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Introduction 

This report presents the results of the Court Technology Survey undertaken by the 
National Task Force on Court Automation and Integration, a joint effort of the 
Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), U.S. Department of Justice, and four justice 
and courts organizations: SEARCH, The National Consortium for Justice 
Information and Statistics; the National Center for State Courts (NCSC); the 
National Association for Court Management (NACM); and the Conference of 
State Court Administrators (COSCA). The Task Force oversees the Court 
Information Systems Technical Assistance Project, a national effort that focuses 
on developing practical resources for state and local courts in their efforts to 
automate and integrate information systems, both within the courts and between 
courts and other justice agencies. 

The survey also was conducted in cooperation with the National Consortium on 
Court Automation Standards, the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee, 
the Forum on the Advancement of Court Technology (FACT), and the Industry 
Working Group. 

Aequitas, Inc., a Philadelphia-based private court consulting company, developed 
and administered the survey under the oversight of a seven-member Project 
Advisory Committee. The survey was administered in August 2001 to a group of 
invited respondents from the court and vendor communities to coincide with 
NCSC’s Court Technology Conference 7 (CTC 7). 

The complete Court Technology Survey Report includes these elements: 

• This Overview section discusses survey goals, participants and 
methodology; summarizes major survey themes and results; and addresses 
future research needs in this area. 

• Attachment I lists the survey participants; provides a copy of the two 
survey forms (courts and vendors); and reports on the survey methodology 
and project oversight provided by the Project Advisory Committee and 
others who advised Aequitas on the survey instrument, methodology and 
results. 

• Attachment II provides detailed results for each of the 10 survey 
questions and includes narrative comments submitted by survey 
participants. 

The report is available for download in Adobe® Acrobat® PDF format from 
SEARCH’s Website at www.search.org/courts/documents.asp. 

http://www.search.org/courts/documents.asp
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Survey Goals 

The goals of the Court Technology Survey were: 

• To identify what vendors believe they and the courts can do to enable 
vendors to do a better job of delivering information technology (IT) to the 
courts; and 

• To identify what courts believe they and the vendors can do to facilitate 
court procurement and use of IT products. 

This survey builds on recent court technology surveys conducted by the Standish 
Group; FACT; and the results of a benchmarking survey of 80 jurisdictions 
conducted by Sacramento County, California, and reported in the July/August 
2001 issue of NCSC’s Court Technology Bulletin. These previous surveys pointed 
strongly to a need for improved court IT project management. Interestingly, the 
results reported here underplay project management, collaboration among 
stakeholders, and project governance and politics when compared to previous 
survey work. There is strong agreement about the importance of court leadership, 
and clear, concise goals and vision up front. 

Survey Participants and Methodology 

Participants invited to respond to the Court Technology Survey included nearly 
100 court technology leaders and 107 vendor representatives with extensive 
experience in the procurement and implementation of court technology. To briefly 
review: 

• Sixty-four court leaders and 54 vendors completed the Court Technology 
Survey. Although court respondents were primarily staff of state 
Administrative Offices of the Court (35%) and leaders from larger trial 
courts (43%), the survey arguably reflects views of court IT leaders 
nationwide. The remaining court respondents were State chief justices 
(6%); leaders of general jurisdiction courts with seven or fewer judges 
(6%); limited or special jurisdiction courts with more than seven judges 
(6%); and limited or special jurisdiction courts with seven or fewer judges 
(3%). 

• Vendor respondents were primarily from companies specializing in case 
management (13%); electronic filing (11%); technology consulting/ 
development (13%); and integrated justice (11%). However, 20% of 
vendor respondents were not as directly involved in court IT as the other 
respondents. 

• The Court Technology Survey used matched questions but distinct surveys 
(Question 1 differed on each). Court leaders and vendors answered 10 
multiple-choice questions, five of which encouraged narrative responses. 
The two survey forms are provided in Attachment I. 
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Themes Emerging from Survey Results 

The strongest themes that emerged from the survey include these eight, six of 
which are discussed in further detail below: 

• Consistency in court and vendor perceptions with some interesting 
differences. 

• Both court leaders and vendors see the relationship between courts and 
court technology vendors as positive with, in the main, the vendors being 
slightly more negative. 

• Perceived problems with court leadership of technology projects, 
particularly among vendors. 

• Dissatisfaction with the procurement process. 

• A perception among court leaders that vendors do not understand courts 
well enough. 

• Courts and vendors do not agree entirely on who is responsible for 
problems with court technology products and services or their quality as 
compared to other markets. 

• Differences in the desired focus of court technology projects, with vendors 
being decidedly more in favor of a focus on courts and remedies to court 
problems and courts finding more importance in focusing on the entire 
justice enterprise with appropriate attention to the court. 

• Support for the National Consortium on Court Automation Standards’ 
functional standards project is very strong with court leaders, but generally 
not with vendors. Vendors with case management systems and other 
closely related products are more positive about the functional standards 
than vendors generally. 

Consistency in court and vendor perceptions with some interesting differences 

Overall, both courts (86%) and vendors (77%) see relationships between private-
sector IT professionals and court personnel in charge of IT procurement as “okay” 
to “extremely good,” with vendors slightly more negative.1 Both agree on the 
need for clearer goals (21%),2 and improved court leadership (23%).3 Significant, 
however, is a difference of opinion about the proper focus of court technology 
solutions. Many more vendors (36%) than court leaders (15%) believe projects 

                                                 
1 See tabulated survey results in Attachment II, Question 2. The tabulated results for all survey questions 
are located in Attachment II. 
2 See Question 4. 
3 See Question 8. 
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should be more focused on courts and specific court remedies.4 Both courts and 
vendors believe that a better understanding of courts on the part of vendors is 
needed (23%),5 with the courts more clearly identifying this as an area for 
improvement than vendors (26% to 9%).6 

Perceived problems with court leadership 

Twenty-five percent of courts and 20% of vendors see weak court leadership as a 
common cause of court IT project failure.7 Courts (22%) and vendors (28%) also 
say courts need clearer scope or requirements when undertaking IT projects.8 In 
response to Question 6, 34% of vendors think courts cause most of the problems 
in the IT procurement process due to court procurement practices, lack of 
expertise and poor project management, while 46% of courts think procurement 
problems are caused equally by vendors and courts. In Question 8, court 
respondents also indicated that an additional cause of IT project failure is 
inadequate project management (16%). Somewhat surprising, there is some — 
although not strong — support for the need to improve court business processes 
and project management.9 

Dissatisfaction with the procurement process 

Vendors are more interested in changing or eliminating the Request for Proposals 
(RFP) process, including loosening requirements to pick the low bidder.10 The 
same percentage of courts and vendors — 17% — also think better RFPs can 
improve the procurement process.11 In response to Question 5, 23% of all 
respondents think court procurement can be improved with better vendor 
knowledge of courts. Responses to Question 5 also reveal that court leaders are 
much more likely to see lack of vendor candor about outcomes as an impediment 
to the procurement process (17%) than do vendors (7%). Vendors, meanwhile, are 
much more supportive of active public-private partnerships than are court leaders 
(27% to 14%).12 (But note the exception of one vendor, who commented, 
“DON’T include vendors in standards! You will have the market driving needs. 
You want the needs driving the market.”)13 

