ .. ~~~~~~~~~t'T .. NATURAi ................................................................................................................. .. 
. .. ~ 

................................... , ............................................................................ : ..................................................................................................................................................... . 
Statewide Electronic Public l,,: None 
Access S stem: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

TENNESSEE 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at b,eginning of Appendix A 

.. ;P.~~Q~~P.~!.~~E ........................................................... ./. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~~.~~~.~t.~.Q .. p.gp~~~!2g .. L.~J.Q.~4..~.Q.Q.Q .................................................................................................................... .. 
, Number of countiesL f)5 ................................. ..... . 

.................................................. lli~ .. ~QY.:!t. .. ~.t.~~t.g.~ ... LQ.QP.?-p!~; ........................................................................................................................ .. 

........................................................... N~Q~!. .. Qf..~g.~~ .. .L?Jj~.~~!~ .. g.t~.t.ti.£t.!? .......................................................................................... . 
Number of judges l 139 trial judges (general jurisdiction); 152 

.............................................................................................................. !...g~g~!.~t!?~!?!?!2P.:!?.J~.4.K~.~ .. Q:!!:¢.~~QJ~!?.~.~!i~P.:L ............. .. 
Total stat~ .. ~xpenditur~~l$~ '-~3~,QQqJOQQ.......... . ........... ' ... A .w.w., .•.. ,........ ........ , .. ~.- ......... " ....... w 

.............................................................................................................. ··f.················· .. ········· .. ··········· u .......................................................................................................... . 

Statewide Court Automation: : ................................................................................................................. :-.................................................................................................................................................... . 
............. §t~t.~!.Y.~.4.~}~p~~~.~.~~~!iQP.: .. ~!~!~.~ .. LP.~~P.:K~~~g~.~ .................................................................................................... . 

Current .. systemgeneI'I:i#():r1.l... . ......... 0. ............ .. ". •••••••• ••••••• 

.............................. ¥.~~!. .. 9.ti.~P.:~J .. P~gJ~£t. .. ~~g~P.: .. L.1P..~? ................................................................................................................................... .. 

............. .¥.~~!. .. ~~g~P.:0..~!~~tp~gJ~~.t.~.~g~P.:..1. .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................ .¥.~~j~p~~~~P.:~~~!2P.: .. ~g.~pl~!.~.q . .L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date 1 

. ·lo.·.· ..... .• . '.' ..........•....• - •••• ~ " ........•.. ,., •••• ,', •• ~'...... ••••...•. . .' •. ' ........ , •... -, .... , •.•... , .... . 

............. App!.()~!P.:§!;t.~ .. ~~q~P.:! .. ~P.:~ .. ~()!?t .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Primary funding source i General fund appropriations will cover pilot 

............................................................................................................... L.t.~!?gP.:K~P.: .. ? .. ~2P:P.:ti~!?.; .. ~2P.:gj~!?.P.:~!?. .. f<?.~.!~~t.:. ......................... . 

...................... %..gf. .. ~gP.:!.t.~ .. P.:!?igg .. ~.t§!;~~ .. ~.y!?!.~!P.: .. L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
% of total state caseload automated ! 

with state syst~ml 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 12 ...... ·· .......... · .... · .... ·T~t~ .. A6c .. ~t~ff~i~~ .. (FT·E~) .. r .. 46 .. · ....................................................................................................................................... .. 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§.y.~i.i~::Qi!~P.J::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System archite(!tuI'~L. ........... ..... ..... ...................... ... ... ' 

Software environment i ........................................................... ·········································· .. · .. · .. · .. f···· ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
.. ·St'~t~;;i'~i~ .. EI~·~t~~~i~j)~bli~ ................ ·r·N~~~ ........ · .. · ....................................................................................................................... . 
Access System: 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

TEXAS 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. P~~Q~~'p'W.~§!.; ........................................................... .!. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ~.~.t~P.l~~.~.q .. pgp.~~t~9.P.: .. LJ7..I.9.Q.9.7.Q9..Q .................................................................................................................. . 

.................................................... N.~J?~!. .. 9.f..~9.~~t~~~ .. L.?.§.4. ....................................................................................................................................... . 
Trial cOlJ.rt s,tryI(!ttlIeLQ()lllple:x: ...... ,..w, 

Number of courts i See below .............. · .......................................... ·N~b~~ .. ~fj'~dg~·~ .. r·3·76 .. ·di~t~i~t .. ~~~rl·j~di~~; .. io .. ·di~tri~t .. ~~i~~i" .... · .. · ...... ·· 
! judges; 254 county court judges; 167 county-at-

.............................................................................................................. .J .. J~Y.Y.jP.:q.g~~; ... !.§ .. p.~g.!?~t~.J~qg~~ ............................................................ .. 

....................................... T.9.~~ .. ~.t~t~ .. ~~p.~p.A~~~.?~ ... I ... $.?~.!.9.?.9.7.Q9..QJ.Q.QQ .................................................................................................. .. 
.. ~!~~.~F.!4.~ .. QQ~~ .. A~!~~~t.!Q!!.L ............ L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
............. $.t~.t~~~q.~..t~P.:pJ~.~~P.:t~!~g~ .. ~t.~t~~ .. L.r.~~i.~ ............................................................................................................................ .. 
............................... Q.P.!.!.~P.:t .. ~y.~~~.~ .. g.~g~!.~t~9.P.: .. L.! .............................................................................................................................................. . 

y~arorigillalpr()j~(!t begall L19~9 ...... .0.... .,N... ..... . 

............. y.~.~!. .. ~P.:g~~0.~~~.~.t . .P!.9.j~.~~ .. p.~g~p. .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................. y.~.~!.j.~p.~.~~.~~~~gg.P.-.. s:9.~p!..~.t.~g .. L ................................................................................................................................................ . 
Estimated total cost to date [ $100000 for salaries since 1989 ................................................................................................................ : ................. 7 .................................................................................................................................. .. 

Approximate current annual cost f . 

