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EX EC U T I VE S U MMA RY
This report outlines NCSC’s new CourTools Measure 1, the revised Access
and Fairness Survey, for use in the state courts. NCSC partnered with the
Supreme Court of Ohio to pilot test the new Measure 1 in the Ohio courts.

What’s new in this version of the measure? The new Measure 1 is designed to be
disseminated to court users online, and it measures both in-person and remote court
experiences. It includes some targeted supplemental measures that make it possible
for courts to answer important questions about court user experiences. It has also been
translated into several languages.
What questions can the courts answer using the new Measure 1? Courts can use the
data from the new Measure 1 to answer vital questions about their operations and produce
important insights about how to serve court users better. Not only can courts measure
perceptions of access and fairness over time, but they can also pinpoint where they can
make improvements to improve access and fairness for different types of court users in
different types of cases.
Where can courts access the new Measure 1? Courts can visit the CourTools website
for guidance on implementing Measure 1. Resources include survey files that can be
imported directly into Qualtrics or SurveyMonkey.
What did we learn in the Ohio Courts pilot?
• Courts should carefully consider their recruitment methods before beginning a survey of
court users, with the understanding that effective methods of recruitment vary between
courts. We encourage courts to monitor their response rates during the early days
of survey dissemination so that there’s time to try new strategies if the court initially
doesn’t receive as many responses as it expects.
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•

A raffle-style monetary incentive was not effective for increasing participation. However,
simpler and more immediate incentives, such as a candy bowl in the lobby of the
courthouse or a free cup of coffee, may make a difference, at least for in-person
participants.

•

Participants rated remote hearings as more accessible and fair than in-person
hearings.

•

Participants who had the option to choose in-person or remote hearings gave higher
Access and Fairness ratings than participants who did not have a choice.

•

Most remote court users accessed their hearings from either laptops or smartphones.
Most were located either at home or at work.

Access & Fairness in the Virtual Delivery of Court Services

O V E RV I E W

This report outlines NCSC’s new CourTools Measure 1, the revised
Access and Fairness Survey, for use in the state courts.

What’s New in This Version?
The original version of the Access and Fairness survey was designed to measure court users’
perceptions of access and fairness in the courts during a time when court business took place
almost exclusively in-person. Now that many state courts have moved significant portions of
their operations to remote technologies and virtual spaces, a new measure of court users’
experiences is needed.
The new Measure 1 is designed to be disseminated to court users online, and it measures
both in-person and remote court experiences. It includes some targeted supplemental
measures that make it possible for courts to answer vital questions about court user
experiences. Finally, it has been translated into several languages (Spanish, Arabic, Russian,
Mandarin Chinese, Somali, and Nepali).

National Center for State Courts
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What Questions Can the Courts Answer Using the New Measure 1?
Courts can use the data from the new Measure 1 to answer vital questions about their
operations and produce important insights about how to serve court users better:

Accessibility
•

How accessible is the court?

•

Has accessibility improved over time?

•

Which aspects of court services (e.g., navigating physical courthouses or remote hearing
platforms, safety, forms, staff assistance) are most and least accessible?

•

Are in-person proceedings or remote proceedings more accessible?

•

Is the court more accessible for certain types of court business (e.g., hearings, making
payments, searching court records, filing) than others?

•

Are in-person proceedings or remote proceedings more accessible for certain case types?

•

Does the ability to choose between in-person and remote proceedings affect perceptions of
accessibility?

•

Is the court more accessible to litigants who are represented by attorneys or selfrepresented litigants?

•

Is the courts’ remote hearing platform more accessible on certain types of devices?

•

Does accessibility vary by court users’ age, race and ethnicity, gender, education, disability
status, or language?

Fairness
•

How fair do court users perceive the court to be?

•

Have perceptions of fairness improved over time?

•

Are in-person proceedings or remote proceedings perceived as more fair?

•

Are in-person proceedings or remote proceedings perceived as more fair for certain case
types?

•

Does the ability to choose between in-person and remote proceedings affect perceptions of
fairness?

•

Is the court perceived as more fair by litigants who are represented by attorneys or selfrepresented litigants?

•

Do perceptions of fairness vary by court users’ age, race and ethnicity, gender, education,
disability status, or language?

Where Can Courts Access the New Measure 1?
Courts can visit the CourTools website for guidance on implementing Measure 1. Resources
include survey files that can be imported directly into Qualtrics or SurveyMonkey.
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TH E N E W C OU R TO O L S
M EA S U R E 1

All Participants: Introductory Questions
Please select the category below that best describes you
•
Involved in a court case/legal matter as a party or criminal defendant
•
Friend or family member of someone who’s involved in a court case
•
Victim or witness in a court case
•
Member of the public, including court livestream viewer

How did you access court services on your most recent visit?
•
Face-to-face at the courthouse
•
Remotely (videoconference, phone, internet, or court kiosk)

What business did you need to get done on your most recent visit to the court?
•
Participate in a hearing or trial
•
Observe or view a hearing or trial
•
Attend a probation visit or class
•
Search court records
•
File papers or forms
•
Make a payment
•
Get legal information
•
Other

In-Person Participants

Remote Participants
Access questions: rate on a scale from
1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)

Access questions: rate on a scale from
1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)
1.
2.