                                                 
4 See Question 10. 
5 See Question 5. 
6 See Question 9. 
7 See Question 8. 
8 Ibid. 
9 See Questions 4, 5, 8 and 9. 
10 See Question 4, narrative comments. 
11 See Question 4. 
12 See Question 5 and narrative comments to Questions 5 and 9. 
13 See Question 9, narrative comment. 
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Vendors do not understand courts 

Vendors may need to be more knowledgeable about courts in order to better 
deliver current and emerging technology to this market. However, responses to 
Question 9 indicate that court respondents are much more supportive than are 
vendors (26% to 9%) of increasing vendor understanding of courts. Also in 
response to Question 9, 23% of vendors indicated that they want to participate in 
developing standards and to be involved with partnering. And, as reported earlier, 
vendors see less need to focus on the courts’ interdependence with the entire 
justice system than do court leaders.14 

Courts and vendors do not agree on who is responsible for problems with Court IT or 
the quality of court technology products as compared to other markets 

In response to Question 6, almost one-half of vendors (45%) view courts as the 
greater cause of problems in the procurement of technology products and services, 
while a nearly equal number of court respondents (46%) see shared blame for 
such problems. In question 7, 62% of vendors responded that they think that the 
quality of private-sector court technology products and services are better than or 
of extremely high quality compared to products developed for other markets. 
However, 49% of courts think court IT products are of lower or much poorer 
quality compared to products for other markets. 

Support for the National Consortium on Court Automation Standards functional 
standards project varies 

In response to Question 3, most court respondents — 88% — think functional 
standards are either “very” (66%) or “somewhat beneficial” (22%). There appears 
to be widespread knowledge of and support for the National Consortium on Court 
Automation Standards’ project in the courts community. Vendor respondents are 
less enthusiastic, with an unbalanced split between “somewhat” and “very 
beneficial” (59%) and “not very beneficial” (39%). However the most directly 
impacted vendors (those that provide case management systems and closely 
related products and services), while not as positive as the court respondents, are 
more positive than vendors generally. Seventy-four percent of this vendor 
subgroup see the functional standards as either very (57%) or somewhat 
beneficial (17%). Meanwhile, 27% of these vendors view the functional standards 
as not very beneficial, compared to 8% of the court respondents and 39% of the 
vendors generally. Responses to Question 4 indicate that functional standards as a 
means to improve procurement has strong court leadership support (21%), but 
only 4% of vendor respondents supported this idea. 

                                                 
14 See Question 10. 
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Procurement Issues 

Courts’ procurement 

In response to Question 4, 19% of courts and 23% of vendors agree that clearer 
goals and vision are important to improving the court procurement process, with 
some, but not strong, support for improved project management from both groups 
(11%). To repeat, 21% of courts strongly supported functional standards, but only 
4% of vendors find them important. Ten percent of vendors would like to see 
project budget limitations in the RFP; 13% would like to have more time to 
respond with proposals; and other vendors, according to narrative comments to 
Question 4, want to eliminate the RFP process entirely. Courts would like to see 
more cooperation among agencies — using model contracts, hearing from others 
about what they have learned from the proposal process, and sharing authorized 
vendor lists.15 

Vendors’ responsibility for procurement 

Both courts (25%) and vendors (21%) generally agree that vendors need to know 
more about and better understand the courts in order to facilitate the procurement 
process, while 27% of vendors indicated their desire for active partnering with 
courts and other vendors.16 Vendors (23%) and courts (20%) both see the 
desirability of including vendors in standards development.17 Courts see increased 
candor from vendors about technology outcomes (17%) as more important than 
do vendors (7%).18 In narrative comments to Questions 5 and 8, court respondents 
reported that they are sometimes misled about what vendors can accomplish in the 
proposed timeframe and budget and that their projects have been “oversold.” Both 
vendors and courts, meanwhile, addressed issues outside the court/vendor 
relationship, with comments about the problems of procurement and other laws 
that negatively impact the procurement process.19 

Court Technology Projects and Products Issues 

Private-sector court technology products and services 

Courts and vendors split decisively on the quality of private-sector court IT 
products and services, as posed by Question 7. Forty-nine percent of courts feel 
the quality of court IT products and services is lower than in other markets, while 
62% of vendors perceive that the quality of their court products is better or equal 
than what is delivered to other markets. 

                                                 
15 See narrative comments, Question 4. 
16 See Question 5. 
17 See Question 9. 
18 See Question 5. 
19 See narrative comments, Questions 5, 6 and 8. 
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Causes of court IT project failure 

Question 8 asked about the most common causes of court IT project failure. 
Courts and vendors agree that the two biggest causes of such failures are unclear 
scope or requirements (25%) and weak court leadership (23%). There were minor 
disagreements over the quality of project management (16% of courts see it as 
worse than do vendors at 11%); the scope of projects (13% of courts think they 
are too large, compared to 4% of vendors); and funding expectations (11% of 
vendors view these expectations as unrealistic, compared to 6% of courts). 

Best focus of court technology projects 

Question 10 posed a series of questions that asked how court technology projects 
are best assured. More than three-quarters of all respondents — 79% — think the 
focus should be on the court and specific remedies for court problems (25%) or 
primarily on the court, with automation solutions considering how the entire 
justice enterprise is impacted (54%). Interestingly, however, vendors are more 
likely to see the benefits of focusing on the court and specific remedies for court 
problems than are courts (36% to 15%). Vendors of case management systems or 
closely related products are more likely to see solutions as best focused on the 
court, with consideration of impact on the entire system (70%) than vendors 
generally (48%). The court vendor subgroup (17%) and court respondents (15%) 
are less likely to see the best focus as being just on the court and remedies to 
specific court problems than vendors generally (36%). As compared to vendors 
generally (17%) and those with case management systems and related products 
and services (13%), court respondents are more likely to favor a primary focus on 
the entire justice system rather than just on the court (26%). 

Tie to other research 

Survey respondents are apparently less supportive of the importance of project 
management and project governance than what one might anticipate from the 
results of the Standish Group, FACT, and Sacramento County surveys. Even 
given concern about court leadership, though, the Court Technology Survey had 
little or no mention of a need for executive-level champions. Taken as a whole, 
the survey results demonstrated strong support for improved scoping and defini-
tion up front, improved IT RFPs, better court leadership and more user buy-in. 

Needed Future Research 

Because efforts to analyze data from the subgroup of court IT vendors revealed 
some interesting findings, future work should more sharply delimit the vendor 
study population. Analysis of court leader subgroups — such as State-level versus 
trial courts — revealed little. We conclude that the best focus of future work 
would be vendors and court leaders with recent and significant experience 
bringing up, or in the process of attempting to bring up, case management systems 
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and closely related national, State and local projects. When future research is 
carried out, there is a need to survey more than one representative of each vendor 
and some effort must be made to learn whether court attitudes vary by the level of 
responsibility of court leaders. 

