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J U D I C I A L  B R A N C H  B U D G E T  C O M M I T T E E
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C L O S E D  S E S S I O N

Open to the Public Unless Indicated as Closed (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1), (d), and (e)(1)) 
OPEN PORTION OF THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED  

Date: 
Time: 
Location: 
Public Call-In Number: 

September 20, 2018 
12:30 p.m. - 2:00 p.m. 
455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102, Catalina Room 
1-877-820-7831; passcode 6677064; (Listen Only)

Meeting materials for open portions of the meeting will be posted on the advisory body web page on the 
California Courts website at least three business days before the meeting. 

Members of the public seeking to make an audio recording of the open meeting portion of the meeting 
must submit a written request at least two business days before the meeting. Requests can be e-mailed 
to JBBC@jud.ca.gov. 

Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the 
indicated order. 

I . O P E N  M E E T I N G  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( C ) ( 1 ) )

Call to Order and Roll Call 

Approval of Minutes 
Approve minutes of the July 18, 2018, Judicial Branch Budget Committee meeting. 

I I . P U B L I C  C O M M E N T  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( K ) ( 1 ) -
( 2 ) )  

In-Person Public Comment 
Members of the public requesting to speak during the public comment portion of the 
meeting must place the speaker’s name, the name of the organization that the speaker 
represents if any, and the agenda item that the public comment will address, on the public 
comment sign-up sheet. The sign-up sheet will be available at the meeting location at 
least 30 minutes prior to the meeting start time. The Chair will establish speaking limits 
at the beginning of the public comment session. While the advisory body welcomes and 
encourages public comment, time may not permit all persons requesting to speak to be 
heard at this meeting. 

www.courts.ca.gov/jbbc.htm
JBBC@jud.ca.gov 

Request for ADA accommodations 
should be made at least three business 
days before the meeting and directed to: 

JCCAccessCoordinator@jud.ca.gov 
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Written Comment 
In accordance with California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(k)(1), written comments 
pertaining to any agenda item of a regularly noticed open meeting can be submitted up to 
one complete business day before the meeting. For this specific meeting, comments 
should be e-mailed to JBBC@jud.ca.gov or mailed or delivered to 455 Golden Gate 
Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102, attention: Lucy Fogarty. Only written comments 
received by 12:00 p.m. on September 19, 2018, will be provided to advisory body 
members prior to the start of the meeting. 

I I I .  D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  P O S S I B L E  A C T I O N  I T E M S  ( I T E M S  X – X )

Item 1 

Fees for Telephone Appearance Services (Action Required) 
Consideration of a recommendation from the ad hoc subcommittee regarding issues 
related to fees for telephone appearance services. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Mr. Patrick O’Donnell, Principal Managing Attorney 

Judicial Council Legal Services 

I V .  I N F O R M A T I O N  O N L Y  I T E M S  ( N O  A C T I O N  R E Q U I R E D )

None 

V . A D J O U R N M E N T

Adjourn to Closed Session 

V I .  C L O S E D  S E S S I O N  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( D ) )

Item 1 

Innovations Grant Program (Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 10.75(d)(9)) 
Discussion regarding the innovations grant program. 
Presenter(s)/Facilitator(s): Ms. Maureen Dumas, Principal Manager, Special Projects 

Ms. Marcela Eggleton, Supervisor, Special Projects 

Adjourn Closed Session 
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J U D I C I A L  B R A N C H  B U D G E T  C O M M I T T E E

M I N U T E S  O F  O P E N  M E E T I N G  W I T H  C L O S E D  S E S S I O N

July 18, 2018 
10:30 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 

455 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Hon. David M. Rubin (Chair), Hon. Marla O. Anderson, Hon. Kyle S. Brodie, 
Hon. Patricia M. Lucas (phone), Hon. Gary Nadler, Ms. Kimberly Flener 
(phone), Mr. Michael M. Roddy, and Ms. Audra Ibarra. 