........................................ lliP.l~ry .. fuP.:g.~.P.K.~Q."9!.~~ .. L.G.~.p..~.!'.~Lf~.q .. ~p'P!'QPp.:~~iQ~~~.: ............................................................ .. 
% of courts using state system i 59% of district and county courts; 23% of justice 

........................................................................................................... .... L.Qf..t4.~ .. p.~~.~.~ .. s:9.~; ... ?.~.%. .. gf..~~~g~p.~J.s:9.~!.t~ .................. .. 
% of total state caseload automated 1 20% 

.......................................................... ~th .. ~.t~t~ .. ~.y.~t~~ .. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 5 

"' ........................... T.Qt.~ .. AQQ .. ~~.~ff..!?.i~.~ .. (!rT.~.~) ... l ... !.§ ........................................................................................................................................... . 
...................................................................... $Y.~.t.~~ .. g!ig:!..p. .. .L).~~.4g:g.~.~ ......................................................................................................................... . 
................................................... §Y.~~~~ .. ~!'gw.~.~gt.~!'.~ ... l .. §~.~P.:g.~9.P.:~ .. ~P.:4.~.~.t~9.~~.~.qJ:~Q.~ ....................................................... . 

Software environment [ Clipper 

Statewide Electronic Public 
Access S stem: 
~------~~-----------------~------------------------------~,----~ 

! None 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

UTAH 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

Lp..~~Q~~P'~.~~~ ............................................................ L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
_ .............. , ................. , ...... , .... ~.~.~~~~.~.~ .. p.g,p~~g9.P.: .. L.!7.§.!?.~9..Q9. .................. , ................................................................................................... . 

Number of counties ~ 29 
Trial court structure fMixed .......... · ................................................ N\~~;b~~ .. ~f·~·~~~ .. T·7·4 .......................................................................................................................................... .. 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N:~~~~::;?'f.I~~i.i.~:I:iQ~Ei!Q::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: . 
..... H...... Total~t.§tt.~~:x:pendit~e~. !$4,!Q~'gQQ,QQQ ... ...... ....... ...... .. 

"St;t;;id~"'C~~;::t"A~t~'~~ti~~~""""""'T""""""'''''''''''''''''' .................................................................................................................... .. 
:::::::::::::§.~~:~~~i.4i.:~~p.j:~:~~~f.~t~:9:~::~~:~t~~::r:~~t~~~i.y.~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Current systemgeJ:l~:r-ati()J:lL2 .. .. ... ..... ..... .... w •••••.•••• •.••.. ",ow • 

............................... y..~.~!':.gng.!..!l.~.p!.9.j~.~tp..~g~ ... l .. .!.~§.§ .................................................................................................................................... . 

.............. y~.~ .. ~:Y.g~g0.~1~:s..tp!.9.j~.~~ .. p..~g~...l .. .!.~~.g .................................................................................................................................... . 

................. y~.~}~PJ.~~.~g1~1~g.g.~9.~p~~1~g. ... L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date ~ Unknown 

............. ApPEg;i.~.~~.~ ... ~~q.~.~.~ .. ~P.:P.:~t.~g.~i .. r. .. $..i.,4Q.Q.,.Q9..Q .............................. : .. :: ............ ~ ..... : .................................... ::.: ................... .. 

........................................ fu~~!Y..~g..~.~g .. ~gP.!~~..1 ... q~n.~E.~~.f.gg~L~p.p!.9.p.ti~.tig,g ................................................................. . 

...................... %. .. g.f..~9..~.~ .. ~~t~K.s..t~1~ .. ~.Y.~~.~~ .. LJ9..Q%. .................................................................................................................................. . 
% of total state caseload automated 1100% 

with state system: 
State JIB staff size (FTEs) r 26 ..... ····s. ....." .. 

............................ ·T~t;;ii"AO·C .. ~t~ .. ~i~·~ .. (FT'E~) .. l"·60 ........................................................................................................................................... . 

................................ u ........................................................... u ................ : ......................................................................................... 0-.......................................................... . 

.................................................................... §.y~~.~.~ .. 9.!.igiP.: .. LJP.::P.:9.~~~ ....................................................................................................................... .. 
System architecture l Distril:n~~ed;c!ie.P.:tlse.:r:-ye.! 

Software environment ~ Powerbuilder - front end; Informix for stored 
............................................................................................................... ! .. p!':Q~~g.~~.~ ................................................................................................................. .. 
Statewide Electronic Public 

.. A~~~~~ .. §!y§~~~.; ............................................................ L ................................................................................................................................... _ .............. . 
Have statewide dial-up EPAS [ Yes 

. .. ... ~.. ~.... . 

......................................................... H.g~ .. ~g.~g.~p. .. pJ~~~ .. ! ... ?.y.~.~!':~ .. (!~.~?.) ........................................................................................................ . 

........................................................................................ ft. ... !f.§~!.~ .. 1 ... §9.::-.§9. .. !.~g.!..s..t~!.~9:.P.-~~!.~ ................................................................................ .. 

............................................................. W.h~1~~ .. ~y..~~~p.I~ .. i ... M.~ .. ~~~~ .. ~yp.~.~ .......................................................................................................... . 
How much does it cost to access [$30/month going to$§OIm():nth 

How man hone lines in i 10 ublic' 10 rivate 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

VERMONT 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

Demo~aphics: l . 
::::::::::::::::::::: ... ::::::: ... ::::::::::::ffi.~t~P.i~~~:~(p':gp.~~t~9.g:r:§7:Q~:Q:QQ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Number of counties 1 14 .......... ·· .................... · ................ lli·~ .. ~~~rl .. ~t~~t~~~ .. t·Mi~~d ...... · ....................................................................................................................... .. 
, .................. , ......... , ............ } .... , .. . 

Number ofcourls 142 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~!p.i~~i.::2f.iji.~g~:~::r~:~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.~~ .. ~.t~t.~ .. ~~p~P.:~~~.~.~ ... I ... $J?7.?~.l9..Q9..!.QQ.Q ..................................................................................................... .. 
:.§~~i~W!4.~:.9.Q~ .. Aii.iQ.!i.i.~~~Q!!,;, ............. L ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
............. $..t~.!~~~g.~J~P.:p.J~.~~P.:~.~~~g.~ .. ~~.~~P.:~.J .. ~~.!~P.:~Jy.~ .................................................................................................................... .. 
............................... Q.P.!.!~P.:! .. ~y.~~~.~ .. g~P.-~!.9.:~9.~~ .. L.! .............................................................................................................................................. . 

x.~~<?:t'igiIl~lpr()j~ctb~g~ll9.B.? ............. Co 

.............. ¥~.~ .. ~~~P.:0.~~~.~.! . .P.!.9.j~.~tl?~g~j .. .!.~§.? .................................................................................................................................... . 