Finding the courthouse was easy
I easily found the courtroom or office I
needed
3. The forms I needed were clear and easy
to understand
4. I felt safe in the courthouse
5. I was able to get my court business done
without physical, communication, or
language barriers
6. I was able to get my court business done
in a reasonable amount of time
7. Court staff paid adequate attention to my
needs
8. I was treated with respect
9. The court’s website was useful
10. The court’s hours of operation made it
easy for me to do my business

3.
4.
5.
6.

Joining the proceeding was easy
I was able to focus on the proceeding
without distraction
3. The forms I needed were clear and easy
to understand
4. I felt safe participating in the remote
hearing or court activity
5. I was able to get my court business done
without technology, communication, or
language barriers
6. I was able to get my court business done
in a reasonable amount of time
7. Court staff paid adequate attention to my
needs
8. I was treated with respect
9. The court’s website was useful
10. The court’s hours of operation made it
easy for me to do my business
[If “Participate in a hearing or trial”]:
Fairness questions: rate on a scale from
1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)

[If “Participate in a hearing or trial”]:
Fairness questions: rate on a scale from
1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree)
1.
2.

1.
2.

The way my case was handled was fair
I had a chance to tell my side of the story
before my case was decided
I was treated the same as everyone else
I could follow what was happening in the
proceeding
I was comfortable enough to say what I
really thought about things
As I leave the court, I know what to do
next about my case

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The way my case was handled was fair
I had a chance to tell my side of the story
before my case was decided
I was treated the same as everyone else
I could follow what was happening in the
proceeding
I was comfortable enough to say what I
really thought about things
As I leave the remote hearing, I know what
to do next about my case

All Participants
How could you have been better served on your most recent court visit?

What type of case were you meeting about on your most recent visit? [list of case types relevant to the
specific court]

[If “Participate in a hearing or trial”]: Did you have a choice as to whether your hearing took place remotely
or in person?
•
Yes: it was my choice whether we had a remote hearing or an in-person hearing
•
No: I did not have a choice

[If “Involved in a court case/legal matter as a party”]: Did you have a lawyer/attorney helping you with your
court business? Please select the option that best describes your situation on this most recent visit.
•
I have a lawyer/attorney representing me throughout my case
•
I had a lawyer/attorney helping me on this visit, but they’re not representing me throughout the whole
case
•
I have another representative helping me with my case (for example, an Allied Legal Professional or
guardian ad litem)
•
I do not have a lawyer/attorney or any other representative

Remote Participants
What type of device did you use to access the
hearing or trial?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Desktop computer
Laptop computer (for example,
Chromebook, Surface Pro)
Tablet (for example, iPad)
Smartphone (for example, Samsung
Galaxy, iPhone, Google Pixel, Android)
Cell phone that isn’t a smartphone
Landline phone
Other (please specify)

Where did you participate in the remote hearing
from?
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

My home or home office
A friend’s or family member’s home
At work or during my break at work
My attorney’s/lawyer’s office
A court kiosk, self-help center, or other
court facility
Another public location (for example,
parking lot, library, public hotspot, coffee
shop, park)
Travelling (for example, an airplane, hotel
room)
Jail, prison, or detention facility
Other (please describe)

All Participants: Demographic Questions
What is your age?
•
18-19 years
•
20-29 years
•
30-39 years
•
40-49 years
•
50-59 years
•
60-69 years
•
70-79 years
•
80+ years

How do you identify your race? (Check all that apply)
•
American Indian or Alaska Native
•
Asian or Asian American
•
Black or African American
•
Latino/Latina/Latinx/Latine or Hispanic
•
Middle Eastern or North African
•
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
•
White
•
I prefer to self-describe

How do you identify your gender?
•
Man or Male
•
Woman or Female
•
Non-binary or Genderqueer
•
I prefer to self-describe

What is your highest level of education?
•
Less than a high school diploma
•
High school diploma or GED
•
Some college, but no college degree
•
Associate’s degree
•
Bachelor’s degree
•
Graduate degree

Did you request any disability accommodations on this visit?
•
Yes
•
No, but that would have helped me
•
No, I didn’t need any accommodations

Did you request any language translation services on this visit?
•
Yes
•
No, but that would have helped me
•
No, I didn’t need language translation

National Center for State Courts
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RE C O M M E N D E D S U RV E Y
CU S TO M I Z AT ION S

Courts benefit from using a standardized measure of access and
fairness, so that they can compare data over time and across
jurisdictions. However, there are a few customizations that we
recommend the court make to the survey, to ensure that the survey
accurately captures court users’ experiences in the local jurisdiction:
LOOK AND FEEL
Add the court’s logo to the survey design
INTRODUCTORY TEXT
Replace “your local court” with the name of the court
CASE TYPE
Add or remove response options to reflect the types of cases heard in the court
REPRESENTATION STATUS
Replace “Allied Legal Professional” with the relevant terminology for
paraprofessionals in the jurisdiction, if any
END OF SURVEY ACTION
Redirect court users to the court’s website
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ST R AT E G I E S F O R
DIS S E M I N AT IN G
TH E N E W M E A S U R E 1

NCSC partnered with the Supreme Court of Ohio to pilot test the new
Measure 1 in the Ohio courts. This section summarizes the lessons that
we learned about disseminating the survey.