Important gaps in our understanding of several issues demand attention if 
identified problems are to be better understood and addressed. What is it about 
court leadership that is weak? Is it management skill and experience, lack of 
vision, willingness and ability to lead the justice system, or a combination of 
these? What specific problems does weak court leadership cause? What must 
court leaders who are undertaking court technology know and be able to do if 
their technology projects are to be successful? 

Failure to provide clear, concise goals and vision up front appears more important 
than project management and governance. Is this because there is lack of court 
experience with and understanding of what IT projects involve? Is there a need to 
manage expectations and to define more carefully project stages and deliverables? 
Are there good examples of jurisdictions that have avoided these problems? Does 
poor initial project definition doom project success from the start? Or can initial 
failure be overcome? 

Perceptions on the part of court leaders that vendors do not understand courts and 
differences in the perceived quality of court technology products as compared to 
other markets is an important focus of future work. What exactly do vendors not 
understand? What is the basis for perceptions about the poor quality (court) and 
high quality (vendors) of court technology products and services? 

Despite literature and experience to the contrary, there was an almost total 
absence of mention of the importance of “re-engineering” and improving court 
work flows prior or coincident with court technology projects. Is re-engineering a 
theoretic article of faith with little practical importance? 

Procurement practice and policy emerge as critical. A carefully delimited survey 
population is needed to flush out more completely how procurement can better 
ensure the best possible products on time and at the lowest possible price. Should 
the low bid always win? If low bid wins is not to determine procurement 
decisions, what are the implications for consistency between judicial decision 
criteria and the way the other branches award contracts? If we are to reduce the 
unnecessarily high cost of responding to RFPs, to partner, and to share and/or to 
reduce the risk for vendors, what must be done? 

The results of the Court Technology Survey are interesting and can and should be 
used to improve the dialogue within the court and justice enterprise community, 
as well as between vendors and court users about how to improve court 
performance through court technology. But there is clearly a need both for 
informed discussion of the results and additional research to clarify what we have 
learned and, more important, what it means. 
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WHO YOU ARE 
1. With which type of court organization and jurisdiction do you work? Circle one only.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 Administrative Office 

of the Courts 
Appellate Court General jurisdiction 

more than 7 judges 
General jurisdiction 7 

or fewer judges 
Limited or Special 

jurisdiction more than 
7 judges 

Limited or Special 
jurisdiction 7 or fewer 

judges 

RELATIONSHIPS AND PROCUREMENT 
2. Relationships between IT private sector professionals and those in the courts who procure court technology services and 

products are:  
1 2 3 4 

Extremely good, with effective 
communication and a high level of 

common expertise 

Good to okay, with nominal 
communication and some shared 

expertise  

Less than average, with spotty 
communication and uneven 

expertise 

Very poor, ineffective 
communication and many gaps in 

common expertise 

3. Do you feel that the National Consortium on Court Automation Standards (COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee) 
functional standards project is beneficial? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Yes, very beneficial Somewhat beneficial Not very beneficial Not at all beneficial Don’t know about the 

project 

N
ational Task Force on C

ourt 
A

utom
ation and Integration  

A joint effort of the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance (BJA), C

onference of State 
C

ourt Adm
inistrators (C

O
SC

A), N
ational 

Association for C
ourt M

anagem
ent (N

AC
M

), 
N

ational C
enter for State C

ourts (N
C

SC
) 

and SEAR
C

H
. 

Survey conducted in cooperation w
ith the 

N
ational C

onsortium
 on C

ourt Autom
ation 

Standards, the C
O

SC
A/N

AC
M

 Joint 
Technology C

om
m

ittee (JTC
), Forum

 for the 
Advancem

ent of C
ourt Technology (FAC

T) 
and the Industr y W

orking G
roup (IW

G
). 

COURT TECHNOLOGY SURVEY 
c/o Aequitas, Inc. 
329 Summit Avenue 
Jenkintown, PA  19046 

C
ourt Technology Survey 

G
oals 

The focus of the survey is Inform
ation Technology not 

acquisitions of other technology products and services.  
W

ithin this context the tw
o goals are: 

• 
To identify w

hat vendors believe they and 
the courts can do to enable vendors to do a 
better job of delivering inform

ation technology to 
the courts; and  

• 
To identify w

hat courts believe they and the 
vendors can do to facilitate court procurem

ent 
and use of inform

ation technology products. 

 Instructions 

Please circle your answ
er(s) to each question, staple 

or tape the pre-folded form
 w

ith the address/stam
p on 

the outside and m
ail it back to us before August 24, 

2001.   
W

hile there is no need to provide additional 
com

m
ents, they m

ay be included on a separate 
sheet and stapled inside and m

ailed w
ith the form

. 
 Findings  
Your responses w

ill be added to survey data from
 up 

to 250 other court and private sector IT professionals.  



COURT TECHNOLOGY SURVEY 

AEQUITAS, INC.  

RELATIONSHIPS AND PROCUREMENT 
4. What do you believe courts can do to improve the court procurement process?  (Circle the top two choices only) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Clearer, more 
concise goals, 

vision 

Better Requests 
for Proposal 

(RFPs) 

More narrow-
scope projects 

Use of functional 
standards 

Streamlined bid 
response 

requirements 

Specify project 
budget 

limitations 

Reasonable bid 
response time 

Better project 
management 

Other, see below

Explain above choices or other ways not listed above. 
 

 

 

5. What do you believe vendors can do to improve the court procurement process?  (Circle the top two choices only) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Better 
knowledge of 

courts 

More research 
and 

development 

More 
involvement with 

standards 
development 

Active partnering 
with courts and 
other vendors 

More turn-key 
solutions 

More narrow-
scope solutions

More candor 
about outcomes 

Better project 
management 

Other, see below

Explain above choices or other ways not listed above.  
 

 

 

6. The weakest link in the procurement process is:  (Circle only one)  
1 2 3 4 5 

Court procurement, 
expertise, and project 

management 

More weaknesses due to 
courts than vendors 

Weaknesses are equally 
due to courts and vendors 

More weaknesses due to 
vendors than courts 

Vendor bidding, expertise, 
and project management 

Comments:  
 

 

 

COURT TECHNOLOGY PROJECTS AND PRODUCTS 
7. The quality of private sector court technology products is:   

1 2 3 4 5 
Extremely high compared to 

other markets 
Better than other markets Lower than other markets Much poorer compared to 

other markets 
Not sure 

8. What are the most common causes of court IT project failure? (Circle only the two most common causes) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Weak court 
leadership  

Unclear scope or 
requirements 

Lack of user 
involvement 

Inadequate project 
management 

Capacity of court 
IT staff 

Project scope too 
large 

Unrealistic funding 
expectations 

Inadequate 
infrastructure 

Explain above choices or other causes not listed above. 
 