................. ¥~.~J~p.1.~~.~:gt~~g.~.~9.P.:?-p~.~t~g .. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

.............................. ~.~.g~~!~.4. .. !9.t~L~g.~.tt.9. .. g.~t~ .. L$.?,.~§.~J.Q.QQ .. ~?y.~!.J? .. y.~.~!:~ ......................................................................... .. 
. " ......... ApP!,o}{imat(3(!lIITent annualco~tL$400,QOO 

Primary funding source: General fund appropriations (+$100,000 SJI 
............................................................................................................... L.~.~P.:t2 ............................................................................................................................... .. 

% of courts using state system ~ 100% of all district and family courts; 50% 
............................................................................................................... L.~.~p~rt9.!. .. ~gP.:!.t~ ..................................................................................................... .. 

% of total state caseload automated i Over 80% of total state caseload automated 
.......................................................... ~~th..~t~~.~ .. ~y.!.?!~~ .. L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) 1 5 
' ...... ,............ ..,................. ," .. ,. ........... . 

............................. T.gt~ .. A.Q.Q ... ~.!?#.' .. ~~:?i~.J¥.T..~~2 .. L.!§ ........................................................................................................................................... . 

..................................................................... $..Y.~t.~.~ .. 9.ti~P.: .. LQP.:~~g~A~y.~l9.p..~.g .. P.:P.:g.~!. .. ~Qg!!.~gt ............................................. .. 

................................................... $..y.~~.~.~ .. ~!.~N.!~~!P.:!:~ .. L.p..~.?~.!?P.:!.~.4. ............................................................................................................... .. 
Software environment ~ 4GL - UNIFY ACCEL 

~ . 

.. ·St'~t~·;id~ .. Ei~·~t~~~i~ .. p·~bli~ .................. r-N·~~~ ................................................................................................................................... . 
Access S stem: ! 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

VIRGINIA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. !?.~~~~~p.~~.~~.; ............................................................ 1.. .................................................................................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~~.~~~~~.~l..P.QP~~~9.P.: .. L.~&7.?.~9..99. ..................................................................................................................... .. 
Number .. of counti(3sJ 121 J()(!~!t.i.~~(~()~l!lJ!~.~.fgl~t~i.t.j~§1. .. _ .. w"",h.w • .-.-mhw"h'~" 

.................................................. lli!:1J.~QY.:~ .. ~.t!:P.:~.t.~~.~ .. .LM.~.~y .. ggP.:~9.g.4~~~g ....... .............................................................................. .. 
Number of courts 1 309 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~p.i~~!.::;?'f.i~4gi.~:I:?§§.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
T()tal state expenditl:ITe~l $~?~3fi?~09Q~99Q. . .....,. .................P... ... P .• 

::$.~~~~~4.~::Q~~~!iA~iQ:~~!~~~:;:::::::::::::r::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
............. ~.~~.~~Y.d:~.~)P.:?:pJ~.~~P.:~~~ig.~ .. ~~.~~:Y.~ .. L.~!~~P.:~ty.~ .................................................................................................................... .. 

Current system generation i 1 

............................... Y..~.~!:.gE!g}.~.~ . .P!.9.j~.g~ .. p..~g~.J.J.~§.? ............................................................... : .. ~.~ ...... : ................ : .............. : ............... : .. ::.:'.:' . 

.............. ¥~.¥. .. g:Y.g~P.:0.~~~~.tp!.9.j~~~.p..~g~j .. J.~~.4. ................................................................................................................................... .. 

................. ¥~.~},~PJ.~.~.~P.:~~gg.~ .. ~9.P.:?:p~~.~~~ ... L .................................................................................................................................................. . 
Estimated total cost to date ~ Unknown 

: ............ Ap.p~g~~.~t.~ ... gY.:g.~.~~ .. @.P.:y..~1 .. ~().~i .. ( .. $.9..7.9.Q9,.Q9..9 ...... : .. : ..... :.: .. : .. : ................ : ... : .. : .................. : ...................... ~: ... :.: .............. ::.::.: ... ::.: .. . 
........................................ lliP.:?:!:1!.Y. .. f.~~iP.:g .. ~9..P.!.~~ .. i ... Q.~.P.:~E.~J..fuP.:4 .. ~PPE9.P.rt!:1P.:QP.: ................................................................ .. 
...................... %. .. ()f. .. ~.'?~.~ .. Y.:~.~.P.:g .. ~.~§.~~ .. ~.y.~~.~P.:?: .. 1 ... ~1=.%. ..................................................................................................................................... . 

% of total state caseload automated i 85% of all of case types 
with state. systeJ:ll[. . ........................................... w .......... ~ .......... . 

State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 42 .............. · .............. T~t~i'A6c .. ~t~fi~i~~ .. (FTE~) .. r .. io·o ........ · .............................................................................................................................. . 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§y.~i~:~::;?'i!~~::[::!~~~9.~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

~ystem archit~.cture.Lq~Il:~~ized ........N' ........ .. " ... ,', ... , ..... , .... "., .. _ ...... _ .... ~ .. ,... ....... Ww ..... ~ 
Software environment ~ COBOL 

:::~~=~~~~~:~::~:~::~~;~=~~::~~~~~::::::::::::::::l:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
.. A!?.~~.~.~ ... ~Y..~!.~~; ............................................................. ! ................................................................................................................................................... . 

'. Have statewide dial-uPE;Pi\SiYel:l ................. , .. ........ ........ ", .. " .. w 

.......................................................... HQw.).QP.:g .. iP.:.p.1§!.~.~ ... L1~~!? .. !h~ .. ~ .. y~~~ ............................................................................................... . 
# users 1500 .. · ...... · .. · .. ··· ...... ·· .... ·· ...... ·· ...... · ........ · .... ·Wh~ti~··~~~ii~bi~ .. ·r~;rlfi~· .. ·~i~~ .... ~i~i" .. · .... · .................. ·· ................ · .. · ............ · .................... . 

................................................................................................................ , ...................... !.. ......................... L .............................................................................................. .. 

How much does it cost to access 1 Free 
.. . Ho~ ~an hOIl~ iines inf5 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

WASHINGTON 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~Q~~p4!~.!!!.; ........................................................... .!. ................................................................................................................................................... . 

