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References and Tools

There are many measurement and improvement instruments 
or tools that can be used by the courts in forging the path 
of Court Excellence. The type of tools that a court might 
select depends on the situation and the needs of the courts. 
References and links to these tools can be found on the 
Framework website: courtexcellence.com.  The site also 
contains considerable reference material, case studies 
and links to relevant court and organisational websites.

IFCE International Resources
http://ow.ly/hG7bm
Global Measures of Court Performance (work in progress)
http://ow.ly/hG779
CourTools	
www.courtools.org				  
CEPEJ Handbook on User Surveys
http://ow.ly/hG6ZG
NCSC Index of Available Resources
http://ow.ly/hG7fC

Contacts

Questions or comments concerning or applying the Framework 
can be forwarded to the following: 
 
Australia - Laurence Glanfield, Department of Attorney General 
& Justice, laurie_glanfield@agd.nsw.gov.au, 61 2 8688 7313

USA - Daniel J. Hall, National Center for State Courts,  
djhall@ncsc.org, 1.303.293.3063

Singapore - Jennifer Marie, Surbordinate Courts Complex,
subct_registrar@subct.gov.sg, (65) 64325 5155

Websites 

International Consortium for Court Excellence
courtexcellence.com
Australasian Institute of Judicial Administration
aija.org.au
Federal Judicial Center					   
www.fjc.gov
National Centre of State Courts 	 			 
www.ncsc.org
Subordinate Courts of Singapore
www.subcourts.gov.sg
European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ)
http://ow.ly/hG8ut
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Signatories to the International Consortium
The signatories who represent the International Consortium for Court Excellence include:

The Australasian Institute of Judicial Administration (AIJA)
The AIJA is an independent institute that draws its 
membership from all levels of the Australian and New 
Zealand judiciary, legal profession, court administrators, 
court librarians, and legal academics. The Institute’s 
principal objectives are research and education focusing 
on court administration and judicial systems.

The Federal Judicial Center
The Federal Judicial Center was established on the 
recommendation of the Judicial Conference of the United 
States, the Federal Judicial Center is the research and 
education organization for the federal judicial system of 
the United States. The Center conducts and promotes 
research of judicial procedures and court operations 
and provides orientation and continuing education and 
training for federal judges and court employees.
 

The National Center for State Courts (NCSC)
The NCSC provides consulting, training, research and 
evaluation to court systems throughout the United States and 
throughout the world.  It acts as an information clearinghouse 
in relation to all areas of judicial administration.  NCSC’s 
Board consists of state court appellate and trial judges, court 
managers from all levels and jurisdictions of State courts, 
attorneys, and court users from throughout the United States. 
 
The Subordinate Courts of Singapore
The Subordinate Courts have a broad jurisdiction that 
encompasses civil and criminal matters, family law, 
and juvenile justice. The Subordinate Courts have 
a longstanding commitment toward the reform of 
judicial administration, with particular emphasis on the 
international community and on the use of technology.



In addition, assistance in developing this Framework was provided by:

The European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ)
Composed of experts from all of the member States of 
the Council of Europe, CEPEJ’s tasks include identifying 
difficulties facing judicial systems in general, defining 
concrete ways of improving the functions of judicial systems, 
and evaluating their results for general consumption.

Spring Singapore
Spring Singapore is a public body concerned with 
the betterment of enterprise of all kinds. The 
organization focuses on quality and the enhancement 
of productivity in both the private and public sectors. 

The World Bank 
The Work Bank has 185 member countries. Within its broad 
mission of alleviating poverty worldwide, one significant 
area of interest is governance reform. Contributing to its 
work in this area is a multi-disciplinary staff that includes 
economists, public policy experts, and social scientists.



Table of Contents
Section 1: Purpose and Development of the Framework
	    1.1	 Application of the Framework to Courts 
	    1.2	 The benefits of adopting the Framework

Section 2: Court Values

Section 3: Core Values and Court Activity
	    3.1	 Seven Areas for Court Excellence
	    	 3.1.1 	 Court Leadership and Management
		  3.1.2 	 Court Planning and Policies
		  3.1.3 	 Court Resources (Human, Material and Financial)
		  3.1.4 	 Court Proceedings and Processes
		  3.1.5 	 Client Needs and Satisfaction
		  3.1.6 	 Affordable and Accessible Court Services
		  3.1.7 	 Public Trust and Confidence

Section 4: The Framework Journey to Court Excellence 		
	    4.1    	 Assessment of Court Excellence
	    4.2    	 Using the Self-Assessment Questionnaire
		  4.2.1	 Part 1 of the Questionnaire: Approach and Deployment
		  4.2.2	 Part 2 of the Questionnaire: Results
		  4.2.3 	 Questionnaire Scoring System – how to apply	
			   Self-Assessment Scoring Guidelines
		  4.2.4   	 The Self-Assessment Process
		  4.2.5	 Scoring Table
		  4.2.6	 Banding Table
	    4.3   	  Analysing and Identifying Areas for Improvement
	    4.4   	  Improvement Plan
	    4.5   	  Review and Refinement
	
Section 5: Measurement of Performance and Progress
	    5.1 	 Measurement of Performance
	    5.2 	 Measurement of Progress
	    5.3 	 Court Performance Measurement Indicators and Tools

Section 6: Communication and Reporting

Section 7: Conclusion

Appendix A: Self-Assessment Questionnaire
Appendix B: Sample Template for an Improvement Plan
Appendix C: Performance Measures aligned to the Seven Areas for Court Excellence
Appendix D: Court Performance Management Policies and Tools (examples)
Appendix E: Self-Assessment Checklist

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48



1 | THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR COURT EXCELLENCE, 2ND EDITION

BACK TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section 1: Purpose and Development of the Framework
An International Consortium consisting of groups and 
organizations from Europe, Asia, Australia, and the United 
States developed the original International Framework 
for Court Excellence in 2008.  The original Framework 
has been applied by many courts across the world since 
2008 and the Consortium has simplified and modified the 
original Framework to reflect feedback on the Framework 
and the experience of those courts. This 2013 version 
of the Framework incorporates the latest developments 
in international court improvement strategies.

Since 2006 the goal of the Consortium’s efforts has been 
the development and maintenance of a framework of 
values, concepts, and tools by which courts worldwide 
can voluntarily assess and improve the quality of 
justice and court administration they deliver. 

The foundation of the Framework is the clear 
statement of the fundamental values courts must 
adhere to if they are to achieve excellence.  

The Framework also represents a resource for assessing a 
court’s performance against seven detailed areas of court 
excellence and provides clear guidance for courts intending to 
improve their performance.  It provides a model methodology 
for continuous evaluation and improvement that is specifically 
designed for use by courts.  It builds upon a range of 
recognized organizational improvement methodologies while 
reflecting the special needs and issues that courts face.  

The Framework provides a path for improvement in the quality 
of court services.  Many courts throughout the world measure 
performance for specific activities but the Framework takes a 
holistic approach to court performance.  It represents a process 
for a whole-court approach to achieving court excellence 
rather than simply presenting a limited range of performance 
measures directed to limited aspects of court activity.
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The absence of a court-specific framework and the inadequacy 
of existing benchmarking and performance measurement 
systems, at an international and national level, inspired the 
Consortium to develop the original Framework. Although a 
broad understanding of key areas and standards for court 
performance does exist, courts need more than a collection 
of qualitative and quantitative performance measures. 

This new edition of the Framework builds upon the 
feedback and effectiveness of courts across the globe and 
represents a contemporary methodology for achievement 
of court excellence.  The opportunity has been taken to 
closely link globally accepted performance measures 
with the Framework methodology and to articulate 
best practices in court and judicial administration.

1.1 Application of the Framework to Courts

The Framework is designed to apply to all courts and to 
be equally effective for sophisticated large urban courts, 
smaller rural or remote courts and tribunals.  Although the 
Framework refers to courts in a substantive sense it applies 
to all courts and tribunals whose function is to adjudicate 
matters impartially and fairly on the basis of rules of law 
and in a way that is binding for the parties involved.

All adjudicative bodies play a fundamental role in the 
day-to-day lives of citizens, enterprises, and governments.  
Although adjudication is the core business of courts, many 
courts across the world also have a supervisory or registry 
component. They are often responsible for enforcing remedies 
involving breaches of civil law, bankruptcy, and the liquidation 
of companies and their assets. In some countries, courts 
supervise the maintenance and integrity of key legal records, 
such as information about corporations and land ownership. 

The Framework captures these non-adjudicative functions, 
including Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR), where there 
is a sufficient link through court management or oversight. 
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1.2 The benefits of adopting  
the Framework

Adoption of the Framework will help ensure courts are 
able to deliver the quality court services essential to 
fulfilling their critical role and functions in society.

Fair, accessible, and efficient courts create positive relations 
among citizens and between the individual citizen and the State. 
Public trust and confidence that a court will provide accessible, 
fair, and accountable proceedings is, in turn, naturally enhanced 
by an effective and efficient court system. Confidence within 
the business community and therefore in business investment 
are likewise heightened. A sound justice system enables 
positive economic growth and healthy social development. 

 

Section 2: Court Values
The Consortium recognizes there is broad international 
agreement regarding the core values that the courts 
apply in carrying out their role.  The key values to 
the successful functioning of the courts are:

•	 Equality before the law
•	 Fairness
•	 Impartiality
•	 Independence of decision-making
•	 Competence
•	 Integrity
•	 Transparency
•	 Accessibility
•	 Timeliness
•	 Certainty

These core values guarantee due process and equal protection 
of the law to all those who have business before the courts. 
They also set the court culture and provide direction for 
all judges and staff for a proper functioning court.  
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Values such as fairness and impartiality set the standards 
by which courts conduct themselves.   The values of 
independence and competence are primarily related to the 
ability of the judge to make decisions based solely on a 
thorough understanding of the applicable law and the facts 
of the case.  Integrity includes the transparency and propriety 
of the process, the decision, and the decision maker.  Justice 
must not only be done but be transparently seen to be done.  

Accessibility incorporates the ease of gaining entry to the 
legal process (including reasonable filing fees and other 
costs, access to counsel and, if needed, an interpreter) and 
using court facilities effectively.  The ability to obtain accurate, 
complete information about the judicial process and the results 
of individual cases is essential to accessibility.  Timeliness 
reflects a balance between the time required to properly 
obtain, present, and weigh the evidence, law and arguments, 
and unreasonable delay due to inefficient processes and 
insufficient resources.  No less important is the guarantee 
of certainty; that a decision will at some point be considered 
‘final’ whether at first instance or through an appeal process.