 

 

9. What do you believe courts, both locally and through national organizations, can do to enable vendors to do a better job of 
delivering current and emerging technology? (Circle only the two most important) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Include vendors 

in standards 
development 

Increase vendor 
understanding of 

courts 

Pre-qualify 
vendors 

Improve court 
business 

processes 

Improve 
procurement 

process 

Encourage courts 
to specify budget 

limitations 

Better project 
management 

Better court 
infrastructure 

Other, see below

Explain above choices or other ways not listed above. 
 

 

 

10. Court technology solutions are best assured when: 
1 2 3 4 

The focus is on the court and 
specific remedies for court 

problems 

The focus is primarily on the 
court, but solutions consider the 

impact on the entire justice 
enterprise 

The focus is on the entire justice 
enterprise with appropriate 

concentration of effort given to the 
court 

The focus is on the entire justice 
enterprise 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WHO YOU ARE 
1. What type of court technology product or service does your company primarily offer? (Circle only one) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Case 

management 
software 

Document 
management 

software 

Electronic filing 
software 

Voice response 
Systems 

Revenue 
collection/traffic 

enforcement 

Court reporting, 
audio and/or 

video recording 

Legal research 
and references

Technology 
consulting and 
development 

Integrated 
justice system 

software 

Other, 
see below 

Other:       

RELATIONSHIPS AND PROCUREMENT 
2. Relationships between IT private sector professionals and those in the courts who procure court technology services and 

products are:  
1 2 3 4 

Extremely good, with effective 
communication and a high level of 

common expertise 

Good to okay, with nominal 
communication and some shared 

expertise  

Less than average, with spotty 
communication and uneven 

expertise 

Very poor, ineffective 
communication and many gaps in 

common expertise 

3. Do you feel that the National Consortium on Court Automation Standards (COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee) 
functional standards project is beneficial? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Yes, very beneficial Somewhat beneficial Not very beneficial Not at all beneficial Don’t know about the 

project 

COURT TECHNOLOGY SURVEY 
c/o Aequitas, Inc. 
329 Summit Avenue 
Jenkintown, PA  19046 

C
ourt Technology Survey 

G
oals 

The focus of the survey is Inform
ation Technology not 

acquisitions of other technology products and services.  
W

ithin this context the tw
o goals are: 

• 
To identify w

hat vendors believe they and 
the courts can do to enable vendors to do a 
better job of delivering inform

ation technology to 
the courts; and  

• 
To identify w

hat courts believe they and the 
vendors can do to facilitate court procurem

ent 
and use of inform

ation technology products. 

 Instructions 

Please circle your answ
er(s) to each question, staple 

or tape the pre-folded form
 w

ith the address/stam
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ail it back to us before August 24, 

2001.   
W

hile there is no need to provide additional 
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ith the form

. 
 Findings  
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to 250 other court and private sector IT professionals.  
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COURT TECHNOLOGY SURVEY 

AEQUITAS, INC.  

RELATIONSHIPS AND PROCUREMENT 
4. What do you believe courts can do to improve the court procurement process?  (Circle the top two choices only) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Clearer, more 
concise goals, 

vision 

Better Requests 
for Proposal 

(RFPs) 

More narrow-
scope projects 

Use of functional 
standards 

Streamlined bid 
response 

requirements 

Specify project 
budget 

limitations 

Reasonable bid 
response time 

Better project 
management 

Other, see below

Explain above choices or other ways not listed above. 
 

 

 

5. What do you believe vendors can do to improve the court procurement process?  (Circle the top two choices only) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Better 
knowledge of 

courts 

More research 
and 

development 

More 
involvement with 

standards 
development 

Active partnering 
with courts and 
other vendors 

More turn-key 
solutions 

More narrow-
scope solutions

More candor 
about outcomes 

Better project 
management 

Other, see below

Explain above choices or other ways not listed above.  
 

 

 

6. The weakest link in the procurement process is:  (Circle only one)  
1 2 3 4 5 

Court procurement, 
expertise, and project 

management 

More weaknesses due to 
courts than vendors 

Weaknesses are equally 
due to courts and vendors 

More weaknesses due to 
vendors than courts 

Vendor bidding, expertise, 
and project management 

Comments:  
 

 

 

COURT TECHNOLOGY PROJECTS AND PRODUCTS 
7. The quality of private sector court technology products is:   

1 2 3 4 5 
Extremely high compared to 

other markets 
Better than other markets Lower than other markets Much poorer compared to 

other markets 
Not sure 

8. What are the most common causes of court IT project failure? (Circle only the two most common causes) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Weak court 
leadership  

Unclear scope or 
requirements 

Lack of user 
involvement 

Inadequate project 
management 

Capacity of court 
IT staff 

Project scope too 
large 

Unrealistic funding 
expectations 

Inadequate 
infrastructure 

Explain above choices or other causes not listed above. 
 

 

 

9. What do you believe courts, both locally and through national organizations, can do to enable vendors to do a better job of 
delivering current and emerging technology? (Circle only the two most important) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Include vendors 

in standards 
development 

Increase vendor 
understanding of 

courts 

Pre-qualify 
vendors 

Improve court 
business 

processes 

Improve 
procurement 

process 

Encourage courts 
to specify budget 

limitations 

Better project 
management 

Better court 
infrastructure 

Other, see below

Explain above choices or other ways not listed above. 
 

 

 

10. Court technology solutions are best assured when: 
1 2 3 4 

The focus is on the court and 
specific remedies for court 

problems 

The focus is primarily on the 
court, but solutions consider the 

impact on the entire justice 
enterprise 

The focus is on the entire justice 
enterprise with appropriate 

concentration of effort given to the 
court 

The focus is on the entire justice 
enterprise 
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Methodology and Project Oversight 

A draft of the Court Technology Survey was reviewed and edited in late July 
2001 by a seven-member project Advisory Committee: 

• Hugh M. Collins, Ph.D. 
Judicial Administrator, Supreme Court of Louisiana 

• Robert E. Greeves 
Policy Advisor, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice 

• Mary Campbell McQueen 
State Court Administrator, State of Washington 

• Ronald Titus 
Court Chief Information Officer, State of Nevada 

• Henry K. Townsend, Ph.D. 
Technology Operations Manager, National Center for State Courts 

• Ronald D. Warfield 
Forseti Consulting and Co-Chair, Forum on the Advancement of Court 
Technology 

• Paul Wormeli 
President, Viking Technologies 

Others who reviewed the draft, assisted the Advisory Committee and otherwise 
informed and oversaw the project were: 

SEARCH, The National Consortium for Justice Information and Statistics 

• Francis L. Bremson, Director, Courts Program 

• Gary R. Cooper, Executive Director 

• David J. Roberts, Deputy Executive Director 

National Center for State Courts 

• Dale Kasparek Jr., Senior Court Technology Associate 

• Laura Klaversma, Client Services Manager 

• Edward L. Papps, Senior Court Technology Associate 

• James Pritchett, Executive Director for Technology 

National Task Force on Court Automation and Integration 

• Robert Wessels, Task Force Chair 
County Criminal Courts Manager, Criminal Courts at Law, Harris County, 
Texas, Court Administrator’s Office 
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After final approval, the survey was produced in hardcopy and electronic form 
and distributed by mail (hardcopy) and email notice (electronically) to all invited 
participants to coincide with Court Technology Conference 7 (CTC 7) in 
Baltimore, Maryland, sponsored by NCSC. Hardcopy forms included a pre-
printed, postage-paid return mailer. Access to the electronic form was authorized 
through electronic recognition of the participant’s email address. In addition, 
survey staff provided a drop-in box at the FACT CTC 7 booth for hardcopy 
responses. This multimedia approach to survey dissemination resulted in a 
significant response of almost 60% of all invited respondents. 