.............................................. ;ID.§.!~~9:t.~.g .. p.gp.~?:P.:9.P.: .. L.§,}.?~.l9..99. ...................................................... ~ .............................................................. .. 
Number of counties! 39 ·········· .. ···· .. ···· .. ········· .... ······ .. ·····T~~i'~i··~~~rl·~t~~t~~~··[·M~~y··~~~~·~i~4·~t~·4········· ...... ······ ......................................................... : .......... . 

Number of courts! 150 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::9.fi~~i.~ir:i§~::§~p:~rt:gi.:~9.~t;::~Q:7.ji.~~i.~4:i~rt~:~i~t{g:~::::::::::::::::::::::: 
....................................... T.9.t.~ .. ~.!?:!~ .. ~~p~ggi~P.!..~.~ ... f .. $J!?.!.~~.~I.99..9"Q,QQ .................................................................................................. .. 

. ;.. . . . ........... . ............. , ...... ' .. , ....... . 

.. §~~!.~~~§: .. Q.Q~.~ .. A¥.!9.~~.~~.Q;Q..; .............. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

............. $.!~.!~~~~.~..t~P.:p.J~.~~P.:~.?:!ig.~ .. ~!.~~P.:!? .. L.~~!~g~~y.~ .................................................................................................................... .. ········· ...... · .... · .. · .... ·~~~~~~~i~;::~!~:-1:i~~ .. I .. ·r9·76 .... ··· ..................................................................................... · .. · ...... · ....... ·· .. ·· .. ················1 

.............. y.~.9:!:.g.~g~:~~J!.~9:t.~~t.P.!9j~.~t..p..~g~.~ .. .L ................................................................................................................................................... . 

................. :x.~.~!.j.~p.J.~~~P.:t.9.#g.~ .. ~9.~P.-p.J~~~g ... i ... J.~~.?,.J~P.:p~rt9.!. .. g9.P.:~;J.~.~.7...f.g.~ .. 4!~.!rt~t..9.9.~ ..................... . 
Estimated total cost to date l Unknown 

.. · .... · .. · .. App~~;d~~t~ .. ~~~~~t··~~~~f~~~t .. !· .. i992 .. $·6;·30·0~O·OO·; .. i99·3 .. $·7)30·0;·OOO .. bi~·~~~~C .. · ............ · 
.l.lJp.4g~t~ . . .... '.' .' .... ............ .... . 

......................................... fu.~?:!.Y..fP.P..g~P.:K.~Q~·g~g.~ .. j ... r.9TI~.9.~ .. 9f..~9.~ .. f~~§ .. ~ngg.~t~.q..fQ!..~~~h.~gJ.9.gy .................. . 

...................... %. .. 9.f.~QP.!.!~.~.~~P.:K§~.9:~.~ .. §y.~~~~j .. .!.9Q.%. .. ~~P~rtg.! ... g9.P.:!.!!?; .. ?7.%..4~~~~~.~9.P.:~~ ........................... . 
% of total state caseload automated! 100% superior court caseload; 75% district court 

.......................................................... ~~!h .. ~.!~.!~ .. ~.y.~!.~~ .. L.9.~~.~~9.~.g ........................................................................................................................ .. 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) i 60 

rfotal AOC staff size (FTE~) r 125 . .... 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§Y~:i~~::gi.ii.i.~Jj~;h~~§~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
................................................... §y.~~~~.?:!.g~~.~g~p.E~ .. LQ.~.~.!!.9:g~.~.4. ................................................................................................................ . 

Software environment i COBOL and NATURAL . .... ". ·····1· .. . 
.. St;t'~:;td~ .. Ei~~t~~~i~ .. P~bli~ .............. · .. T' ................ · .. · ............................................................................................................................. .. 

.. A.~~~~~ .. §!y.~!~.~.; ............................................................. : .................................................................................................................................................... .. 

....................... !!.~y..~ .. !?~.?:~e..~i.g~ .. g.~.9:~~\lP...;ID.;pA$. .. .! ... y.~.§ ........................................................................................................................................ . 
How long ill place ~ J anllary, 1999 .. ... ., .. 

# users ~ 1 200 ............................................................................................................... ; ...... L .......................................................................................................................................... . 

............................................................. w.h9:t.~~ ... 9:y..~g~N~ .. L.B:P.:!~~, ... ~gp .. Qp.i~gp':!?, ... g.9..g~~!.~ .. ~.q .. ~9:!~p':Q9:!'~ ..................... . 

.................. !!Q~ ... ~P.:~h.4.2~~}t~g~.~ .. !9. .. ~g~~!?I? .. ! ... §.~.t?.~9.tip~g.~ .. $}.Q.Q;. .. $.:?§f.hQP.:!. .............................................................. .. 
How man hone lines in i 12 800 line circuits 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p.~~Q~~p'~.~§~ ............................................................ 1... .................................................. : .............................................................................................. . 

.............................................. ~.~.!~~t.~.~ .. P.~.P~~#.9.g .. 1 ... !1.~.!;?.~Q.QQ ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties i 55 ........ ' ... ' .................................... , .......................................... -.... ,.. •.•.....................•......... , .. . 

Trial court structure 1 Mixed ................................ · .......................... N~b~; .. ~f·~·~·~rt~· .. f"·iio .. ~it~·~ .................. · ........ · ........................ · .............. · ........ · ...... · ..................................... . 
............................................ 04 ................... H ...................................................................................................................................... ~ ............................................................... . 

.......................................................... N~~~~ .. 9.f.J~.~g~.~ ... L.§.Q .......................................................................................................................................... .. 
Totl:llstate e:x:pendi~~ef) l$'!/74:1,OqOl()Q(), ' ""''-'''-'''_',W 

.. St~t~:;id~ .. C~~rt .. A~t~·~~ti~~: .............. 1" ...... · .. · .... · .... ·· ............................................................................................................................. . 

:::::::::::::$.i.~i.~~i.~:~::~p.i~P.?;~~i.~i{~Q::~i:~~~~:r:r.~~:~L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
C~~mt sy~teIIlgenera::t;i()ll L 1 , ',', ," "",., ' , "",.,' ,,", " .. 

.............................. X~.~ .. q!;!W.~.~.P.~()j~.~tp..~g~..l.J.~§.9. .. (~.~g!~t!;~~~ .. ~y.~t.~~2. ....................................................................... .. 

.............. X~.~ .. ~~~.g0.~t.~~.! .. PE()j~.g~ .. p.~g9.:~ .. L9..~~P.:tb:..P~~P.:K~~~~¢.tg9.~ .. ~y.~t.~~ ............................... . 