It is the responsibility of the presiding judicial officer of the 
court, the heads of departments and other managers of the 
courts to encourage understanding of and adherence to core 
values, such as independence, integrity and timeliness. 

A journey towards court excellence is primarily 
a journey built upon a strong respect for and 
adherence to shared court values. 
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Section 3: Core Values and Court Activity
The Framework provides a methodology for building a 
court’s performance on the basis of internationally accepted 
court core values and their application to every area of a 
court’s activities.  There is a fundamental and clear link 
between court values and the performance of a court.  The 
Framework provides a clear method for courts to assess 
whether those values that have been identified as being 
important are in fact guiding the court’s role and functions.  

The journey to court excellence is one of continuous 
improvement achieved through optimal internal 
organization of the courts, strong leadership, clear court 
policies, quality resource management, effective and 
efficient court operations, high quality and reliable court 
(performance) data and a high level of public respect.  

All of these roles and activities must be carried out at the 
highest quality level for a court to be regarded as an excellent 
court.  To simplify the process of assessment of performance 
and identification of areas for improvement the Framework 
divides these areas of activity and roles into seven separate 
categories collectively called the Seven Areas for Court 
Excellence.  Each area conveniently captures an important 
focus for a court in its pursuit of excellence.  Each area has 
a critical impact on the ability of the court to adhere to its 
core values and to deliver excellent court performance.  

The values should be reflected in a court’s approach to 
each of the areas of court excellence and, through the 
Framework process of assessment and improvement, 
a court can be aware of how well it is promoting and 
adhering to the values it espouses. It is important for 
courts to not only publicize the values which guide 
court performance, but also to ensure those values 
are built into the court’s processes and practices.
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3.1	 Seven Areas for Court Excellence

3.1.1	COURT LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT

Inspiring leadership and proactive management in an 
organization are crucial for court success and excellence. 
This is true for all levels in the organization. They are an 
essential foundation for moving beyond the status quo 
by valuing and promoting the benefit of improving quality, 
effectiveness, and efficiency of services.  Indeed, strong 
leadership ensures the court is not operating in isolation from 
the broader community and external partners.  An excellent 
court organization with outstanding performance results 
can only be realized by co-operation with other organizations 
and partners that influence the work of the court such as 
public prosecution agencies, governmental agencies, the 
local legal profession, the police, and user support groups.

Strong leadership also requires the creation of a highly 
professional management capability within the courts 
as well as a focus on innovation within the courts and 
the anticipation of changes in society (which can lead 
to changes in demands for judicial services).  In most 
countries the heads of courts are judges with a high level 
of judicial expertise. This does not automatically guarantee 
that they are also the best managers for courts. Excellent 
courts stimulate court leaders to take part in postgraduate 
management courses to improve their management skills. 
Innovation and flexibility are important qualities for court 
organizations because societal change is a fact of life: for 
example, the growing mobility of citizens, internationalization, 
changes in economic climate, variation in the level of crime 
rates, and modifications of laws. Excellent court managers 
anticipate and recognize change. They actively involve all 
staff and judges in identifying challenges and solutions. They 
try to modify work processes and organizational structures 
as well as to implement innovative solutions that lead to 
improved performance results and a high level of quality.
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Other measures of strong leadership include the ‘openness’ 
of the organization and clear accountability. This means that 
courts regularly publish their performance results and provide 
information on their services, processes and improvements. 

Strong court leadership implies the promotion of the 
external orientation of courts, a proactive and professional 
management culture, accountability and openness, an eye 
for innovation and a proactive response to changes in society.

3.1.2	 COURT PLANNING AND POLICIES

An embedded practice of refining, implementing, 
and assessing court policies is essential for effective 
management and strong leadership. It implies that the 
courts systematically collect information about their 
performance, the changes in society, and the needs and 
wishes of court users and external partners of the courts. 
This obviously requires a proper management information 
system to register and process performance data which is 
then available for analysis. Excellent courts use a system of 
policies and plans to realize the objectives that have been 
formulated in terms of court performance and quality.

Planning ahead is fundamental to establishing clear goals, 
targets and plans for improvement. Excellent courts actively 
engage judges and staff and widely consult with court users 
and stakeholders to develop new policies and approaches to 
court improvement.  Planning must be based on a committed 
use of accurate and reliable data and information to ensure 
strategies, plans and policies are supported by a strong 
evidence base.  The planning process needs to ensure 
court values are inherently built into plans and policies.

Excellent courts actively use court policies as tools to 
improve performance and ensure high quality services. 
Judicial policies may focus on strengthening specific 
values or the realization of well-defined goals. A policy, 
for example, can aim at strengthening the unity of law by 
introducing guidelines for certain types of cases. In civil 
proceedings, a policy can encourage judges to take an active 
role in applying and enforcing standards for submitting 
documents or new evidence. In criminal proceedings, a 
listing or adjournment policy can be used to help reduce 
the number of postponements of court sessions.  A clear 
policy on waiver of fees can improve accessibility to a court.
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Excellent courts formulate, implement and assess clear 
policies and strategies for achieving performance objectives 
for efficiency and quality they have set at an earlier stage. 

3.1.3 COURT RESOURCES  
(HUMAN, MATERIAL AND FINANCIAL)

Excellent courts manage all available resources properly, 
effectively and proactively. They define priorities, and take 
into account developments in society and the changing 
wishes and needs of court users and external partners.

The most important resources of the courts are its 
personnel, the judges and court staff. Excellent courts 
apply and continue to improve objective workload 
models, which describe the relationship between court 
case categories and the average time needed by a 
judge and court staff to prepare and finalize a case. In 
combination with the anticipated number of incoming 
cases and pending cases, this information is used to 
predict the judicial and staff resources needed. 

Since courts are professional organizations excellent 
courts respect the professional values that are related 
to the function of a judge and stimulate knowledge 
sharing and improvement of relevant knowledge. In 
excellent court organizations there is a good working 
climate, high level of satisfaction of judges and staff 
and a system for continuing professional education.

Excellent courts have sufficient material resources to 
fulfil their objectives and carefully manage and maintain 
these resources. Poor quality of courtrooms, inadequate 
buildings, a lack of office space for judges, court staff, and 
court records, inadequate office material and equipment, 
including computers, will have a negative effect on the court’s 
performance and the quality of the services delivered. 

Sound and proactive management of financial resources 
requires effective budgeting, fiscal management and 
independent auditing of accounts.  Courts need to ensure 
they have adequate financial and management expertise, 
appropriate court facilities and office space, and where 
appropriate, technology for a proper functioning of a court. 
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3.1.4 COURT PROCEEDINGS AND PROCESSES

Fair, effective and efficient court proceedings are indicators 
of court excellence. The conduct of court proceedings 
depends on the quality of court rules (and procedures), 
judicial oversight, application of the rules and court support 
(including technology).  Excellent courts review the conduct 
of proceedings and, based on an analysis and description 
of work processes, identify aspects of court proceedings 
for improvement. Timeliness and foresight are crucial.

Duration of the litigation process must be constantly 
monitored as well as pending cases that have been in the 
process for an excessive period. Appropriate measures must 
be taken in situations where the duration exceeds the norms. 
The standard operating procedures of an excellent court 
comprise important elements such as agreed upon time 
standards, establishment of case schedules in individual 
cases, the active role of the judge with respect to time 
management, limitations in the postponement of court 
sessions, effective scheduling methods for court sessions, 
and the use of differentiated case management and, if 
applicable, alternative dispute resolution techniques.

Efficient and effective court proceedings also require 
an efficient division of labour between judges and court 
staff.  Judges should focus on adjudication. Court staff 
should deal with minor judicial tasks and administrative 
aspects. In excellent courts the non-judicial functions of 
judges are limited and the judge tries to minimize the 
clerical tasks performed by the judge, while allowing 
for judges’ participation in appropriate leadership, 
managerial, and policy work. Similarly, substantive legal 
and procedural decisions are not left to court staff.

Excellent courts have fair and timely court proceedings. 
Much attention is given to ensuring timeliness and eliminating 
or minimizing a backlog of cases. An efficient division of 
labour between judges and court staff is used to support 
a clear focus on the efficient disposition of cases.
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3.1.5 CLIENT NEEDS AND SATISFACTION

Research has consistently shown that the perceptions of 
those using the courts are influenced more by how they 
are treated and whether the process appears fair, than 
whether they received a favourable or unfavourable result. 
Thus, one of the important aspects of the quality approach 
and the ‘search for excellence’ is that it takes the needs 
and perceptions of court users into account. Court users 
include members of the public and businesses making use 
of the services of the courts (e.g., litigants, witnesses, crime 
victims, those seeking information or assistance from court 
staff) and professional partners (lawyers, public prosecutors, 
enforcement agents, governmental agencies, court experts, 
and court interpreters).  Accordingly, measures must address 
not only the level of satisfaction with the outcome of the 
court proceeding, but also the level of satisfaction with 
how the parties, witnesses, and lawyers were treated by 
the judges and the court staff.   The (perceived) expertise 
of the judges and staff and the fairness and ability to 
understand court procedures and decisions should also 
be measured.  This information should be used to improve 
the quality and processes provided by the courts.

3.1.6 AFFORDABLE AND ACCESSIBLE 
COURT SERVICES

Excellent courts are affordable and easily accessible 
for litigants. Court fees do not prevent members of the 
public from accessing the judicial process; cumbersome 
procedures and requirements do not drive up litigation 
expenses; and forms and comprehensible basic 
information about court processes are readily available.  

Physical access is easy and comfortable. Court users 
can easily reach the public visitors area of courtrooms; 
directions in the courts are clearly displayed; and a central 
information point guides court users through the court. 
Safety is guaranteed, but excessive safety measures 
do not prevent litigants from feeling comfortable. 