This report and the survey results data (see Attachment II) was distributed, 
following review by the Advisory Committee and others, to survey participants in 
November 2001.  In addition, SEARCH will disseminate the report to the court 
community nationwide through publication in court journals, magazines and other 
media. 

A 2002 follow-on survey is planned to focus in greater detail on (1) the perceived 
importance of project management and (2) on the distinctions between statewide, 
large and small courts and between vendors of case management systems and 
other court technologies. 
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Attachment II: 
Survey Results 
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Question 1: Court Respondents 
With which type of court organization and jurisdiction do you work? (Circle one only.) 

  Court 
  Tallies Percentage20 

1 Administrative Office of the Courts 23 35% 
2 Appellate Court 4 6% 
3 General jurisdiction, more than 7 judges 28 43% 
4 General jurisdiction, 7 or fewer judges 4 6% 
5 Limited or Special jurisdiction, more than 7 judges 4 6% 
6 Limited or Special jurisdiction, 7 or fewer judges 2 3% 
 Totals 65    

 
 

 
        

        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        

                                                 
20 Percentages in the tables may add up to slightly more or less than 100% due to statistical rounding. 
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Question 1: Vendor Respondents 
What type of court technology product or service does your company primarily offer? 
(Circle only one) 

  Vendor 
  Tallies Percentage 

1 Case management software 7 13% 
2 Document management software 3 5% 
3 Electronic filing software 6 11% 
4 Voice response systems 4 7% 
5 Revenue collection/ traffic enforcement 2 4% 
6 Court reporting, audio and/or video recording 3 5% 
7 Legal research and references 0 0% 
8 Technology consulting and development 7 13% 
9 Integrated justice system software 6 11%  
10 Other:   

 Assistive listening devices 3 5%  
 Audio systems that interface with digital recording 1 2%  
 Automated processing applications 1 2%  
 Claim settlement/ADR and legal Web conferencing 1 2%  
 Court foreign language interpretation services 1 2%  
 Digital infrared assistive listening technology 1 2%  
 Docket information display 1 2%  
 Document scanning 1 2%  
 Internet driver improvement 1 2%  
 Judicial automated calendaring 1 2%  
 Jury management 1 2%  
 LED signs (lobby directories, jury rooms, calendar info) 1 2%  
 Long-range planning and analytical consulting services 1 2%  
 Online defensive driving courses, legal education 1 2%  
 Visualizer (document-camera), evidence display device 1 2%  
 Not specified 1 2%  
 Totals 56   
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Question 2 
Relationships between IT private sector professionals and those in the courts who procure 
court technology services and products are: 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 Extremely good 13 21% 13 24% 26 22%
2 Good to okay 40 65% 29 53% 69 59%
3 Less than average 7 11% 11 20% 18 15%
4 Very poor 2 3% 2 4% 4 3%
 Totals 62   55   117   
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Question 3 
Do you feel that the National Consortium on Court Automation Standards (COSCA/NACM Joint 
Technology Committee) functional standards project is beneficial? 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 Yes, very beneficial 42 66% 23 41% 65 54%
2 Somewhat beneficial 14 22% 10 18% 24 20%
3 Not very beneficial 5 8% 22 39% 27 23%
4 Not at all beneficial 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
5 Don't know about the project 3 5% 1 2% 4 3%
 Totals 64   56   120   
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Question 4 
 
What do you believe courts can do to improve the court procurement process? (Circle the top two 
choices only) 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 Clearer, more concise goals, vision 26 19% 26 23% 52 21%
2 Better Requests for Proposal (RFPs) 24 17% 19 17% 43 17%
3 More narrow-scope projects 13 9% 6 5% 19 8%
4 Use of functional standards 29 21% 5 4% 34 14%
5 Streamlined bid response requirements 6 4% 8 7% 14 6%
6 Specify project budget limitations 4 3% 11 10% 15 6%
7 Reasonable bid response time 1 1% 7 6% 8 3%
8 Better project management 17 12% 11 10% 28 11%
9 Other 18 13% 19 17% 37 15%
 Totals 138   112   250   

 See next page for narrative comments of respondents. 
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Question 4: Narrative Comments 
Respondents were asked to "Explain above choices or other ways not listed above"; 31 respondents 
provided 34 total responses.  These are provided in order by choice number, and include the total 
number of responses for each, with further subtallies by court or vendor. For responses to choice 9, 
Other, the remarks are grouped by topic.21 

1.  Clearer, more concise goals, vision 5 
Court Most projects are not outlined in a way that shows clear expectations - limitations need to be better identified.

Government wants to do too much in too short a period of time, and use fixed price contracts. Develop long 
term plans due to pace of change in technology (and needs). 

2 

Vendor Clearer, more concise goals, visions which are realistic both, financially and technologically. 

Courts need to better define their requirements and perform overall planning prior to procuring court 
technology. 

Some projects we will not bid on because they are too cumbersome, too convoluted or too cautious in their 
attempts to avoid risk. 

3 

2.  Better Requests for Proposal (RFPs) 2 
Court A clear RFP, with clear objectives, deliverables, expectations & responsibilities is key to success. 1 

Vendor RFP often slanted toward a certain product. Court has already decided they want. The RFP process should 
be open form to “see” what is in the market. 

1 

3.  More narrow-scope projects 2 
Court Know the scope the project and narrow it to the extent the technology doesn't change before the project is 

implemented. 
1 

Vendor ADA products are frequently an afterthought for other projects and result in a vendor with little or no 
knowledge about ALD's winning the bid resulting in poor or inappropriate equipment.  Narrowing the scope to 
ALD means more knowledgeable bidders. 

1 

4.  Use of functional standards 2 
Court Courts do poor job of defining needs.  Lack of statewide/national standards increases costs as each court 

tries to customize. 
1 

Vendor Functional standards a good starting point.  Need adequate training on how to use and prioritize these 
standards. 

1 

5.  Streamlined bid response requirements 2 
Court Procurement process cumbersome and slow. 1 

Vendor Reduce vendor cost to respond.  Costs reduce number of vendors willing to risk the effort to respond.  Only 
one vendor can win, the rest loose and must eat the proposal costs. 