................. X.~.~5.~pJ~~.~P.:t.~gg.~ .. ~9.!P.-p~~.~~~.j .................................................................................................................................................... . 
Estimated total cost to date [ Unknown 

............. A.pp.r.g~j,!P..~t.~ ... ~gg.~~~ .. @.P.:P.:~ .. ~g.§~ .. r. .. y.4.gQjY.~ ............................. : .... :::.: ..... : .. ~ ..... :: .............. ': .. ' .... : ................ '.'.: ....... :::: ....... : .. .. 

........................................ ~i~¥.Y. .. f.~~#.~g,.~().~~~..! ... Q()~..f.~~~ .. fr.Q~ .. ~~W.~.P.:'.~t~ ... ~()~~ ............................................... .. 

...................... %. .. ~.f. .. ~()~ .. ~~.igg,.~.~~.~~ .. ~.Y.~!.~.~ .. l...7.Q.%. .. gf.~~.gi~.!~~.~~ .. ~().~~~ ......................................................................... .. 
% of total state caseload automated l 80% of magistrate court caseload 

" "'" ,"Y!tl1 stat~sys,tem L ,,' , , .. ," " """"" 
State JIS staff size (FTEs) [ 25 ............................ ·T~t;;ii"AO·C .. ~·t~·~i~~ .. (FT'j~i~) .. j"·50 ........................................................................................................................................... . 

:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::§.y.~!:~:~::~~~~:r:Q~~i9.P.?;::~~y'~~~p':~~::~~:~!.::~~~i!.~:~(::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
System architecture 1 Decentralized- UNIX on RISe boxes 

,""'" "" ,,' "'"" "",,,,,,,,,""'" ,,""''','' ""'''',''''''''''''''''','''' """,,,,,,,,,1.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ""',,,,,, 

Software environment l COBOL .............................................................. ························ .. ··· .. · .. ·················l····· ............................................................................ " .................................................................. . 

.. ·St·~t~;;i~i~··Ei~·~t~~~i~ji~~bli~ .................. rN~~·~ .................................................................................................................................. .. 
Access System: f 
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Statewide Court Automation Profile 
for 

WISCONSIN 

Note: see Explanation of State Profiles at beginning of Appendix A 

.. p..~~9.~~P~~.~.!!i~ ............................................................ L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

.............................................. ~.~.t~P.:!:~t.~.g .. p..9.p.~9.:t!9.P.: .. L.§,.Q.9.7.).Q.9Q ...................................................................................................................... . 
Number of counties! 72 ...... ·· .......................................... ;~::i'~i"~·~~rl·~t~~t~~~ .. rM~i~iy .. ~~;;~~iid~t~·d .............. · ...................................................... · .. · .............. . 
Numbe~ of courts [ 72 . 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::N~~~i.::2fi~~g~:~::L~:~?:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
...................................... .T.9.t.~ .. ~.t9.:t~ .. ~~p~P.:git.~.~.~ ... f .. $J~.A1:.~,.9Q.9'.Q.9.Q ................................................................................................ .. 

.. §~~~~~4.~ ... Q.Q¥r ·t~~!Q.~.~~~Q~.; ............. I ................................................................................................................................................. .. 

............. $..t.~t.~Y.{!g.~jP.:!:p.J~.~~g~.~~ig.~ .. ~~.~~P.:~ .. LJ~~~t~P.:~!y.~ ..................................................................................................................... . 

............................... g.~~P.:t .. ~y.~t.~.~ .. g.~P.:~!.9.:ti:9.P.: .. L.! ............................................................................................................................................. .. 
Year original project began !. 1987 

............. X~.~!..£P.:IT~.P.:0..~t.~~.t.p!.9.j~~~ .. p..~g~.~ .. .L .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

................. x.~.~j!!l:p.J~P.?-.~P.:t.~t.~g~ .. ~9.P.!pl.~t.~g. ... L. ................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Estimated total cost to date : $25 900 000 ................................................................................................................ , ............. 1 ........... 1 ......................................................................................................................... .. 

i\.pproximate current annual cost!. $61500,000 
Primary funding source l Court fees; special automation fee for civil filings, 

................................................................................................................ : ... f.~i!Y.:.t.~.~m~ .. ~P.:4. .. §!:Q;~!! .. ~l~i!:Q;!? ........................................................ .. 

...................... %. .. 9.r~!?~~.P.:~iP.:K~~.~~.~ .. ~y.~t.~P.?-.. .l..§.2%..J~.? .. 9.r1.? .. ~.~.~~~ .. 9.P.:Ji.~.~.L ............................................................... .. 
% of total state caseload automated: 63% 

.......................................................... Y.f.!!g .. ~.!~.t~ .. ~.y.~!.~!:9: .. L ................................................................................................................................................ .. 
$tate JISstaff size (FTEs) [ 39 

.............................. T.!?~.~.AQ.9 .. ~t.~ff..!?!~~ .. (~:r.~.~) .. LJ.4.1 ....................................................................................................................................... .. 

...................................................................... $.Y.:~.t~!:Q; .. q!.i~.P.: .. LJ.~.~hg.~.~.~ ........................................................................................................................ .. 
System architecture 1 Decentralized; separate database servers on 

............................................................................................................... L.N.!?y..~n.P.:~t.~g!.~~ .. (9.~i.~.~t!~.~.!:Y.~!. .. ~.~iP.:K.Q§.(?),: .................... .. 
Software environment i Applications written in C; database server in I Microsoft SQL Server 

.. St~t~;:id~ .. Ei~~·t~~~i~ .. P~bli~ ................ · rN~~~ .............. · .... · .......................... · .......... · ................ · .... · .................................................. . 
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APPENDIXB 

Statewide Automation Survey Questionnaire 



A National Assessment of Statewide Automation 

A Project of the National Center for State Courts 
Conducted Under a Grantfrom the State Justice Institute 

Guide to Completing Questionnaire 

This survey is an attempt to gain some broad insights into the major issues 
surrounding the efforts to achieve statewide automation of the trial courts across the 50 
states. While it is impossible to construct a survey instrument that is perfectly suited to 
each of 50 states that vary widely in court structure, degree of statewide automation, and 
a host of factors that shape the state's effort, in this area, we believe that most of the 
questions will be applicable to all states that have at least made (or are making) an 
attempt to address statewide automation of their courts, whether successful or not. It is 
important to examine the reasons for a failed attempt, or the obstacles preventing a state 
from being able to get beyond the early planning stages, as well as the factors 
contributing to a successful effort. 