Courts use information technology to enable self-represented 
court users to navigate the courts (through general 
information on the court, court proceedings, and court 
fees), electronic filing, and use of videoconferencing. 
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Access to justice is facilitated by courts:

•	 adhering to universal physical access standards
•	 providing court interpreters and offering 

information in the languages spoken in 
the community served by the court

•	 setting court fees at affordable levels
•	 working with agencies and the legal community 

to ensure that legal assistance is available to 
those financially unable to retain a lawyer

•	 providing, where feasible, access and 
information electronically via the internet 
as well as at the courthouse

3.1.7 PUBLIC TRUST AND CONFIDENCE

In general, a high level of public trust and confidence in the 
judiciary is an indicator of the successful operation of courts. 
Lack of corruption, high quality judicial decisions, respect 
for the judges, timely court proceedings and transparent 
processes will increase public trust in the judiciary. A high 
level of public trust will enhance voluntary compliance with 
court orders, strengthen respect for the rule of law and 
increase support for the provision of resources to meet 
court needs. Excellent court organizations systematically 
measure the level of public trust and confidence in the 
judiciary and court staff.  Without public trust a court is 
hampered in its ability to function as an effective court.



12 | THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR COURT EXCELLENCE, 2ND EDITION

BACK TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

COURT 
PERFORMANCE 
AND QUALITY

•	 Equality (Before the Law)
•	 Fairness
•	 Impartiality
•	 Independence of Decision Making
•	 Competence
•	 Integrity
•	 Transparency
•	 Accessibility
•	 Timeliness
•	 Certainty

•	 Court Leadership and Management

DRIVER

SYSTEMS AND ENABLERS
RESULTS

•	 Court Planning and Policies
•	 Court Resources (Human, Material, and Financial)
•	 Court Proceedings and Processes

•	 Client Needs and Satisfaction
•	 Affordable and Acessible Court Services
•	 Public Trust and Confidence

COURT 
VALUES

SEVEN AREAS 
FOR COURT 

EXCELLENCE

Framework for Court Excellence
 



13 | THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR COURT EXCELLENCE, 2ND EDITION

BACK TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

Section 4: The Framework Journey to Court Excellence 
The Framework is a continuous improvement methodology 
and is not a single one-off approach.  It provides the path 
for the journey to court excellence by ensuring a court is 
actively and continuously reviewing its performance and 
looking for ways to improve its performance.  There are four 
fundamental activities in the Framework quality cycle and 
each of these distinct aspects will be repeated for each cycle.

First, a self-assessment is undertaken– this is a health 
check of the court and involves analysis of performance 
across all Seven Areas for Court Excellence. 

Second, an in-depth analysis builds upon the self-
assessment to determine the areas of the court’s work 
which represent areas capable of improvement.

Third, an Improvement Plan is developed that details the 
areas identified for improvement, the actions proposed 
to be taken and the results sought to be achieved.

Fourth, through a process of review and refinement progress 
of implementation of the Improvement Plan is monitored.

This four step process is essentially repeated when the 
court is ready to undertake a fresh self-assessment 
to determine its progress.  It is recommended that 
courts should aim to do an annual self-assessment 
but the timing is a matter for each court.  

Periodic self-assessments allow a court to: 

•	 identify the areas, in which the court needs 
to make further improvements, 

•	 determine on which areas the court will focus 
its immediate and long-terms efforts; and 

•	 assess the progress the court has made 
towards needed improvements.
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4.1 	Assessment of Court Excellence

The first step in the journey towards court excellence 
involves an assessment of how the court is currently 
performing.  The Framework incorporates a self-assessment 
questionnaire, which allows a court to undertake its own 
assessment of its performance measured against the 
Seven Areas for Court Excellence. This first step allows 
the court to identify those areas where attention may 
be required and to set a benchmark against which the 
court itself can measure its subsequent progress.

The Framework envisages a process that is participatory: 
judges, administrators, and other court employees all have 
a role to play in evaluating court services and in developing 
and implementing improvements.  A court’s performance and 
reputation depends on the performance of its entire workforce 
and every judge and court/administrative officer needs to 
have the opportunity to actively participate in the court’s 
assessment of itself and its development of future plans.

EVALUATE PLAN

IMPLEMENT

ASSESS

CONTINUOUS 
IMPROVEMENT
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In addition, the Framework calls for active involvement 
of the court’s other professional partners, including the 
legal profession/bar, public prosecutors, law enforcement 
agencies, and other governmental and non-governmental 
agencies. To properly inform the self-assessment 
process courts should actively seek the views of these 
various groups on relevant aspects of court services 
and areas in need of improvement. Maintaining open 
lines of communication with these professional partners 
can only enhance the process.  Courts see their own 
performance from one limited perspective but engaging 
with court users opens up a range of new perspectives.

The court’s path to excellence will also be advanced by 
open communication regarding its strategies, policies and 
procedures with court users and the public in general. Seeking 
the input of those individuals and businesses that use the 
court as well as the public-at-large can help in making for a 
better functioning court system. Indeed, outside feedback 
about the court’s integrity and its competence may often 
be the most accurate barometer of the court’s quality.

The Framework is meant to aid courts in finding the 
appropriate means for meeting its goals. A self-initiated 
and transparent court review should also lend credibility 
to a court’s legislative request for appropriate funds to 
update buildings and to engage additional judges. 

The active involvement of court leadership is important to 
allay fears by staff and judges of the impact of identifying 
problems within the court and with performance.  It needs 
to be emphasized that the purpose of the self-assessment 
evaluation is not to lay blame for problems. Rather the goal is to 
highlight areas for improvement and address issues identified. 

The Consortium has developed two ways for a court to 
undertake the self-assessment process.  The first reflects 
the traditional quality management methodology and is a 
sophisticated Self-Assessment Questionnaire (Appendix 
A). The second is a simplified Self-Assessment Checklist 
(Appendix E) based on the Questionnaire but with a detailed 
list of actions an excellent court would be expected to 
undertake and a simplified scoring system.   The Checklist is 
easier to use as it allows a simple tick and score approach.  A 
separate publication has been produced which summarizes 
this Framework and provides detailed guidance to courts 
using the Checklist approach (Thinking of Implementing 
the International Framework for Court Excellence).
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Courts used to quality management will find the Self-
Assessment Questionnaire familiar and a strong aid 
to in-depth analysis of areas of court performance.  
Courts that are not familiar with quality management 
methodology may prefer to use the Assessment Checklist 
as it provides greater guidance on expectations of court 
performance under each Area for Court Excellence.

Whichever approach is taken, self-assessment itself 
is a necessary first step to developing a plan to close 
the gap between ‘what is’ and ‘what can be’.  It will 
assist in determining which issues can and must be 
addressed in the short-term and those that necessitate 
more intermediate or long-term planning. 

4.2 Using the Self-Assessment Questionnaire

The Self-Assessment Questionnaire reflects the Seven 
Areas for Court Excellence. Under each of the Seven Areas 
for Court Excellence, the Consortium has listed what are 
considered to be the key activities, which if performed at 
the highest quality level represent excellence in judicial/
court administration. A court is required to consider each 
of these activities and to assess whether it has addressed 
the issue and if so the extent to which its approach has 
been successful and effectively delivered results.

The Court Excellence Self-Assessment 
Questionnaire asks users to:

•	 Rate their court’s current approach and deployment 
in each area on a six-point scale labelled: None, 
Reactive, Defined, Integrated, Refined and Innovative.

•	 Describe their court’s results on a six-point scale as: 
None, Limited, Fair, Good, Very Good, or Excellent. 
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4.2.1 PART 1 OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE: 
APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT

The first part of the Questionnaire helps assess whether the 
court has developed and deployed approaches in the seven 
key performance areas.  The Consortium based on court 
feedback has merged these two traditionally separate areas 
for assessment into one of assessing both approach and 
deployment.  This leads to a simpler assessment process.
 
Courts have to rate their court’s approach and the extent of 
deployment in each area:  that is, the extent to which the court 
has developed and implemented actions addressing each 
of the statements listed under each of the  Seven Areas for 
Court Excellence.  Consideration needs to be given to how well 
the issue has been addressed by the court’s initiative and the 
extent of coverage and impact of the initiative on the issue.  In 
effect this involves assessing each initiative or issue relating 
to the particular statement and determining the relevance 
and extent of the court’s attempts to address each matter.  

In scoring, the Approach and Deployment 
can be described in one of six ways:

None There is no approach and no deployment at all.

Reactive An approach exists but it is reactive with little or no 
evidence of implementation. 

Defined
The direction for a planned and prevention-based 
approach is set. There is evidence of the approach 
being implemented in a few areas.

Integrated 

A sound effective approach is in place with evidence 
of prevention activities.  The approach is aligned with 
basic organizational needs and there is evidence of 
implementation in some key areas.

Refined 

A proven and well-defined approach with evidence of 
refinement through learning and improvement which 
is well integrated with organizational needs. Tangible 
evidence of implementation in all key areas.

Innovative

An exceptionally well-defined innovative approach, 
which is fully integrated with organizational needs. 
Tangible evidence of both implementation and 
consistent practice at all levels and across all areas 
within and outside the court.
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4.2.2 PART 2 OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE: RESULTS

The second part of the questionnaire helps assess whether the 
approaches taken have achieved their desired effects.  The 
importance of measuring the results or outcomes of initiatives 
or actions taken cannot be underestimated. Actions may well 
be considered anecdotally to be working well, but only through 
measurement and feedback will the real impact be identified. 

The journey to court excellence requires a constant 
questioning of the effectiveness of the court’s processes 
and actions.  Unless actions or processes are evaluated and 
their impact measured the court may well be misdirecting 
its resources or worse still be unknowingly reducing 
the effectiveness of its performance.  For example, a 
new procedure designed to provide more information 
during a court case may have the perverse effect of 
substantially delaying the disposition of the case.

The mere existence of court policies and procedures by 
itself does not guarantee excellence in court performance.  
What is important is how effective those policies and 
procedures are in meeting the court’s core values 
and the needs of the community and court users. 

In scoring, achievement of Results can be described as:

None No results; no improvement trends; and no targets met.

Limited Poor results; some improvement trends in a few 
indicators; and limited publication of results of initiatives.

Fair
Performance nears benchmarks in some areas; 
some improvement trends; and results reported for 
some key indicators.

Good 
Good performance levels (average or better) against 
benchmarks; improvement trends in most key indicators; 
and results are reported for most key indicators.

Very Good 

Very good performance levels against benchmarks 
in most key indicators; improvement trends are 
sustained in most areas; and results are reported for 
all key indicators.