1 

6.  Specify project budget limitations 2 
Court Vendors misunderstand scope, exceed budget projections. 1 

Vendor RFP's with requirements that do not match the financial resources available. 1 

7.  Reasonable bid response time 1 
Court Reasonable bid response times important. 1 

Continued

                                                 
21 The survey respondents’ narrative comments have not been edited. 
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8.  Better project management 3 
Court Someone needs to be on top of major procurements constantly. 

Poor understanding of contracts - Difference between license agreements and professional services. 

Good PM skills are important. 

3 

9. Other 15 

 Alternatives to RFP process / Innovative selection, bidding 6 

Court Encourage group refined(?) contracts.  Compile info re lessons learned (LL) re process; communication re 
experience (LL) & education & training; wide documentation re model contracts. 

Use statewide vendors qualified for purchase, i.e. federal & state lists. 

2 

Vendor Eliminate required awards to the lowest bidder and allow courts to award bids on basis of equipment 
specifications. 

Eliminate RFP process. Selection of specialized partners committed to providing solutions. 

RFP process long & cumbersome & often creates an air of us (vendors) & courts.  Look at alternative ways 
to the RFP process. 

Less red tape. 

4 

 Better communication 3 

Court We would like to know when a bid goes out. 1 

Vendor Communicate more directly with manufacturers. 

Improve communication between various government agencies. 

2 

 Keep status quo 2 

Vendor Not try & re-invent wheel. 1 

Court We feel very comfortable with the process. 1 

 Evaluations of off-the-shelf software 1 

Court Have national evaluative information on existing off the shelf systems. 1 

 Acceptance criteria, test plan 1 

Vendor Clear acceptance criteria and test plan. 1 

 Increase user buy-in 1 

Vendor Secure buy-in of all users 1 

 No improvement possible 1 

Vendor Not sure improvement possible 1 
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Question 5 
 
What do you believe vendors can do to facilitate the court procurement process?  
(Circle the top two choices only) 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 Better knowledge of courts 35 25% 24 21% 59 23%
2 More research and development 4 3% 4 3% 8 3%
3 More involvement w/ standards development 14 10% 15 13% 29 11%
4 Active partnering w/ courts and other vendors 20 14% 32 27% 52 20%
5 More turn-key solutions 8 6% 6 5% 14 5%
6 More narrow-scope solutions 2 1% 4 3% 6 2%
7 More candor about outcomes 24 17% 8 7% 32 12%
8 Better project management 13 9% 12 10% 25 10%
9 Other 20 14% 12 10% 32 12%
 Totals 140   117   257   

 See next page for narrative comments of respondents. 
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Question 5: Narrative Comments 
Respondents were asked to "Explain above choices or other ways not listed above"; 23 respondents 
provided 30 total responses.  These are provided in order by choice number, and include the total 
number of responses, with further subtallies by court or vendor. For responses to choice 9, Other, the 
remarks are grouped by topic. 

1.  Better knowledge of courts 3 
Court Most vendors still do not understand what the courts are all about. 

The user wants to know that the vendor is familiar with their business.  As we involve users more and more 
in the process, the vendor must be able to relate and answer specific questions. 

2 

Vendor Better picture of the needs in all of the functions and sub-functions of the court. 1 

2.  More research and development / Improved products 4 
Court Better product - especially case management. 

More open solutions are needed that are specifically tailored to the courts and legal community. 

2 

Vendor More practical products that are easy to use and effective would result in greater accessibility for hearing 
impaired people. 

Provide customization services. 

2 

3.  More involvement with standards development 3 
Court Standards could be helpful & their involvement would also expand their knowledge. 

Work w/courts to develop solutions that are based on accepted functional standards. 

2 

Vendor Vendors some time provide proprietary systems that are open and standards based. 1 

4.  Active partnering with courts and other vendors 3 
Court Iterative development approach, flexible contract requirements would be in the interests of both vendors and 

the courts. 
1 

Vendor More involvement and partnering with independent consultants. 

This arms-length relationship at bidding time is self defeating. How can an accurate bid be developed without 
a clear *collaborative* dialogue? 

2 

6.  More narrow-scope solutions 2 
Vendor Less turnkey! 

The process should be broken into small, discrete phases that incrementally provide the project deliverables. 
This reduces the risks on all sides and increases the probability of a successful project. 

2 

7.  More candor about outcomes 5 
Court Fewer promises - more reasonable expectations. 

Commitment & follow through on stated outcome. Don't promise the world - know what you are good at and 
partner out what you are not good at. 

Tell the truth!!!!  Establish real and feasible time frames and meet them!!! 

They have to "sell" their product, but some have "over-promised" what they can really do. 

4 

Vendor Helping the courts and themselves in managing expectations and outcomes 1 

8.  Better project management 1 
Court Better project mgmt. 1 

Continued 
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9. Other 9 

 Better communication 4 

Court More education and training in a non-sales environment to raise the level of awareness of issues involved in 
implementing the technology. 

If we knew the problem other courts were having, we could be more helpful. 

2 

Vendor It is difficult for vendors to obtain information about court needs. 

Vendors and courts need to communicate more on common ground. 

2 

 More specific focus on courts 2 

Court Many vendors consider court secondary market. 

More open solutions are needed that are specifically tailored to the courts and legal community. 

2 

 Faster bid process 1 
Court Shorter turnaround time on bid process. 1 

 Protect source code 1 

Vendor Be willing to put the source code in escrow. 1 

 Open source code / Court ownership of software 1 

Court Provide tools to courts to do basic maintenance & modifications, open systems. 1 
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Question 6 
 
The weakest link in the procurement process is: (Circle only one) 
 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies %age Tallies %age Tallies %age

1 Court procurement, expertise, and project management 17 24% 22 34% 39 29%
2 More weaknesses due to courts than to vendors 6 8% 7 11% 13 10%
3 Weaknesses are equally due to courts and vendors 33 46% 19 30% 52 38%
4 More weaknesses due to vendors than to courts 3 4% 0 0% 3 2%
5 Vendor bidding, expertise and project management 3 4% 5 8% 8 6%
6 Other 10 14% 11 17% 21 15%
 Totals 72   64   136   

 See next page for narrative comments of respondents. 
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Question 6: Narrative Comments 
Respondents were asked to provide comments; 23 respondents provided 21 total responses.  These are 
provided in order by choice number, and include the total number of responses, with further subtallies by 
court or vendor. For responses to choice 6, Other, the remarks are grouped by topic. 

1.  Court procurement, expertise, and project management 7 
Court 1 & 5 most courts depend on County IT departments too heavily for expertise. 

Most courts don't do the background planning necessary to affect change and vendors don't realize that 
change management is the biggest part of any technology project. 

2 

Vendor County\State Purchasing serves more as an obstacle than protector. 
Courts should have a clear vision of their project, have a sound infrastructure and project management.  This 
will enable the courts to recognize and address the problems if any as they occur.  Courts should have an 
acceptance criteria. 
I often call this "asking for last year's technology in next year's budget". 
Lack of resources. 
No centralized procurement process. 