For purposes of this project, the term statewide automation has a somewhat 
restricted meaning. We are interested in your state's experience with efforts to achieve 
court automation that has the following characteristics: 

o Development, operation, and at least partial funding are the responsibility 
of the state judicial organization, whether actually developed by state­
level technical staff or software vendors 

o Uniform (but not necessarily identical) applications among multiple 
courts, whether operated in a centralized or decentralized environment 

o Case processing systems providing operational support to the 1riill 
courts, rather than appellate court systems, administrative systems, or 
applications serving only a narrow part of the judicial process, such as 
child support payment processing, statistics, financial operations, or jury 
management. 

We have tried to construct a survey instrument that is relatively simple to 
complete, contains some quantifiable information, and yet retains the flexibility to 
capture a variety of valuable and relevant information that individual recipients can 
contribute. The General Profile page, which immediately follows these instructions, will 
help us classify the automation effort in your state and to better understand the context in 
which your answers to the questionnaire should be interpreted. 

The survey instrument itself contains two main types of questions. The majority 
of the questions are of a fOlm that can be answered simply by circling the number, on a 
scale from 1 to 5, that corresponds most closely with your response to the question. A 



set of words or short phrases appears below the number scale to describe the nature of the 
response represented by the left (number 1) and right (number 5) extremes and the mid­
point (number 3) of the scale. Questions that are not applicable to your experience may 
simply be left with no number circled. The second type of question found in the survey 
form is structured for short, free-text answers. Blank lines are provided for answering 
directly on the survey form. 

Please do not feel constrained by this format, however, as we encourage 
clarifications, qualifications, expansions, and unsolicited insights. A space entitled 
"supplemental comments" is provided at the end of each section of the questionnaire 
where you may footnote scalar answers, continue free-text answers, or add any 
meaningful comments based upon your own experiences with statewide automation. 
Moreover, please feel free to annotate questions or answers of either type, write on the 
back of the forms, or attach additional sheets. The forms will be reviewed by 
experienced and interested professional staff, not simply fed into a computer! Your 
thoughts and opinions are very important to us in assessing the national-scope experience 
with statewide court automation. 

Because a session based on this project will be presented at the Third National 
Court Technology Conference next month in Dallas, w.::- need this questionnaire to be 
completed and returned as soon as possible. If you ha ve questions about any part of the 
survey, please call Doug Walker at the National Cente~': (800) 877-1233. Please mail 
the completed questionnaire to the following address: 

The National Center for State Courts 
300 Newport Avenue 
Williamsburg, VA 23187-8798 

A.ttn: J. Douglas Walker 

Although the questionnaire is several pages long, you may return it by fax if you prefer. 
The National Center's fax number is (304) 220-0449. 

Please print the abbreviation for your state at the boUom of each page. 
Please print or type all free-text answers. 

Thanks for your help! 



-~-'~~'-~~-.----

General Profile 

Name of Your State: ___________ _ 

State Level Court Automation 

Please mark the box beside the words 01' phrases that apply to the status and characteristics of the 
statewide automation effort in your state: 

o Have automated statistical system at state level 

o Currently in planning process for statewide trial court automation 

o Currently have statewide trial court automation 
Full Partial 

o 0 Civil 

o 0 Criminal 0 Check if integrated criminal justice information system 

o 0 Traffic 

System Architecture 

o 
o 
o 
o 

Centralized (e.g., central state mainframe, with tenninals in courts) 

De-centralized (e.g., stand-alone minicomputers or LANS in each court, running 
uniform software) 

Combination (some courts on central system, some on local computer) 

Distributed 

o 
o 
o 

Regional computers serving multiple courts 

Local computers networked with central computer 
Other ____________________________________________ __ 

Commen~: _______________________________________________________ __ 

Survey Contact 

Name of person completing survey: __________________________ _ 

TitlelPosition: ________________________ _ 

Address: 
Phone: _____________ __ 

FAX: 

Years of employment with this court system: _ 



I. Planning 

A. Mandate, vision, leadership, and consensus 

1. Did the initial mandate or incentive for statewide 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
automation come from within the judicial branch or from inside joint outside 

outside? 

2. Was the judicial organization united in its attempt to 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
automate, or was there resistance, division, or lack of totally mixed very 

support for the project? united divided 

3. Were there problems caused by insufficient leadership 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
from high in the judicial organization? severe some none 

" 

4. Were there problems with trial courts resisting the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
judicial branch leadership? severe some none 

5. Were there problems caused by lack of vision or 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
leadership from technical staff? severe some none 

6. What organization or office provided the initital mandate for the statewide automation 
project? _____________________________________________________ _ 

Was that the appropriate organization? ___________________ _ 

7. Who provided vision and leadership to the project at the highest level? _____ _ 

8. How were problems with resistance, division, or lack of support overcome? 

Supplemental comments: 

2 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



I B. Goals and Objectives 

1. Were project goals clearly defined at the beginning of the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
project? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Were project goals clearly communicated through the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
organization? definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Was the project broken into major phases with 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
obiectives, costs, and time frames identified? definitely somewhat not at all 

4. Was there flexibility for refining (or re-defining) goals 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
and objectives as the project progressed? definitely some not at all 

5. Did the project stay on track, so that initial goals and 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
obiectives were not forgotten or discarded? definitely somewhat not at all 

6. What specific goals and objectives proved to be effective motivators for acceptance of the 
project and the accompanying changes ~J brought? 

7. What (if any) goals or objectives proved to be unrealistic or inappropriate as the project 
progressed through the phases? 

Supplemental comments: 

3 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



I C. Organizational Structure for Policy Formulation 

1. Was there a formal policy-making structure established? 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definitelv somewhat not at all 

2. Did the policy-making body contain a mix 0:- individuals 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
at both a high enough level in the organization to give definitely somewhat not at all 

decisions credibility and a low enough level to provide 
sufficient detailed knowled,ge to make the best choices? 

3. Was the policy-level body sufficiently well informed to 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
operate independently, rather than rubber-stamping definitely somewhat not at all 

recommendations from the technical staff? 