Excellent 
Excellent performance levels against benchmarks in 
all key indicators; exceptional improvement trends in 
all areas; and results are reported for all indicators. 
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4.2.3 QUESTIONNAIRE SCORING SYSTEM—HOW TO APPLY

Following completion of the self-assessment it is possible 
to rate the court’s current performance level objectively.  
Courts may find this numerical scoring system 

particularly useful in measuring relative progress over 
time.  The scoring system is weighted to enable the more 
important areas for attention to be readily identified.

Self-Assessment Scoring Guidelines

 APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT
None There is no approach and no deployment at all. 0

Reactive An approach exists but it is reactive with little 
or no evidence of implementation. 1

Defined
The direction for a planned and prevention-
based approach is set. There is evidence of the 
approach being implemented in a few areas.

2

Integrated

A sound effective approach is in place with 
evidence of prevention activities. The approach 
is aligned with basic organizational needs and 
there is evidence of implementation in some 
key areas.

3

Refined

A proven and well-defined approach with 
evidence of refinement through learning and 
improvement which is well integrated with 
organizational needs. Tangible evidence of 
implementation in all key areas.

4

Innovative

An exceptionally well-defined approach, which 
is fully integrated with organizational needs. 
Tangible evidence of both implementation and 
consistent practice at all levels and across all 
areas within and outside the court.

5

 RESULTS
None No results; no improvement trends; and no 

targets met. 0

Limited
Poor results; some improvement trends in 
a few indicators; and limited publication of 
results of initiatives.

1

Fair
Performance nears benchmarks in some 
areas; some improvement trends; and results 
reported for some key indicators.

2

Good

Good performance levels (average or better) 
against benchmarks; improvement trends in 
most key indicators; and results are reported 
for most key indicators.

3

Very Good

Very good performance levels against 
benchmarks in most key indicators; improvement 
trends are sustained in most areas; and results 
are reported for all key indicators.

4

Excellent

Excellent performance levels against 
benchmarks in all key indicators; exceptional 
improvement trends in all areas; and results 
are reported for all indicators.

5
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4.2.4   THE SELF-ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Courts should seek to involve as many of the Court’s 
judges, registrars, court officials and administrative staff as 
possible in the self-assessment process. For a large court 
it may be necessary to establish a number of assessment 
teams but it remains important to ensure each team is 
fairly representative of judges and court staff.  A copy of 
the questionnaire should be given to each member of the 
court’s self-assessment team(s).  The self-assessment 
team(s) will need to convene at least one planning session to 
determine the procedures and schedule for carrying out the 
self-assessment exercise.  They will also need to review the 
questionnaire to identify any basic information that needs to 
be gathered to facilitate the process of self-assessment.  

Based on the information gathered and their observations 
and judgment, every member of the self-assessment team 
should consider each of the Seven Areas for Court Excellence 
and consider what the court has done or has in place for each 
listed statement for each Area.  It is essential to consider in 
relation to each item whether the court has taken action to 
address the issue and the extent and success of each action 
taken and the results achieved.  A score needs to be given 
for approach, deployment and results.  After completing their 
individual assessment, the team members should meet to 
discuss the ratings they have given for each statement.  

Where the ratings given by the team members for a 
particular statement are different, the team members 
should discuss and reach agreement on the appropriate 
rating, preferably by consensus.  As members explain their 
scores any suggestions for reform or change should be noted 
as they will be critical to developing an Improvement Plan.
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It is important in carrying out the self-assessment that the 
court asks itself whether a particular action could have been 
more effective or improved in some way.  A distinction must 
be made between things done and things done well.  Any claim 
that a particular action or area has been effectively addressed 
requires tangible evidence by way of measurement or other 
objective facts demonstrating the positive impact of the action. 
For the purposes of the self-assessment it is not sufficient to 
merely assert that particular initiatives have been successful.

The consensus score for each statement within an Area 
of Excellence should then be added to compute the 
overall score. Where a number of assessment teams have 
been used then an average of the teams’ scores should 
be applied.  As there are many statements for each Area 
the Framework provides a weighted scoring system. 

For example:

Area 1 (Court Leadership and Management) has 7 
statements. The maximum possible total rating score 
under each of the two sub-categories -  “Approach and 
Deployment” and “Results” is = 35 (7 statements x the 
highest possible rating of 5 for each statement).

If a court’s self-assessment average score gives one statement 
a rating of 3, 3 statements a rating of 4, and 3 statements a 
rating of 5 in the “Approach and Deployment” sub-category, 
then the rating score for “Approach and Deployment” is 
30 (3+12+15).  If the rating score for “Results” is 24 then 
the total score for Area 1 is 54 (out of a possible 70).
	
The final score can then be computed based on the 
weighted scoring system. Each area of excellence has 
been assigned a “weight” based on its importance 
relative to the other areas. This enables the more 
important areas for attention to be identified easily.

In the above example a total score of 54 for Area 1 
is then multiplied by the weighting factor of 2 giving 
a weighted score 108 (54 x 2=108) for Area 1.

The detailed weights for the 7 areas and each of the two 
sub-categories are set out in the following Scoring Table.
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AREAS
MAXIMUM 

POINTS
SCORE 

ACHIEVED MULTIPLIER
RESULTING 

SCORE

MAXIMUM 
WEIGHTED 

SCORE

1 Court Leadership and 
Management 70 2 140

2 Court Planning and 
Policies 40 3 120

3
Court Resources 
(Human, Material and 
Financial)

80 2 160

4 Court Proceedings & 
Processes 50 2 100

5 Client Needs and 
Satisfaction 50 3 150

6
Affordable and 
Accessible Court    
Services

60 3 180

7 Public Trust and 
Confidence 50 3 150

Total 1,000

4.2.5 Weighted Scoring Table
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The Total Score provides an overall indication of the court’s 
performance based on a maximum score of 1,000 points.  This can 

be compared with the Banding Table which provides an objective 
benchmark against which the court may measure its performance.

BAND SCORE APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

1 0 There is no approach and 
no deployment at all.

There are no results, or results show no improvement 
trends, or have not met targets.

2 1-199 Court has approaches but they are 
reactive, not systematic or not deployed.

Poor results; or some improvement trends in a few indicators; or 
limited reporting of results for most key indicators/initiatives.

3

200-399 Court has set the direction for planned 
and prevention-based approaches. 
There is evidence of approaches 
being implemented in a few areas.

Performance nears benchmarks in some areas; some improvement 
trends; and results reported for some key indicators.

4

400-599 Court has sound effective approaches 
in place with evidence of prevention     
activities and some innovation.  Approaches 
are aligned with basic organizational 
needs and there is evidence of 
implementation in some key areas.

Good performance levels (average or better) against 
benchmarks; improvement trends in most key indicators; 
and results are reported for most key indicators.

5

600-799 Court has proven and well-defined 
approaches overall with evidence of 
refinement through learning, innovation and 
improvement which is well integrated with 
organizational needs. Tangible evidence 
of implementation in all key areas.

Very good performance levels against benchmarks in most 
key indicators; improvement trends are sustained in most 
areas; and results are reported for all key indicators.

6

800-1000 Court has exceptionally well-defined 
innovative approaches overall with 
continuous refinement, which is fully 
integrated with organizational needs. 
Tangible evidence of both implementation 
and consistent practice at all levels and 
across all areas within and outside the court.

Excellent performance levels against benchmarks in all 
key indicators; exceptional improvement trends in most 
areas; and results are reported for all indicators.

4.2.6 Banding Table
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4.3 Analysing and identifying 
areas for improvement 

Having completed the Self-Assessment Questionnaire, the 
court will have identified the areas where improvement is 
required.  Some courts may choose to concentrate their 
improvement efforts in discrete areas while others may proceed 
with a full court review and reform. In either case, prioritizing 
court issues is highly recommended. This will allow the 
reform process to focus on specific performance areas over 
a period of time. All courts have limited resources and taking 
on too many reform initiatives may both delay and hamper 
effective development, consultation and implementation.

It is essential for court leadership to ensure the process 
for planning for improvement provides ample opportunity 
for judicial officers, court employees, and the court’s 
professional partners to be consulted and involved. 

4.4 Improvement plan 

The assessment and analysis process will have identified a 
range of issues for the court to address.  Many ideas will have 
arisen during the discussions around assessing particular 
aspects of a court’s operations.  The next step is to develop 
specific responses to those areas that require attention. During 
this “planning for improvement” phase a court should focus 
on collaboration and consultation across the court and, where 
necessary, with relevant outside partners or stakeholders.

The outcome of this phase is the development of an 
Improvement Plan which will guide the court’s “improvement” 
activities and projects over the following year.  The Plan 
needs to identify the relevant Area of Court Excellence; 
the nature of the action to be taken and the successful 
outcome to be achieved; steps necessary to achieve the 
action and outcome; who will be involved and who will be 
responsible for ensuring it is done; what is the timeframe for 
each action; and finally, what is the measure of success.



25 | THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR COURT EXCELLENCE, 2ND EDITION

BACK TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

An Improvement Plan will drive activity directed to improving a 
court’s performance and every effort should be made to ensure 
actions proposed are likely to assist in moving a court to a 
more strategic innovative informative and responsive court.

In developing an Improvement Plan the following 
sample questions may be useful:

>	 Does the court have a vision statement and/or a 
mission statement expressing the court’s fundamental 
values and purposes? If not, this is the place to 
start because implementation of the Framework 
depends upon the court having articulated values.

>	 What are the deficiencies in the court’s 
management, operations, and services 
and why do they need to be improved?

>	 What issues can and must be addressed quickly 
and in the short-term? What issues call for 
more intermediate or long-term planning?

>	 What changes in policies, procedures or practices 
does the court plan to institute?  

>	 Whose support and cooperation is most relevant 
in making these potential changes (e.g., attorneys, 
prosecutor’s office, and other government agencies)?

>	 What resources will be needed in order to successfully 
institute those changes (e.g., funding for additional 
personnel or equipment; cooperation of attorneys 
who practice in the court; cooperation of the other 
judges in the court; effective communication 
with other components of the judicial system)? 
How will the court obtain those resources? What 
sources of support can the court draw on?

>	 What resistance to the plan or obstacles may 
be encountered? How might this resistance 
or these obstacles best be overcome? 

>	 What is the time schedule for instituting the changes?
>	 How will the court evaluate the success of the 

changes? What information will the court need for 
this evaluation? Who will collect the information 
and how will it be analysed? Will the assistance 
of an outside consultant be needed to develop 
measurement tools and analyse results?
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A court has many tools at its disposal to improve its 
performance.  These tools include its policies and procedures, 
which often may be inhibiting effective and efficient finalizing 
of cases.  In addition, the manner in which resources are 
allocated, cases listed and judicial time employed can 
be reviewed and adjusted to improve performance.

