Current Future v1 In review with
the client,
they prefer

emphasis on

county (v1).

* Descriptions and other

District her ) « Descriptions and other content about the
Srgee cpntent about'the d.ISt.I’ICt. l\/_laln_ County county
» Links to counties within. Navigation Pages « Includes content and links unique to its
district via taxonomy and other capabilities
Main 4 in Drupal . - —_
Navigation -——— J e Links to (_)ther cognheg w!thln the district,
and provides a visual indicator of the
y . J \ district the county is in, but no
* Descriptions and other District-specific content district-specific public-facing page.
_— County content about the county, - Not a page the user can land on.
Pages where ~90% is duplicative - Managed in the back-end, ‘fed'
to the district. to the county pages. This provides an experience truest to what users
« Links to other counties - Central, singlular management know and will identify with: county.
within the district, and to of district content that is
the district as well. 'syndicated' to county pages.
Why is this structured this way?
Does a user need to look at both
pages in order to have a '‘complete’
view of the courts-related content
in their region? Or minimally is that
the impression?
Future v2

« District pages can be reached via a county-
Main District or city-level look-up or interactive map.

Navigation Pages * Descriptions and other content about the
district, with individual sections on the page
for county-specific information but no
county page.

* Greater clarification of the counties served
by (within) a district.

* No county-specific public-facing page.

This provides an experience that most directly reflects
the organization of the department, while still allowing
users to reach it via county lookup.

This may risk devolving gradually back to current state.
It works best if information per county is quite light, to fit
on the district page rather than necessitating its own.
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