5 

3.  Weaknesses are equally due to courts and vendors 6 
Court As in any partnership, both sides are to blame. 

Both sides - Unclear/unreasonable court objectives & expectations is met by over-promoted solutions that are 
not meeting court requirements. 
Need better communication of requirements (courts) and solutions (vendors). 

3 

Vendor I think both vendors & courts are caught up in the procurement process & this leads to mismanaged goals & 
expectations. 
Lack of overall understanding and responsibility of all stakeholders. 
The two parties need to communicate better. 

3 

5.  Vendor bidding, expertise and project management 3 
Court 1 & 5. 

Although I do think there are weaknesses on both sides, the project management skills on the vendor side 
are very important and critical to the success (this includes help support, training manuals, tutoring). 
Vendors interest in developing court applications. 

3 

6.  Other 5 

 Government procurement rules 2 

Court None of the above hit the mark.  Government procurement law has elevated the fairness to competing 
vendors higher than the public interest.  Procurement law in most states has become far too cumbersome 
and protracted to allow nimble enough responsiveness. 

State and local purchasing agencies try to control court-funding authority and slow down system. 

2 

 End users more responsible for performance of court technology 1 

Vendor Beyond the procurement process, the actual project performance needs more participation and commitment 
by the end users themselves. 

1 

 Hire independent expert project managers 1 

Vendor Courts must hire independent experts to manage vendors. 1 

 Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) issues 1 

Vendor The requirements of the ADA that result in practical and useful access for hearing impaired people is often 
lost in the letter of the law & vendor solutions result in products that satisfy the law but do not solve the 
problems. 

1 
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Question 7 
 
The quality of private sector court technology products is: 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 Extremely high compared to other markets 3 5% 9 16% 12 10%
2 Better quality than other markets 9 14% 26 46% 35 29%
3 Lower than other markets 26 41% 12 21% 38 32%
4 Much poorer compared to other markets 5 8% 0 0% 5 4%
5 Not sure 20 32% 9 16% 29 24%
 Totals 63   56   119   
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Question 8 
 
What are the most common causes of court IT project failure?  (Circle only the two most common 
causes) 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 Weak court leadership 36 25% 23 20% 59 23%
2 Unclear scope or requirements 31 22% 32 28% 63 25%
3 Lack of user involvement 13 9% 16 14% 29 11%
4 Inadequate project management 23 16% 12 11% 35 14%
5 Capacity of court IT staff 9 6% 10 9% 19 7%
6 Project scope too large 18 13% 4 4% 22 9%
7 Unrealistic funding expectations 8 6% 13 11% 21 8%
8 Inadequate infrastructure 5 3% 4 4% 9 4%
 Totals 143   114   257   
 See the next page for narrative comments of respondents. 
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Question 8: Narrative Comments 
Respondents were asked to "Explain above choices or other causes not listed above"; 30 respondents 
provided 36 total responses.  These are provided in order by choice number, and include the total 
number of responses, with further subtallies by court or vendor. Remarks not relevant to choices 1-8 are 
grouped by topic in an "Other" category. 

1.  Weak court leadership 5 
Court Executive sponsorship/leadership at the court is essential to make sure the scope doesn't change, manage 

court expectations, and make sure vendors are on task. 

High leadership commitment. 

Courts need to get buy for the change BEFORE the RFP is issued, not after. 

Upper management of the court system does not seem to be involved and realize the needs of the end user 
of the technology. 

4 

Vendor Requirements and project management are over rated because more often then not they are done 
incorrectly. The key is mapping a solution to a process. 

1 

2.  Unclear scope or requirements 4 
Court Not enough time put in on front end to better define requirements.  You pay for this later. 

"unclear scope." 

Marketing oversells what you will actually receive. 

3 

Vendor The 3 primary areas of failure tend to revolve around project management and understanding the needs and 
business requirements and rules. 

1 

3.  Lack of user involvement 1 
Court Courts need to get buy for the change BEFORE the RFP is issued, not after. 1 

4.  Inadequate project management 5 
Court Project mgmt needs to be led by the business side of the court, not the tech side. 

Most court IT directors have too much on their plate and they try to be project manager also. 

Project management includes getting buy-in, mgmt support and user involvement. 

Staff/Mgmt turnover. 

4 

Vendor The 3 primary areas of failure tend to revolve around project management and understanding the needs and 
business requirements and rules.  Project management will help in defining and managing timeframes, 
deliverables, and expectations. 

1 

5.  Capacity of court IT staff 5 
Court Limited resources. 

Control by general IT staff without court knowledge. 

"staff capacity". 

3 

Vendor Court IT staff is overloaded with a number of projects and need help. 

Court must be prepared to ultimately support the product in-house. 

2 

Continued 
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6.  Project scope too large 3 
Court Again the undertaking too large of project so it becomes obsolete before implementation, and the scope.  In 

order to maintain involvement and motivation small wins are better. 

Courts need to do a better job of "expectation management" with system users.  Implementing a project in 
smaller pieces at a time will bring great percentages of success. 

Courts seem to try to solve all their problems through one technology application instead of looking at the 
various problems individually and narrowing the focus of projects. 

3 

7.  Unrealistic funding expectations 1 
Court We have been very fortunate with successful IT projects, however, projects are often more laborious than 

anticipated and funding is difficult to ascertain. 
1 

8.  Inadequate infrastructure 1 
Vendor Use of old and/or proprietary technology. 1 

Other responses 11 

 All of the above 3 

Vendor All of the above. 1 

Court All of the above. 

Usually combination of many of these reasons. 

2 

 Poor vendor product, capacity 2 

Court Poor vendor product. 

The biggest failure I saw was the Consolidated Justice Information Systems.  We tried to adopt software from 
another state.  The vendor could not understand what we were asking for. 

2 

 Oversold, unrealistic expectations 2 

Court Vendors oversell solution.  Courts expect too much - are unrealistic. 

Vendors claim they can do everything - yesterday.  Unreal & unclear expectations. 

2 

 Inadequate court performance expectations, understanding of market 1 

Vendor Courts often are not held to the same performance expectations as private companies - & they often do not 
fully appreciate market economics. 

1 

 Better court testing, acceptance criteria, evaluation 1 

Vendor Good and thorough testing of the system by the court personnel is very important. Good acceptance criteria 
should be established by the court.  Evaluate vendor's use of technology in the development of the system. 

1 

 Americans With Disabilities Act 1 

Vendor Hearing impaired fail to ask for equipment and courts fail to publicize availability of equipment Poor vendor 
product Vendor oversell solution. 