See Appendix B (Model template for an Improvement Plan).

4.5 Review and Refinement  

The Framework is a process of continuous refinement and the 
journey to court excellence requires regular stops to assess 
the extent of progress being made.  Quality management 
is often referred to as “continuous improvement” and this 
reflects the cyclical nature of the process.  Generally about 
one year after a self-assessment and the preparation of 
an Improvement Plan it is useful for a court to assess its 
progress.  This involves undertaking a new self-assessment 
and following the same process as outlined above.  Courts 
will generally have actions which are still underway and 
some which are completed.  It may be easier for a court to 
update its Improvement Plan noting progress and setting 
new actions and targets than to develop a whole new plan.

Each court will have its own different pathway to court 
excellence.  The Framework is flexible and allows each 
court to determine its own priorities and therefore its own 
path to improving its performance.  For most courts the 
most challenging part of the journey to court excellence is 
at the beginning when there is a need to adopt a new way 
of viewing the court’s performance and adopting a new 
culture of innovation, involvement and accountability.

More often than not a court’s initial challenge is dealing 
with backlogs and delays with additional resources being 
seen to be the only way to address the problem.  The 
Framework provides the methodology for a court to 
develop a new culture embracing innovation, collaboration 
and measurement to approach these problems from 
an entirely different perspective.  The Improvement 
Plan should reflect clearly a court’s adoption of a new 
approach to problem solving and court improvement.
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Almost every court faces the same kinds of problems of limited 
resources and increasing workloads with judges and staff 
working exceptionally hard and seeing no answer but more 
resourcing.  There is little time for planning or reviewing or 
for thinking of new approaches to rules and procedures.  The 
Framework requires courts to break this perpetual cycle of 
“busy-ness” and to replace it with a more considered approach 
to streamlining procedures, dispensing with inefficient 
practices and engaging with staff and court users to develop 
innovative ways to more use limited resources more efficiently. 
The process of continually reviewing and refining the court’s 
approach ensures steady progress toward court excellence.

The review process must support and encourage innovation 
as this allows new practices to be adopted, tested and, 
if successful, deployed across the court.  A key factor to 
ensuring continuous improvement is the adoption of a sound 
practice of measurement and analysis of a problem and 
importantly the impact of action taken to address that problem.  
Management by anecdote and “feelings” has no place in 
modern management and history has shown that invariably 
rushed responses exacerbate rather than alleviate problems.

Courts may often be placed under external pressure to react to 
what are seen as unacceptable delays or backlogs.  Adoption 
of the Framework process provides a court with a more orderly 
proactive response and allows a court to design and develop 
its own reform agenda.  Measurement of both a court’s 
performance and the progress of its strategies and reform 
agenda is vital not only to improving a court’s performance 
but also to a high level of public confidence and respect.

In deciding what needs to change a court should have 
regard to the wealth of material on the Consortium’s 
website and the websites of the organizations which have 
participated in the development of the Framework.  These 
organizations are listed in the Signatories and website 
details of those organizations, other courts and court 
and judicial organizations are listed in the Resources.

A court should not be hesitant having identified a problem 
or area for improvement to look first at what else has 
been done around the world to address similar court 
issues.  This can save resources and time by providing 
some ideas of what may or may not work.  In the end 
it is for a court itself to decide what it wishes to do and 
how it will measure whether it has been successful.
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Section 5: Measurement of Performance and Progress
A foundation stone of excellent court planning and performance 
is the maintenance of accurate, comprehensive and reliable 
information and databases.  It is essential not only to 
assessing the performance of a court but also assessing 
whether its strategies or activities for improvement are having 
a positive effect.  In many cases courts may find their existing 
information systems and databases are not capturing what 
is truly needed to assess performance and progress.

A court needs to maintain a collection of both quantitative 
and qualitative data. The nature and complexity of the data 
and data collection tools required by each individual court 
may need to be varied or expanded to enable new initiatives 
to be assessed for their effectiveness.  A court should have 
many sources for data and information, including its case 
management system, financial system, registry systems and 
surveys of court employees, attorneys and court users.

Without reliable measurement systems courts will be unable 
to adequately assess how they are performing or whether any 
of their strategies or initiatives is actually effective.  What may 
appear to be a sensible solution of requiring greater pre-hearing 
issues disclosure could well impose unacceptable costs upon 
parties or add further delay to case finalization.  Measurement 
is vital to effective assessment of performance and progress.

It is important to distinguish between court performance 
measurement indicators (and tools) and court performance 
management policies and tools.  Court performance 
measurement indicators and tools (Appendix C) assist in the 
quantitative and qualitative assessment of the functioning of 
courts.  These indicators and tools capture both internal and 
external aspects of a court’s performance with surveys being 
a good example of direct user feedback on performance.

On the other hand court performance management 
policies and tools (Appendix D) are part of the arsenal 
of levers and court processes available to a court to 
use to effect change.  A court will adjust these levers, 
procedures and policies through various strategies 
directed to improving court performance.  Whether these 
changes have had a positive effect will be measured by 
relevant court performance measurement indicator.
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5.1 	Measurement of Performance

Excellent courts systematically measure the quality as 
well as the efficiency and effectiveness of the services 
they deliver. For the evaluation of court performance, 
a set of key-indicators must be used. In addition to the 
quantitative performance indicators, excellent courts also 
use quality indicators addressing such issues as access 
to the legal system; the presence or absence of physical, 
sound, and linguistic barriers in court facilities; the fairness 
of the proceedings and comprehensibility and clarity of 
decisions and orders; and whether courtesy and respect 
was shown by court staff.  Data regarding these indicators 
can be based on structured observations, assessments 
of employee and court user satisfaction (through surveys), 
and expert review of forms, orders, and decisions. 

Excellent courts use a set of key-performance indicators 
to measure the quality, efficiency, and effectiveness of 
their services. Courts should, at the very least, collect and 
use information on the duration of proceedings and other 
case-related data. Excellent courts aim at shifting their 
data focus from simple inputs and outputs to court user 
satisfaction, quality of service and quality of justice.

There is a world-wide tendency to measure court performance 
only in quantitative terms using indicators such as the 
duration of the litigation process, the caseload per judge, 
the costs per case, or the number of pending cases. One of 
the classical views on the duration of the litigation process 
is the principle of ‘justice delayed is justice denied’. Courts 
are said to perform poorly only if the proceedings are too 
lengthy. Speedy litigation processes, on the other hand, are 
viewed positively. Courts are considered efficient where the 
cost per case is low or where the clearance rates are high. 

However, court performance from a quantitative perspective 
tends to distort the full picture, as in the example of “justice 
hurried” being in some cases “justice buried”. It is therefore 
important to take qualitative aspects of the functioning 
of courts into account as well since aspects that are not 
measured are aspects that are rarely fixed. The challenge 
is that it is easier to quantify efficiency than it is to measure 
the kind of quality justice that transcends pure efficiency. 
Measuring these quality aspects may require more innovative 
qualitative measurements, which may be more difficult 
and costly to obtain (such as surveys). The relative ease of 
measuring efficiency alone cannot be allowed to overcome the 
need for constant reflection on the broader quality of justice.  
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The Framework, by taking a ‘whole of court’ approach seeks 
to ensure these broader justice issues are also captured by 
measuring the quality of the court as a whole.  The underlying 
philosophy of quality management is that while the quality 
of the entity may be difficult to measure, if all aspects of 
the entity’s activities and processes are of high quality then 
there is strong assurance of the high quality of the entity 
and its outcomes. If a court is performing at a high level in 
all seven areas of court excellence then it is fair to conclude 
that the court itself is delivering a high quality of justice.

Reliance on quantitative performance results alone 
provides a poor picture of a court’s overall performance 
particularly the quality of its judicial decisions and court 
services.  The Framework seeks to encourage courts to 
assess a wide range of aspects of the functioning of a court 
and to use both quantitative and qualitative measures 
and feedback.  Not every aspect of a court’s activities 
may be capable of measurement and a flexible approach 
may need to be taken to identify how best to assess the 
effectiveness of particular strategies, initiatives or services.

5.2 	Measurement of Progress

The process of regular self-assessment will enable a court to 
keep a progressive score of how the court is performing under 
each of the Seven Areas for Court Excellence as well as for the 
court as a whole.  However, it will be necessary for court’s to 
have a far more rigorous approach to measuring the effect of 
initiatives or actions it adopts to reform or improve its practices 
or processes.  Measuring the initial state of affairs and thereby 
setting a benchmark is essential to determining subsequently 
whether the initiative or action has had an effect.  Too 
often courts adopt a new process and later are forced to 
attempt to retrospectively prove it had a beneficial impact.

An Improvement Plan must contain clear measures (or 
targets) for each action to enable a court to later measure 
whether the action has been successful. Courts should 
avoid adopting measures which simply identify whether a 
particular action or step has been conducted.  For example, 
providing management education sessions for twenty staff 
and measuring that this has been done says nothing of 
whether the sessions were valuable, of high quality or indeed 
addressed the purpose of raising the skills of staff in this 
area. Equally setting the target as a date for completion of 
a task alone does not ensure the task was a success.  



31 | THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR COURT EXCELLENCE, 2ND EDITION

BACK TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

The question should always be asked; “why are we doing 
this?” and a measure or indicator should be identified 
which reflects the desired outcome. The second question 
to be asked should be; “if we are successful what will 
success look like and what will be different?” 

In many cases the measurement of the success of an initiative 
may well be its impact on a measure of court performance but 
that may not always be the case.  As the Framework requires 
an evidence base to decision making and planning care must 
always be taken to identify sound measures of success.

	

5.3	 Court Performance 
Measurement Indicators and Tools

At the individual court level it is important that data relied 
upon is of a high quality, reliable and the integrity of the 
data is guaranteed.  A successful and well-managed 
court requires data that focus not only on inputs, but 
also inform about outputs, outcomes, and the extent 
to which service delivery is actually achieved. Excellent 
courts should use court management information systems 
and case management systems that make it possible to 
monitor and evaluate the court performance regularly. 