Recruitment Methods
Courts should carefully consider their recruitment methods before beginning a survey of court
users, with the understanding that effective methods of recruitment vary between courts. The
seven pilot sites in this study used a variety of strategies for recruiting participants:
•

Signs on the walls in public areas of courthouses (e.g., lobbies, courtroom doors, entrance
to the clerk’s office, elevators, stairwells) with a QR code that linked to the survey

•

Links to the survey or QR codes on email notices (e.g., emails to schedule Zoom hearings,
evening emails from the Court Management System to all court users who appeared in
court that day, emails to users of navigation services and help centers)

•

Banner advertisements on court websites

•

Pop-up windows on court websites

•

Cards or handouts on counters in courthouse lobbies

•

Emails or verbal requests from case managers

Our experiences suggest that there’s no single recruitment method that is equally effective in
all courts. In courts that conducted much of their business in-person, having staff personally
ask court users to complete the survey was relatively effective. Courts that conducted remote
hearings had success when the judge or bailiff verbally reminded court users to take the
survey before ending each call. Having the Case Management System automatically email
court users each day was an efficient way to reach many people without spending much staff
time.
We encourage courts to monitor their response rates during the early days of survey
dissemination so that there’s time to try new strategies if the court initially doesn’t receive as
many responses as it expects.

National Center for State Courts
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Methods for Accessing the Survey
Most participants in our pilot (91.9%) accessed the survey by clicking on a URL, and the
remaining 8.1% of participants accessed the survey through a QR code. Participants who
accessed the survey via a URL were more likely to complete it than those accessing it via
a QR code. Based on these findings, courts may benefit from exploring other methods for
reaching in-person court users besides (or in addition to) posters with QR codes.
These findings do not necessarily indicate that QR codes should not be used; even though
relatively few people used the QR codes, it may be that the QR codes reached a segment
of court users that would otherwise be unlikely to participate. However, a variety of methods
for reaching in-person court users may be beneficial. In discussions with our pilot sites, they
recommended having tablets or laptops stationed in the courthouse, where court users can
complete the survey on-the-spot before leaving the building. Some in-person court users can
also be reached after they leave the courthouse via email.

Monetary Incentives for Participants
Our pilot sites tested whether a monetary incentive would
increase participation rates. During some portions of the
study, participants were told that after completing the
survey, they’d be entered in a drawing to win one of five
Amazon gift cards for $200. At other times, participants
were not told in advance about the drawing and didn’t
learn about it until after they completed the survey.
Our findings showed that the raffle-style monetary
incentive did not increase response rates and is likely not
a good use of courts’ survey budgets.
These findings don’t rule out the usefulness of other
incentives, however. Simpler and more immediate
incentives, such as a candy bowl in the lobby of the
courthouse or a free cup of coffee, may make a difference,
at least for in-person participants. Anecdotal evidence
from our pilot sites suggests that these in-person
recruitment methods have been effective in the past.
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FINDING:
The monetary incentive
does not appear
to have made a
substantial difference
in response rates.

HIG H L I G H T S OF
TH E F I N D I NG S F R O M OH IO

This section summarizes some of the findings from Ohio that may be
useful for courts in other states.

Access Ratings for In-person versus Remote Proceedings
Participants rated remote hearings as significantly more accessible than in-person hearings.
Participants who had a choice as to whether their court hearing took place in-person or
remotely also gave significantly higher Access ratings than participants who did not have a
choice.
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Devices for Accessing Remote Hearings
A majority of participants accessed their remote hearings on either smartphones (38.4%)
or laptop computers (37.7%). Participants who used desktop computers, tablets, landline
phones, or other devices made up the remaining 23.8% of court users.

Locations for Accessing Remote Hearings
Most participants accessed their remote hearings from home (60.1%), and another 26.5%
accessed their remote hearings from work. The remaining 13.4% accessed their hearings
from a friend’s or relative’s home, an attorney’s office, another public location (e.g., library,
public hotspot, coffee shop), or a court kiosk or self-help center.
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Fairness Ratings for In-person versus Remote Proceedings
Participants rated remote hearings as significantly more fair than in-person hearings.
Participants who had a choice as to whether their court hearing took place in-person or remotely
also gave significantly higher Fairness ratings than participants who did not have a choice.
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