1 

 No failures experienced 1 

Court We have been fortunate in the past to avoid IT failures in our court. 1 
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Question 9 
 
What do you believe courts, both locally and through national organizations, can do to enable 
vendors to do a better job of delivering current and emerging technology?  (Circle only the two 
most important) 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  Tallies %age Tallies %age Tallies %age

1 Include vendors in standards development 27 20% 27 23% 54 21%
2 Increase vendor understanding of courts 36 26% 11 9% 47 18%
3 Pre-qualify vendors 5 4% 9 8% 14 5%
4 Improve court business processes 21 15% 15 13% 36 14%
5 Improve procurement process 10 7% 14 12% 24 9%
6 Encourage courts to specify budget limitations 2 1% 10 8% 12 5%
7 Better project management 18 13% 15 13% 33 13%
8 Better court infrastructure 2 1% 5 4% 7 3%
9 Other 17 12% 12 10% 29 11%
 Totals 138   118   256   

 See next page for narrative comments of respondents. 
 

 
 
        

        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
        



 

Court Technology Survey Report: Attachment II A-30 

 
Question 9: Narrative Comments 
Respondents were asked to "Explain above choices or other ways not listed above"; 24 respondents 
provided 27 total responses.  These are provided in order by choice number, and include the total 
number of responses, with further subtallies by court or vendor. For responses to choice 9, Other, the 
remarks are grouped by topic. 

1.  Include vendors in standards development 4 
Court Would insure better expectations. 

More of a partnership therefore need for inclusion of vendors in standards development through this process 
better understanding of courts by vendors will occur. 

2 

Vendor Since many courts have generally allowed vendors to determine the court's requirements, it is critical that 
vendors have a better understanding of the standards.  It is more important, however, that the courts take 
more responsibility in defining their own. 

Vendors should get more active in working with court standards. 

2 

2.  Increase vendor understanding of courts 2 
Court Increase exchanges like those that occur in FACT and make sure results get to Courts & industry. 1 

Vendor Be more involved in matching solutions to court needs. 1 

3.  Pre-qualify vendors 1 
Court A list of vendors with products that meet standards and have proven products would save time and reduce 

risk for courts. 
1 

4.  Improve court business processes 2 
Court Setting standards and an agreed process is just as if not more, important than the technology itself. 

We need to standardize court processes. 

2 

5.  Improve court procurement process 4 
Court Let courts have authority to purchase. 

Educate both vendors & courts re: common procurement pitfalls, making assumptions, unwritten 
agreements. 

2 

Vendor Courts could do a better job of laying the groundwork ahead of time.  One person in a court often gets an 
idea to do something and brings in a vendor, only to find out that there is not enough support to continue with 
the project. 

Courts need to award bids on the basis of product specifications other than the lowest bid.  By awarding to 
the lowest bid the courts are purchasing sub-standard equipment and are placing doubt on the solution. 

2 

6.  Encourage courts to specify budget limitations 1 
Vendor Court should be more understanding of financial resources needed to complete a successful project. 1 

7.  Better project management 2 
Court Standards, guidelines, training, etc. on tech project mgmt would provide valuable assistance to courts. 

Each project needs good project management. 

2 

Continued  
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9. Other 11 

 Improve leadership, planning 3 

Court Courts could do a better job of laying the groundwork ahead of time.  One person in a court often gets an 
idea to do something and brings in a vendor, only to find out that there is not enough support to continue with 
the project. 

Courts need to do a better job of helping judges, court staff and others to see the need to change and 
improve as a result of that change.  There is still a great deal of fear of change and justification "because we 
have always done it that way”. 

2 

Vendor We live in a time when the private sector makes advances much faster than courts can absorb - & the market 
economics forces decisions not in sync with court decision processes & standards. 

1 

 Better technology evaluation, dissemination 3 

Vendor Evaluate the technology vendors are using in the development of their systems.  Can the system be updated 
to new technology? 

1 

Court Honestly review IT/court failures and successes. 

Court systems, even though not ready to purchase, should always be up on technology. 

2 

 Exclude vendors from standards development 1 

Vendor DONT include vendors in standards! You will have the market driving needs. You want the needs driving the 
market. 

1 

 Annual technology conferences 1 

Vendor Yearly technology conferences (CTC).  Technology is expanding rapidly and every two years is not often 
enough.  Interaction between courts and vendors would result in more specialized equipment for ADA 
compliance. 

1 

 More court ownership of solution 1 

Vendor Increase the hands-on participation by court personnel in the system implementation. 1 

 Improved funding 1 

Court It seems the court system doesn't have funds to keep up with changing technology.  There doesn't seem to 
be a relationship between vendors and courts until a purchase.   

1 

 Increased partnership, more commitment 1 

Vendor These are still holding these partnerships at arms length. There needs to be more commitment than this. 1 
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Question 10 
 
Court technology projects are best assured when: 

  Court Vendor Totals 
  

Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage Tallies Percentage

1 The focus is on the court and specific  
remedies for court problems 

10 15% 20 36% 30 25%

2 The focus is primarily on the court, but 
solutions consider the impact on the entire 
justice enterprise 

38 58% 27 48% 65 54%

3 The focus is on the entire justice enterprise 
with appropriate concentration of effort  
given to the court 

15 23% 7 13% 22 18%

4 The focus is on the entire justice enterprise 2 3% 2 4% 4 3%
 Totals 65   56   121   
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Additional Comments 
Respondents who filled out the electronic version of the survey instrument were asked to provide 
additional comments. Fifteen respondents provided 14 total responses. These are provided in order by 
response totals. 

Court problems 5 
Court Myopic view 1 

Vendor As indicated by our responses, we found the procurement process to be cumbersome and non-uniform 
between courts. Project management is also commonly weak. The court either lacks any personnel with 
expertise to manage the project, or relies on us to do so. 

Court technology projects are business problems with potential technical solutions.  Courts need to better 
understand their business needs and direct the planning and requirements phase of these projects.  The IT 
staff should primarily play the role. 

Courts have to interact with multiple judicial agencies and understanding of their requirements can be very 
useful. 

The client, vendor, procurement relationship needs to drastically change before success will be reached 

4 

Larger justice enterprise 2 
Court Courts need to recognize that if we are going to make effective use of the taxpayers’ dollars, we must 

integrate with other agencies.  The days of "we are the court and you will do it our way" have to end 
1 

Vendor Courts have to interact with multiple judicial agencies and understanding of their requirements can be very 
useful 

1 

Court testing and acceptance 2 
Vendor Development of good acceptance criteria by the courts. 

Development of good test plan by the courts 

2 

Communication and education 1 
Court Communication of and education on how to use is still needed 1 

More narrow-scope solutions 1 
Court If focus is on entire justice enterprise project scope is too difficult to control and manage 1 

Vendor use of technology 1 
Vendor Use of technology by vendors in the development of their systems 1 

Court control 1 
Court Coming from Wisconsin I believe that courts should consider in-house IT solutions that are user driven. 1 

Court reporters are solution 1 
Court We believe that court reporters know what technology the court systems need.  They depend on the audio, 

the visual, and they are attuned to most of the needs that keep courts running and cases flowing.  Court 
systems need to stay current with the court reporters. 

1 
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