Excellent courts will use common definitions and standards 
for cases, duration of proceedings, backlog of cases, and 
other important performance information. The indicators 
should always strike a sound balance between quantity 
and quality measurements. As a result, it will be possible to 
compare the performance of a court over time to determine 
areas of progress and areas requiring additional effort. 
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A court may wish to develop its own measurement tools to 
be used in evaluating implementation of the court’s plan. 
However, there are substantial resources available on the 
internet that identify in detail a wide range of performance 
measures currently used by courts around the world.  The 
Consortium has sought to identify these resources and a 
detailed list of websites, resources and tools for measurement 
of court performance are presented in Resources.

To assist courts using the Framework the Consortium 
has also extracted a sample of more frequently used 
performance measures and mapped these against 
the corresponding Area for Court Excellence.  This 
comparative matrix of measures is found at Appendix C.

Courts may well need assistance in establishing, maintaining 
and analysing databases and it may be necessary to either 
engage a suitably qualified analyst or research consultant. 

The Consortium is currently developing a set of internationally 
accepted performance measures which may assist 
courts in adopting a consistent approach to performance 
measurement.  An international common set of performance 
measures would also facilitate the meaningful sharing of 
experiences and innovation between courts across the 
world.  Once finalized, these resources will be available 
on the Consortium’s website (courtexcellence.com).
 

http://www.courtexcellence.com
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Section 6: Communication and Reporting
To ensure public respect and confidence a court must be open 
and transparent about its performance, strategies and its 
processes.  In the early stages of Framework implementation a 
court’s performance against its targets or accepted measures 
may be less than desirable.  It is important that courts are 
open about their current position but more importantly publish 
details of what actions they are taking to address the problems.

Unsupported requests to government for more resources 
are rarely successful but where a court has adopted 
internal measures to improve performance and has clear 
data to support resource bids success is more likely.  By 
being transparent about its performance, engaging 
with its users and stakeholders and communicating its 
reform strategy courts will engender greater confidence 
and trust in the community and its stakeholders.

A court should communicate widely to the bar, public 
prosecutors, law enforcement, other governmental and 
non-governmental agencies, and the general public its 
commitment to undertaking Framework implementation.  
Governments, business and the community are well 
aware of quality management processes and a court’s 
open commitment to continuous improvement alone 

will be recognized as a positive step to court excellence.  
Courts should publish the results of its evaluations and 
its plans for improvement. Annual Reports should also 
contain detail of a court’s role, practice and procedure and 
performance.  Where practical a court throughout the year 
should keep court users, government and the community 
informed of its performance and reform initiatives.

An important aspect of an Improvement Plan should be 
the development of a Communication Plan identifying 
how a court intends to inform its users and the 
community.  The plan should include not only strategies 
for publishing material and information but also outline 
other forms of appropriate communication including:

•	 regular meetings with key users and legal groups
•	 the provision of information to the media
•	 assistance provided to litigants in 

person or disadvantaged groups
•	 Feedback and complaint processes

Open communication about court performance and 
improvement strategy builds public trust and confidence. 
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Section 7: Conclusion
The quality improvement approach reflected in the Framework 
has been specifically developed to meet the special needs and 
unique roles and functions of courts.  The Framework reinforces 
those values and aspirations internationally recognized 
as critical to an effective and publicly respected court.  

Courts are encouraged to consider the Framework as 
a guide for the journey to court excellence.  However, 
courts should not hesitate to adapt the Framework 
to meet their own needs, where necessary.

It is critical for courts to ensure that all judicial officers and 
staff are included in the Framework approach.  The best 
results in any organization are achieved when everyone is 
focused on the same goals.  Creating a court culture that is 
supportive of reform, service improvement and innovation 
is a critical first step in moving towards court excellence.

Courts should also be open to engaging the services 
of quality improvement experts to assist them in 
undertaking the assessment and in developing a 
quality improvement plan.  There are experts capable 
of guiding courts through the process itself.  

Finally, courts should consider sharing their 
experiences with other courts and as the Framework 
is intended to be a ‘living’ document suggestions 
for improvement would be most welcome.
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
1 Court Leadership and Management 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

1.1

Court has published a statement of its vision 
and mission (purpose) together with details of 
how it meets its fundamental values (such as 
accessibility, timeliness and fairness)

1.2

Court’s leadership is actively involved in setting 
time and service standards and reviewing 
judicial and administrative performance 
against those standards

1.3
Court holds regular meetings with court 
users to provide information on the court
 and seek feedback

1.4

Court actively informs the community and 
court users on its services, standards and 
performance and seeks feedback to improve 
its services

1.5 Data is kept and published on key aspects of 
the court’s work 

1.6
Court plans for the future, reviews feedback 
and its performance and identifies areas for 
improvement

1.7
Court and its leaders promote a culture 
of innovation
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APPENDIX A: Self-Assessment Questionnaire
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
2 Court Planning and Policies 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

2.1 Court has a strategic plan setting out its goals, 
targets and plans for improvement

2.2 Court actively involves judges and staff in 
planning and problem solving tasks

2.3 Court regularly reviews the plan and its 
performance against its targets

2.4 Court has published judicial and court policies 
that support its values, targets and plans

2.5 Court regularly reviews its policies to ensure 
their continuing effectiveness

2.6 Court has a court innovation strategy as an 
integral part of its strategic planning 
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
3

Court Resources (Human, 
Material and Financial)

0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

3.1
Court manages resources proactively to 
balance  judicial and administrative workloads 
with timely and quality decision making

3.2 Court has identified training needs of court 
staff and meets them

3.3 Court conducts regular professional 
development for judges and staff

3.4 Court provides access to information to support 
judicial decision making

3.5 Court effectively manages material resources

3.6 Court facilities are adequate and safe

3.7 Court has an appropriate budget process and 
regularly monitors expenditure

3.8 Court provides training, support and 
recognition for innovation
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
4 Court Proceedings and Processes 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

4.1 Court ensures it deals with matters efficiently 
while maintaining quality of decisions 

4.2
Court has a system for actively managing its 
cases and looks for improved ways to resolve 
cases effectively

4.3 Court successfully balances workload of judges 
and court staff

4.4 Court maintains efficient case files and 
records systems

4.5 Court encourages innovation in case management
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
5 Client Needs and Satisfaction 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

5.1 Court surveys and seeks regular feedback from 
all court users

5.2 Court implements changes identified by 
surveys and feedback

5.3 Court reports publicly and regularly on changes 
made in response to surveys and feedback

5.4 Court surveys its users on their satisfaction 
with its processes, procedures and services

5.5 Court uses technology and innovation to deliver 
higher quality services to all court users
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
6 Affordable and Accessible Court Services 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

6.1 Court has processes in place that promote 
affordable court proceedings

6.2 Court publishes information on court services 
and access

6.3 Physical access to court buildings is easy

6.4 Court provides support for people with 
disabilities to ensure easy access to its services

6.5 Court has policies to ensure equal treatment for all 
court users

6.6 Court provides information to assist those who 
are unrepresented

6.7 Court uses plain language to assist all court users

6.8 Court has electronic and remote access available

6.9 Court uses technology and innovation to improve 
access for all court users 
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APPROACH AND DEPLOYMENT RESULTS

COURT EXCELLENCE: 
SELF-ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

 

Area
7 Public Trust and Confidence 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL 0 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL

7.1 Court publicly accounts for its role 
and performance

7.2 Court makes information on performance 
against time and service standards available 

7.3
Court ensures all court users understand 
the court’s processes, services and any 
decisions made

7.4 Court has a complaints policy and reports on 
its handling of complaints

7.5 Court conducts regular independent audits 
on expenditure
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N
O

N
E

RE
A

CT
IV

E

D
EF

IN
ED

IN
TE

G
RA

TE
D

RE
FI

N
ED

IN
N

O
VA

TI
VE

N
O

N
E

LI
M

IT
ED

FA
IR

G
O

O
D

VE
RY

 G
O

O
D

EX
CE

LL
EN

T



42 | THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR COURT EXCELLENCE, APPENDIX B

BACK TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

AREAS OF COURT EXCELLENCE 
(& SELF-ASSESSMENT SCORES IN MARCH 09)

ACTION TO BE 
UNDERTAKEN AND 

EXPECTED OUTCOME
STEPS TO ACHIEVE 

ACTION AND OUTCOME
RESPONSIBILITY/ 

PARTICIPANTS TIMING OF STEPS
PERFORMANCE 

INDICATOR

1 Area 1:  Court Leadership 
and Management

To provide organisational leadership that promotes a proactive and professional management culture, 
pursues innovation and is accountable and open.

1.1 Articulating the court’s purpose (1-1-1)

Court has published a statement of its vision 
and mission (purpose) together with details of 
how it meets its fundamental values (such as 
accessibility, timeliness and fairness)

1.1.1
Statement of purpose

Develop, adopt  
and publicise a 

statement describing 
the Court’s purpose.

Develop statement.

Adopt statement.

Publicise statement.

LEC,  
IFCE Working Group

LEC,  
IFCE Working Group

Registrar Gray

30.06.09

31.07.09

30.09.09

Action taken by  
target date.

Action taken by  
target date.

Action taken by  
target date.

1.2 Pursuing working relationships with professional 
participants and users (2-2-3)

Court holds regular meetings with court 
users to provide information on the court and 
seek feedback

1.2.1
Court users’ group
Continue regular 

meetings of the Court 
users’ group.

Hold meetings. Justice Preston Four meetings a year.

1.2.2
Mining users’ group
Establish a specialist 

Court users’ group 
for mining matters in 
the Court and hold 
regular meetings.

Identify group and invite 
to first meeting.

Hold first meeting, 
identify dates for future 
meetings to 30.06.10 

and issue dates.

Senior Commissioner 
Moore

31.07.09

31.08.09

Action taken by  
target date.

Four meetings a 
year, first meeting on 

31.08.09.

1.2.3
Additional users’ group

Consider desirability  
of other specialist 

users’ groups.

LEC Rules Committee 
to meet and decide. LEC Rules Committee 30.09.09 Action taken by  

target date.