4. Was the policy-level body representative of the groups 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
with an interest in the decisions? definitely somewhat not at all 

5. How involved was the policy-level body in project 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
plannin,g? extensively somewhat not at all 

6. How involved was the policy-level body in project 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
funding issues? extensively somewhat not at all 

7. How involved was the policy-level body in project 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
mana,gement? extensively somewhat not at all 

8. How involved was the policy-level body in resource 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
allocation? extensively somevi Jat not at all 

9. How helpful was the policy-level body in resolving 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
conflicts? extremely somewhat not at all 

10. How helpful was the policy-level body in dealing with 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
m~iorproblems? extremely somewhat not at all 

11. How effective was the policy-level body in buffering 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
project staff from disputes and disagreements over extremely somewhat not at all 

policy-level decisions? 

12. How was the organizational structure, established to accomplish the project? 

13. How were major project decisions made? __________________ _ 

4 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



14. How did problems and issues get to the policy-making level? 

15. Besides the policy-level body, what other committees or organizations were formed or used 
for the project? Please explain briefly how they operated and what they accomplished. 

Supplemental comments: 

5 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



In. Funding 

1. Were there major problems with the project related to def;~~~~;2----;~~-;--4--~~~ at al~ 
funding? 

2. Was funding adequate to meet project goals and 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 

objectives? definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Did initial budget projections prove realistic? 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
definitely somewhat not at all 

4. Were there changes in funding sources or amounts 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 

during the project? definitely somewhat not at all 

5. Was funding for parts of the project contingent upon the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
successful completion of certain tasks? definitely somewhat not at all 

6. How was the project funded (i.e., what was the source or sources of funding?) 

7. What effective approaches or strategies were used in obtaining funding? 

Supplemental comments: 

[E. Planning Methodology 

1. Was the project initially broken into a series of maior 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
phases? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Were the major phases divided into specific tasks? 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Wc:e time schedules built into each phase and task?' 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definitely somewhat not at all 

6 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 

j 



4. Were avaT:able resources factored realistically into the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
project plans? definitely somewhat not at all 

5. Was project planning accomplished within a longer term 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
strategic plan? definitely somewhat not at aU 

6. Were plans adjusted at least annually, as project progress 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
and funding; cycles were considered? definitely somewhat not at all 

7. Were plans and budgets for system development and 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
implementation made before the completion of needs definitely somewhat not at all 

assessment, requirements anal~sis, and system design? 

Supplemental comments: 

7 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



II. Design and Development 

I A. Existing Operation 

1. To what extent did the courts to be automated operate 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
uniformly with respect to court rules and recordkeeping extremely somewhat not at all 

procedures? 

2. Did these courts use uniform forms? 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Did these courts have written operational procedures? 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definitelY r-- somewhat not at all 

4. Were wdtten procedures for manual operations of 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
sufficient quality and detail to ensure uniform court definitely somewhat not at all 

operation? 

5. Were operational procedures routinely reviewed and 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
updated at appropriate intervals to ensure their relevance definitely somewhat not at all 

and effectiveness? 

6. Were copies of written procedures at each court location 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
updated as a part of the normal review and revision detinitely somewhat not at all 

process? 

7. Were data standards in place to facilitate data exchange 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
with existin,g systems? definitely somewhat not at all 

L Was the new system designed to conform to existing data 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
standards? definitely somewhat not at all 

9. Who developed any such existing data standards? ______________ _ 

10. How were C'xisting data standards developed? ________________ _ 

Supplemental comments: 

8 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



I B Procedural Design Decisions 

1. Were changes in court operational procedures 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
contemplated in the initial system design? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Were corresponding procedural changes made in written 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
procedure manuals before the automated system was definitely somewhat not at all 

implemented? 

Supplemental comments: 

~. User Involvement 

1. How involved were users in system design ,ruld 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
development efforts? extensively somewhat not at all 

2. Were there problems caused by insufficient user input? 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definitely some not at all 

3. Were there problems caused by too much user influence 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
or control? definitely some not at all 

4. Were there problems caused by inability of user groups 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
to adequately represent the interests of all sites? definitely some not at all 

5. To what extent were users kept well informed of design 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
decisions and rationale? extremely somewhat not at all 

Supplemental comments: 

9 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



I D. Design Tradeoffs 

1. Were design tradeoffs necessary because of funding 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
constraints? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Were design tradeoffs necessary because of time 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
constraints? definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Were design tradeoffs necessary because of insufficient 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
uniformity amon,g the individual courts? definitely somewhat not at all 

4. Were design tradeoffs necessary because of skill 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
limitations of technical staff? definitely somewhat not at all 

5. Were design tradeoffs necessary because of required 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
interfaces with existin,g or outside automated systems? definitely somewhat not at all 

6. List some examples of design tradeoff decisions that had to be made. 

Supplemental comments: 

10 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



I E. Technology Design Decisions 

1. When measured against the state-of-the-art technology at 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
the time of the project, was the level of technology extremely somewhat not at all 

chosen for the project appropriate? 

2. How important an issue was cost in the selection of 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
technology? extremely somewhat not at all 

3. How important an issue was length of development time 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
in technology decisions? extremely somewhat not at all 

4. To what extent was the choice of technology influenced 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
by the existing skills and experience of the technical very much somewhat not at all 

staff? 

5. To what extent was the choice of technology for this 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
project influenced by the technology already in place in very much somewhat not at all 

the courts or court-related agencies? 

6. If you were given the opportunity to do the project again, what technology decisions would 
be made differently? ___________ . ____________ _ 

Supplemental comments: 

11 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



---------

I F. Staff Issues 

l. Was the skill level of court technical staff a problem 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 '"l 

durin~ the desi~n and development phases of the proiect? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Was the skill level of vendor staff a problem during the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
design and development phases of the project? definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Were there problems caused by the level of skill and 1-----2-----3-----4·-----5 
exp~rience among the non-technical court staff during definitely some not at all 

the desi~n and development phases? 

4. Were there problems during the design and development 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
phases caused by insufficient staff resources (Le., definitely some not at all 

number and availability of staff dedicated or contributing 
to the project)? 

5. What was done to overcome problems related to skill limitations among the staff? 

Supplemental comments: 

12 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



[G. Design and Development Methodology J 
l. Was analysis of requirements perfonned at the: individual 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 

court locations that would be affected by the new definitely somewhat not at all 

system? 

2. Was a fonnal requirements analysis or requirements 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
definition document prepared? definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Was a design document created or adapted as a p[,,·rt of 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
the desi>;n process? definitely somewhat not at all 

~ 

4. Before the actual development of a portion of the <'\yst.em 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
took place, was there a fomlal sign-off procedure on the definitely somewhat not at all 

system design by a cO~l1mittee that included potential 
user representation? 

5. Was software prototyping employed to gain feedback 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
from potential users during the design and development definitely somewhat not at all 

I 2hases? -

6. How were decisions made to resolve differences in court operations discovered during the 
design and development phases? ____________________ _ 

7. List any design and development methods, tools, or techniques that proved to be particularly 
effective. __________________________________________ _ 

Supplemental comments: 

13 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



, 
'-==-

III. Implementation and Training 

I A. System Implementation 

1. Was the system initially implemented in a pilot court 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
before finalization and statewide implementation? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Was parallel processing employed for at least 30 days 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
before the aut.omated system completely replaced the d~ll~it~ly somewhat not at all 

manual one? 

3. Was implementation across the state staggered among 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
the individual courts, so that only one or two courts at a definitely somewhat not at all 

time were added to the statewide system? 

4. Were there any problems with prioritizing the 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
implementation among the courts? definitely some not at all 

5. Were there any implementation problems related to non- 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
standard procedures among the courts? definitely somewhat not at all 

6. To what extent were paperflow, office procedures, 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
workload distribution, staff assignments, etc. modified to extensively somewhat not at all 

take advantage of the capabilities of the new system? 

7. Did most such modifications take place before, 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
concurrent with, or after implementation of the new before concurrent after 

system? 

8. Were any implementation delays encountered due to 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
funding limitations? definitely some not at all 

9. Were any serious software performance problems (e.g., 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
design flaws, programming bugs) encountered after numerous some not at all 

implementation? 

10. Was adequate user documentation available when the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
system was implemented? definitely somewhat not at all 

11. Was there adequate technical staff availability to respond 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
to user needs during the implementation period? definitely somewhat not at all 

12. Were there any problems with lack of management 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
support at the state or local level during the definitely some not at all 

implementation period? 

14 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



13. Were the expectations of the users of the new system 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
realistic? definitely somewhat not at all 

14. What were some of the problems (if there were any) associated with unrealistic user 
expectations? _____________________________ _ 

15. What mechanisms or methods were employed to manage user expectations both before and 
after implementation? ________________________ _ 

16. In how many court sites has the system been implemented as of this time? _____ _ 
What percentage of total sites across the state does this represent? _______ . __ _ 
What percentage of the total state case load does this represent? _________ _ 

17. How were priorities set to accommodate the conflicting needs of individual comts? 

18. Describe the process and time frame by which the implementation of the system spread 
throughout the state: ________________________ _ 

19. If a decentralized strategy was used, how were software modifications and additions 
managed and distributed? _______________________ _ 

Supplemental comments: 

I B. Training Issues 

15 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



1. Was there a centralized training program to provide 1-----2-----3--~--4-----5 
uniform trainin.e; for all courts to be automated? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Was most training provided on site or at a central (or 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
regional) training facility? definitely somewhat not at all 

3. Was training based upon an operational procedures 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
manual? definitely somewhat not at all 

4. Did the training prove to be sufficient for the effective 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
use of the new system? definitely somewhat not at all 

5. Was in-service training provided on a regular basis to 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
pick up new employees and provide refresher or in-depth definitely somewhat not at all 

training to e~isting users? 

6. Were court employees periodically audited on their 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
proper use of the system and on their adherence to definitely somewhat not at all 

uniform operational procedures? 

7. Describe the basic method or process by which users throughout the courts were trained on 
the system? ____________________________ _ 

8. List any training methods or techniques that proved to be particularly effective. 

Supplemental comments: 

16 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



IV. Monitoring, Evaluation, and Maintenance 

l. Has the new automated system satisfactorily met the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
goals and objectives that were established for it? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Have the court users been generally pleased with the new 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
automated system as compared with the former, manual definitely somewhat not at all 

system? 

3. Is there an effective mechanism in place to facilitate user 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
input into the system improvement process? definitely somewhat not at all 

4. Did the new automated system contribute to uniform 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
court operation? definitely somewhat not at all 

5. Were there any inherent operational problems that were 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
magnified by the implementation of the new automated definitely some not at all 

system? 

6. Were there any inherent operational problems that were 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
solved by the implementation of the new automated definitely some not at all 

system? 

7. Have there been any problems with the anticipated 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
exchange of data between the new automated system and definitely some not at all 

other internal or external systems? 

-. 
8. Has the new system been well integrated into the 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 

workflow of the courts? definitely somewhat not at all 

9. Has the net effect of the new automated system been an 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
increase or decrease in staff workload? increase neither decrease 

10. Has the new automated system produced an overall 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
increase in productivity or effectiveness of the court definitely somewhat not at all 

staff? 

11. What are some examples of manual tasks, forms, and paper processing that were eliminated 
by the automated system? _______________________ _ 

12. What are some examples of additional work that was created by the system? 

17 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



13. What are some exarnples of new capabilities provided by the automated system that were not 
possible under the old manual environment? _________________ _ 

Supplemental comments: 

18 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



----------- -----------------

v. Project Management 

1. Was evaluation and feedback information communicated 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
effectively to project management? definitely somewhat not at all 

2. Were there any problems with insufficient authority at 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
the project management level or insufficient backing of definitely some not at all 

project management decisions from high in the judicial 
organization? 

3. Was there any schedule slippage during the design and 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
development phases from the original time frames definitely some not at all 

_projected during the planning phase? 

4. Was there any schedule slippage during the 1-----2-----3 -----4-----5 
implementation phase from the time frames originally definitely some not at all 

projected? 

5. Was sufficient time for project management activities 1-----2-----3-----4-----5 
initially anticipated and budgeted? definitely some not at all 

6. Who was responsible for monitoring project progress and adjusting plans? _____ _ 

7. What was the process by which evaluation and feedback information was communicated to 
project management? ___________________ ~ ____ . __ 

8. What was the process used to modify project plans? _____________ _ 

9. How was project status communicated to the judicial organization as a whole? 

10. How often was the project status reviewed by the judicial organization as a whole? 

19 
State of __ (Please enter state abbreviation) 



11. How were vendors and project staff held accountable for performance? 

12. What were the most serious or difficult project management problems encountered during 
the course of the statewide automation effort? 

Supplemental comments: 

20 
State of ___ (Please enter state abbreviation) 

"'-----------------------------------------------