APPENDIX B: Sample Template for an Improvement Plan*

*   Land and Environment Court of NSW, Australia (actual extract has been amended to match revised Framework).
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LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
OUTCOME MEASURE

Ensuring judicial officers access to 
relevant education

% of judicial officers rating access to education as above average or benchmark

% of judicial officers undertaking education programs and number of days attended

% of judicial officers who have undertaken relevant management training

Ensuring staff have access to relevant 
education % of staff rating access to education as above average of benchmark

Ensuring access to personal support % of judicial officers rating peer support as above average or benchmark

High level of internal communication % of staff and judges rating communication of information within the court as above average or benchmark

COURT PLANNING AND POLICIES
OUTCOME MEASURE

Regular review of policies % and number of court policies which have been reviewed within last 12 months

Use of feedback in review of policies % and number of court user surveys which have been considered in court policy reviews

Effective use of performance reports to 
inform court policies and planning % and number of judicial management meetings at which court performance reviews are considered

APPENDIX C: Performance Measures aligned 
to the Seven Areas for Court Excellence 
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COURT RESOURCES (HUMAN, MATERIAL AND FINANCIAL)
OUTCOME MEASURE

Efficient file maintenance
% and number of case files that can be retrieved within established time standard 

% and number of case files that meet standards for accuracy, completeness, currency and accessibility 

Employee satisfaction
% of staff rating satisfaction with work environment and management above average or benchmark
% of judicial officers and court employees who indicate they are productively engaged in the mission and 
work of the court

Reasonable costs/efficient use of 
resources

Average cost of processing a single case by case type 

Gross recurrent expenditure per finalized case

Gross recurrent expenditure per matter on hand

Gross recurrent expenditure per full time equivalent judicial officer

Money expenditures per case (net cost per finalization)

Efficient use of assets Average utilization rate as % of available court room time

Reasonable resourcing

Number of full time equivalent judicial officers per 100 finalisations

Number of full time equivalent staff (chambers and registry) per full time equivalent judicial officer

Number of full time equivalent staff per 100 finalisations
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COURT PROCEEDINGS AND PROCESSES
OUTCOME MEASURE

Timely disposition of cases

Number of finalized (outgoing) cases as a percentage of registered/filed (incoming) cases (clearance rate)

% and number of cases finalised within established time standards

% and number of cases where first trial occurs within established time standards
Average elapsed time criminal defendants are in gaol awaiting trial commencement

Low level of aged profile
of pending cases

% of cases in the court system longer than established time standards for completion (pending cases)
% and number of active cases pending (from date of filing) by type and age (by selected time periods: less 
than 6 months, between 6 to 12 months, etc)

% of payments collected and distributed with established time standards

Certainty of listing
% of important case processing events/trials that are held when first scheduled (adjournment rate)

Average number of times cases disposed by trial have been scheduled for trial

Timely judgments % and number of judgments delivered within established time standard from end of trial

Low level of outstanding judgements % and number of judgments outstanding by age (by selected time periods: less than 6 months, between 6 to 
12 months, etc)

CLIENT NEEDS AND SATISFACTION
OUTCOME MEASURE

Clients satisfied with services

% of users who believe that the court provides procedural justice

Number and frequency of user surveys

Number and frequency of “mystery shopping” tests of service and % of results against established benchmark

Timely resolution of complaints % and number of complaints resolved within established time standard
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AFFORDABLE AND ACCESSIBLE COURT SERVICES
OUTCOME MEASURE

Improved access through 
minimising cost to user

Average court fees paid by court user per civil case

% of court users rating cost and access above average or benchmark

Fully accessible court rooms
% of court rooms rated as fully physically wheelchair accessible

% of court rooms rated as equipped with suitable hearing assistance devices

Full support to vulnerable users
% and number of requests for interpreter assistance which were met

% and number of information documents available in other languages

Effective use of technology
% of website users rating the site as above average or benchmark

% of legal practitioners rating available technology (including wireless access and on line services) 
as above average or benchmark

PUBLIC TRUST AND CONFIDENCE
OUTCOME MEASURE

Citizens have confidence in the court

% of eligible citizens who report for jury duty

% of eligible and reporting jurors who are used at least once in a trial

% of citizens surveyed who rate confidence and trust in the court above average or benchmark
Recovery of criminal and civil court fees as a % of fees imposed 
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APPENDIX D: Court Performance Management 
Policies and Tools (examples)
Leadership and Management

•	 court culture policies
•	 leadership styles
•	 role of court managers in the court

Court Planning and Policies
•	 promotion of monitoring of court  
	 performance (incl. court dashboards)
•	 application of strategic and operational  
	 court planning policies

Court Resources (Human, Material and Financial)
•	 HR policies for judges and court staff  
	 (incl. judicial performance evaluation)
•	 application of workload models
•	 management of material resources  
	 policies (incl. e-justice policies)
•	 management of financial resources by a planning  
	 and control approach (incl. cost per case approach)
•	 education/training systems, requirements and policies

Court Proceedings and Processes
•	 application of time management standards
•	 use of backlog reduction and prevention programs
•	 promoting active role of the judge
•	 stimulation of mediation policies
•	 use of different court tracks (fast track,  
	 regular track and mixed track)

Client Needs and Satisfaction
•	 user survey policies
•	 use and availability of technology policies
•	 policies directed to innovation and use of feedback

Affordable and Accessible Court Services
•	 provision of free legal services
•	 small claims procedures
•	 electronic procedures for uncontested claims
•	 use of a court location policy  
	 to ensure access to justice
•	 dedicated policies for new buildings  
	 (with a high level of comfort)

Public Trust and Confidence
•	 application of general opinion polls
•	 publication of annual reports and  
	 court performance information
•	 publication of additional functions of judges
•	 policies for courts and media
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APPENDIX E: Self-Assessment Checklist 
How to undertake the self-assessment

Involve

Courts should seek to involve as many of the Court’s 
judges, registrars, court officials and administrative staff 
as possible in the self-assessment process. A copy of the 
Checklist should be given to each member of the court 
participating in the self-assessment (self-assessment team).  

Plan

The self-assessment team will need to convene at least one 
planning session to determine the procedures and schedule for 
carrying out the self-assessment exercise.  They will also need to 
review the Checklist to identify the basic information that needs 
to be gathered to facilitate the process of self-assessment.  

Assess

Based on the information gathered and their observations 
and judgment, each member of the self-assessment team 
should consider each of the Seven Areas for Court Excellence 
and the Checklist actions identified for each Area and 
determine the extent of implementation for each action.  They 
then need to consider in relation to each item whether the 
court has taken action to implement the item and the extent 
of success of each action taken and results achieved.  

It needs to be remembered that these items are simply a 
checklist and a distinction must be made between things 
done and things done well.  It is important in carrying out 
the self-assessment that the court asks itself whether 
a particular action could have been more effective or 
improved in some way.  The appropriate box should then 
be ticked.  To claim a checklist item as being met there 
should be documentary or other evidence that supports the 
claim.  Similarly a claim that a particular action is effective 
requires evidence by way of measurement or other objective 
facts demonstrating the positive impact of the action. 
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After completing the individual assessment, the team 
members should meet to discuss the ratings they have 
given for each statement. Where the scores given by the 
team members for a particular statement are different, 
the team members should discuss and reach agreement 
on the appropriate score, preferably by consensus.  
 
Having completed the Self-Assessment Checklist, the court 
will have identified the areas where improvement is required.  
Some courts may choose to concentrate their efforts in 
discrete areas while others may proceed with a full court 
review and reform. In either case, prioritising court issues is 
highly recommended. This will allow the reform process to 
focus on specific performance areas over a period of time. 

Clearly those Areas with the lowest total score relative to 
the possible maximum score should receive initial attention.  
However, it is important to appreciate that some of the 
Areas for Court Excellence are regarded as being of greater 
relative importance to a court’s success.  The following list 
reflects the relative order of importance of the Seven Areas:

•	 Area 7 (Public Trust and Confidence) 
•	 Area 5 (Client Needs and Satisfaction) 
•	 Area 6 (Affordable and Accessible Court Services) 
•	 Area 1 (Court Leadership and Management)  
•	 Areas 2, 3 and 4

In settling the priorities for improvement action courts 
should have regard both to the scores identifying greatest 
potential for improvement as well as the relative importance 
of the areas.  Lower scores in Areas 1, 5, 6 and 7 should 
generally receive priority attention.  To assist courts the 
following table has been devised to enable proper weighting 
of scores obtained and to also give a final total score out 
of 1,000 points.   Scores should be retained and used 
as a benchmark to enable a court to track its progress 
when undertaking a subsequent self-assessment.
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AREAS
MAXIMUM 

POINTS
SCORE 

ACHIEVED MULTIPLIER
RESULTING 

SCORE

MAXIMUM 
WEIGHTED 

SCORE

1 Court Leadership and 
Management 70 2 140

2 Court Planning and 
Policies 40 3 120

3
Court Resources 
(Human, Material and 
Financial)

80 2 160

4 Court Proceedings & 
Processes 50 2 100

5 Client Needs and 
Satisfaction 50 3 150

6
Affordable and 
Accessible Court    
Services

60 3 180

7 Public Trust and 
Confidence 50 3 150

Total 1,000

Weighted Scoring Table
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Sample of Weighted Scoring Results
 

AREAS
MAXIMUM 

POINTS
SCORE 

ACHIEVED MULTIPLIER
RESULTING 

SCORE

MAXIMUM 
WEIGHTED 

SCORE

1 Court Leadership and 
Management 70 60 2 120 140

2 Court Planning and 
Policies 40 30 3 90 120

3
Court Resources 
(Human, Material and 
Financial)

80 80 2 160 160

4 Court Proceedings & 
Processes 50 45 2 90 100

5 Client Needs and 
Satisfaction 50 40 3 120 150

6
Affordable and 
Accessible Court    
Services

60 20 3 60 180

7
Public Trust and 
Confidence 50 30 3 90 150

Total 730 1,000

Resulting Score
Maximum Weighted Score
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Score and Prioritise

Checklist Scoring Scheme 

The scoring scheme above represents a sliding scale and courts 
should assess whether some action has been taken and if so 
how much more needs to be done. A score for “can improve” 
should be given between 2 and 4 points which reflects how much 
improvement remains to be made.  The Checklist should be used 
to undertake the self-assessment (initial health check) of a court.

Self-Assessment

Each of the Seven Areas of Court Excellence is listed on the 
following page with statements of court practices that embody 
the accepted court values.  They represent the ultimate 
goals courts should be striving to achieve.  It is excellence in 
each of these areas that a court should be striving for and 
as this is a continuing process there will always be new and 
innovative ways for a court to improve its performance.  

The statements for each area are followed by a Checklist 
of actions or activities courts are expected to have 
implemented to achieve Framework expectations.  The 
actions/activities are not exhaustive but are indicative 
and provide initial guidance.  Courts will identify their own 
actions as they become more familiar with the Framework 
approach.  The statements are identical to those contained 
in the full Framework Self-Assessment Questionnaire. 

1.  COURT LEADERSHIP  
AND MANAGEMENT

1.1   Court has published a statement of its vision 
and mission (purpose) together with details 
of how it meets its fundamental values (such 
as accessibility, timeliness and fairness)

1.2   Court’s leadership is actively involved in setting time 
and service standards and reviewing judicial and 
administrative performance against those standards

1.3   Court holds regular meetings with court users to 
provide information on the court and seek feedback

1.4   Court actively informs the community and court 
users on its services, standards and performance 
and seeks feedback to improve its services

1.5   Data is kept and published on key 
aspects of the court’s work 

1.6	 Court plans for the future, reviews feedback and its 
performance and identifies areas for improvement

1.7	 Court and its leaders promote a culture of innovation

Can ImproveReviewingNo

0 1 2 3 4 5

Yes
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Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Court Leadership and Management
1 Our court leaders have defined the vision, mission and core values of our courts.

2 Our court leaders communicate the vision, mission and core values to all staff 
and stakeholders.

3 Our court leaders demonstrate the core values of the courts.

4 We have developed a court culture consistent with our court values.

Setting Performance Standards and Obtaining Users’ Feedback
5 We set time and service delivery standards and targets for case management 

aiming to meet and exceed user expectations.

6 We measure our performance on a regular basis against these standards  
and targets.

7 We obtain feedback from court users regularly. 

8 We review our performance data and feedback on a regular basis.

9 We use data and feedback to plan improvements in our performance, procedures 
and processes.

Engaging Court Staff and the Community
10 We regularly provide information to court users and the community.

11 Our senior judicial officers are actively involved in our review, planning, court user 
and community education processes.

Innovation
12 Our leaders actively promote an innovation culture in our courts.

13 We have developed a court culture consistent with our court values.

14 Our leaders demonstrate and reinforce their commitment to court innovation in 
day-to-day activities.

          Total  
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2.	 COURT PLANNING AND POLICIES

2.1	 Court has a strategic plan setting out its 
goals, targets and plans for improvement

2.2	 Court actively involves judges and staff in 
planning and problem solving tasks

2.3	 Court regularly reviews the plan and its 
performance against its targets

2.4	 Court has published judicial and court policies 
that support its values, targets and plans

2.5	 Court regularly reviews its policies to 
ensure their continuing effectiveness

2.6	 Court has a court innovation strategy as an 
integral part of its strategic planning 

Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Court Planning 
1 We have a strategic plan that identifies the court’s values, targets and plans.

2 We involve judges and court staff in the court’s review and planning processes.

3 We have a process for monitoring and reviewing the strategic plan.

4 We allocate resources for actions identified in our strategic plan.

Court Policies
5 We have judicial and court policies to support our values, targets and plans.

6 We publish our policies and monitor compliance.

7 We review our policies regularly to ensure court quality and efficiency.

Innovation
8 We have put in place a court innovation strategy, with short and long term goals, as 

an integral part of our planning that is aligned with our court’s objectives and goals.

          Total  
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3.	 COURT RESOURCES (HUMAN, MATERIAL AND FINANCIAL)

3.1	 Court manages resources proactively to 
balance judicial and administrative workloads 
with timely and quality decision making

3.2	 Court has identified training needs of 
court staff and meets them

3.3	 Court conducts regular professional 
development for judges and staff

3.4	 Court provides access to information to 
support judicial decision making

3.5	 Court effectively manages material resources
3.6	 Court facilities are adequate and safe
3.7	 Court has an appropriate budget process 

and regularly monitors expenditure
3.8	 Court provides training, support and recognition  

for innovation

Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Managing Court Resources and Workload
1 We manage the workload of judges and court staff so cases are decided in a 

timely and quality manner.

2 We predict and manage our resources to meet anticipated workloads.

3 We manage our financial resources efficiently and effectively.

Staff Training and Development
4 We have a professional development program for judges and court staff.

5 We provide continuing professional education including management training to 
our judges and court staff.

6 Our judges learn from, and communicate with, each other.

7 We provide judges with the information necessary to make fair decisions.

8 We have identified the training needs of court staff and our training program 
meets those needs.

table continued on next page
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Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Employee Commitment
9 Court staff and judges are committed to quality of work.

Courtrooms
10 We have sufficient courtrooms to permit the timely processing of cases.

11 Court users feel safe in our courtrooms.

Court Budget
12 We allocate our budget efficiently and effectively to ensure that there is money 

for court initiatives and court innovation activities.

13 We have a policy on the collection of fees and fines.

Innovation
14 We have strategies and mechanisms to engage staff in innovation.

15 We deliver programmes to meet the learning and development needs for court 
staff for court innovation.

16 We recognise and reward staff for contribution towards court innovation.

          Total  

3.	 COURT RESOURCES (HUMAN, MATERIAL AND FINANCIAL) continued
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4.	 COURT PROCEEDINGS AND PROCESSES

4.1	 Court ensures it deals with matters efficiently 
while maintaining quality of decisions 

4.2	 Court has a system for actively managing its cases and 
looks for improved ways to resolve cases effectively

4.3	 Court successfully balances workload 
of judges and court staff

4.4	 Court maintains efficient case files and records systems
4.5	 Court encourages innovation in case management

Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Efficiency and Effectiveness of Court Proceedings and Processes
1 We manage cases against established benchmarks of timely case processing.

2 We review the role of judges and court staff to ensure efficiency of processes.

3 We regularly review our processes and procedures.

4 People are able to get their business with the court done in a reasonable time.

5 We endeavour to list cases and manage cases so as to minimise inconvenience 
and expense to court users.

6 Court orders are enforced in cases of non-compliance.

Court Records Management
7 Court records and case files are complete, accurate, able to be retrieved quickly 

and maintained safely.

8 Decisions by our court are written clearly and accurately apply the law.

Innovation
9 We have a policy and procedure in place to generate, gather and screen 

innovative ideas from all sources.

10 We evaluate and improve the court innovation process on a regular basis.

          Total  
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5.	 CLIENT NEEDS AND SATISFACTION

5.1	 Court surveys and seeks regular 
feedback from all court users

5.2	 Court implements changes identified by surveys  
and feedback

5.3	 Court reports publicly and regularly on changes 
made in response to surveys and feedback

5.4	 Court surveys its users on their satisfaction 
with its processes, procedures and services

5.5	 Court uses technology and innovation to deliver 
higher quality services to all court users

Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Users’ Feedback
1 We use feedback on a regular basis (including surveys, focus groups and 

dialogue sessions) to measure satisfaction of all court users.      

2
We use feedback on a regular basis to improve our services to all court users 
including: court website users and the media; litigants, prosecutors and lawyers 
representing users; witnesses and court experts; and registry/office users.

3 We analyse surveys and adjust policies and procedures.

Communication to Court Users
4 We report publicly on changes we implement in response to the results of surveys.

5 We communicate clearly to defendants and their lawyers. 

6 We listen to court users and treat them with respect.

Court Users’ Satisfaction
7 Advocates and court users assess the court’s actions as fair and reasonable.

8 There is a high level of court users’ satisfaction with the court’s 
administration of justice.

9 There is a high level of court users’ satisfaction with the court’s services.

Innovation
10 We have leveraged on innovation and technology in understanding the needs of 

our court users better and to enhance the delivery of services to court users.

          Total  
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6.	 AFFORDABLE AND ACCESSIBLE COURT SERVICES

6.1	 Court has processes in place that promote 
affordable court proceedings

6.2	 Court publishes information on court services and access
6.3	 Physical access to court buildings is easy
6.4	 Court provides support for people with disabilities 

to ensure easy access to its services
6.5	 Court has policies to ensure equal 

treatment for all court users

6.6	 Court provides information to assist those who  
are unrepresented

6.7	 Court uses plain language to assist all court users
6.8	 Court has electronic and remote access available
6.9	 Court uses technology and innovation to 

improve access for all court users 

Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Affordable Court Services
1 We review court policies on court fees to ensure that court services are affordable.

2 We ensure court proceedings are resolved in a timely manner to minimise costs 
 to litigants.

3 We endeavour to limit the court’s requirements to what is necessary to resolve 
cases efficiently.

4 We have a clear and published policy on the charging, waiver or postponement of fees.

Accessibility of the Court
5 We make it easy for people to find the relevant courtroom in which a hearing is 

taking place.

6 We provide people with disabilities with support and easy access to the court and 
our services.

7 Our hours of operation make it easy for users to get their business done.

8 Our website is easy to negotiate, contains relevant information and  is useful to users.

9 We treat members of minority groups the same as everyone else.

10 We provide information to assist litigants without representation.

Innovation
11

We have leveraged on innovation and technology to make our court services  
more affordable.

12 We have leveraged on innovation and technology to make our court services  
more accessible.

          Total  
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7.	 PUBLIC TRUST AND CONFIDENCE

7.1	 Court publicly accounts for its role and performance
7.2	 Court makes information on performance 

against time and service standards available 
7.3	 Court ensures all court users understand the court’s 

processes, services and any decisions made

7.4	 Court has a complaints policy and reports 
on its handling of complaints

7.5	 Court conducts regular independent 
audits on expenditure

Assess Using Points Below

Actions NO
(0 points)

REVIEWING
(1 point)

CAN 
IMPROVE

(2-4 points)
YES

(5 points)
Total 
Score

Public Trust and Confidence
1 We publish our performance against time/service standards and other benchmarks.

2 We respond promptly to requests for information from court users.

3 We can demonstrate that people leaving court understand the court programs 
and services they have experienced.

4 We have a policy, which we adhere to, that outlines the process for making and 
dealing with complaints and we report on complaints received and their resolution.

5 We publish information on court procedures and our complaints policy.

6 We publish details of our services, fees and related court requirements.

7 Our accounts/expenditures are independently audited annually. 

8

Our published annual report includes:
a) Performance data and survey feedback
b) Details of our purpose, role and procedures 
c) Information on court reforms/improvements

9 There is a high level of public trust and confidence in the fair administration of 
justice in our courts.

Innovation       

10 We engage the public and court users in an innovative manner, so as to build up 
public trust and confidence.

          Total  
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