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

Hon. James M. Humes, (Vice-Chair) 

Others Present: Mr. John Wordlaw, Mr. Zlatko Theodorovic, and Ms. Lucy Fogarty. 

O P E N  M E E T I N G

Call to Order and Roll Call  
The chair called the meeting to order at 10:45 a.m., and took roll call. 

Approval of Minutes 
The advisory body reviewed and approved the minutes of the April 17 and May 23, 2018, 
Judicial Branch Budget Committee meetings. 

D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  A C T I O N  I T E M S  ( I T E M S  1 – 2 )

Item 1 

Budget Change Proposal for Court Reporters 

Action: The committee voted unanimously to include a budget change proposal (BCP) for court reporters 
in their list of priorities for 2019-20 at priority number 5.  

Item 2 

Fees for Telephone Appearance Services 

Action: No action was taken. 

The committee established an ad hoc subcommittee to review the issues and report back with a 
recommendation. The members of the subcommittee are Judge Anderson, Judge Brodie, and Ms. Flener. 

www.courts.ca.gov/jbbc.htm 
JBBC@jud.ca.gov 
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M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  │  M e e t i n g  D a t e

2 | P a g e J u d i c i a l  B r a n c h  B u d g e t  C o m m i t t e e

A D J O U R N M E N T

There being no further open meeting business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m. 

C L O S E D  S E S S I O N

Item 1 

Innovations Grant Program (Cal. Rules of Court, Rule 10.75(d)(9)) 

Adjourned closed session at 12:00 p.m. 

Approved by the advisory body on enter date. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 

455 Golden Gate Avenue . San Francisco, California 94102-3688 

Telephone 415-865-7446 . Fax 415-865-7664 . TDD 415-865-4272 

M E M O R A N D U M

Date 
September 11, 2018 

To 
Judicial Branch Budget Committee 
Hon. David M. Rubin, Chair 

From 
Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Fees for Telephone 
Appearance Services 

Subject 
Telephone Appearance Services: 
Recommendations Regarding Possible Rule 
and Statutory Changes Relating to Fees  

Action Requested 
Recommend Rule Changes and Explore 
Possible Statutory Changes Relating to Fees 
for Telephone Appearance Services  

Deadline 
September 20, 2018 

Contact 
Patrick O’Donnell, 415-865-7665 

patrick.o’donnell@jud.ca.gov 

Executive Summary 
The Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Fees for Telephone appearances is reporting back to the Judicial 
Branch Budget Committee (JBBC) with its recommendations on possible rule and statutory 
changes regarding fees for telephone appearance services.  

First, regarding rules on fees, the subcommittee recommends that the JBBC propose that rule 
3.670(k)(1) of the California Rules of Court be amended to provide for an increase in the amount 
of the fee to appear by telephone in civil cases from $86 to $94. The amount of the proposed fee 
increase would reflect the estimated increase in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban 
Consumers for the term of the new master agreement. This rule proposal would be circulated for 
public comment before being submitted to the Judicial Council. It would become effective 
January 1, 2019 or as soon thereafter as the proposal can be presented to the council. 

Second, regarding the fee statutes, the subcommittee recommends that the JBBC next year 
explore and possibly develop Judicial Council–sponsored legislation to update and improve 
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several statutes that provide the legal framework for fees relating to telephone appearances in 
civil cases. If this legislation goes forward, it would probably be introduced in 2020. 

Recommendations 
The ad hoc subcommittee recommends that the JBBC: 

1. Propose that the Judicial Council amend rule 3.670(k)(1) to increase the fee for an appearance
by telephone in a civil case from $86 to $94. This proposal is discussed in Part One of this
memorandum. A draft Invitation to Comment on the proposal is included as Attachment 1 to this
memorandum.

2. Explore possible Judicial Council–sponsored legislation next year that would update and
improve the statutes that provide the legal framework for telephone appearance fees. The issues
that might warrant legislation are discussed in Part 2 of the memorandum. Links to the current
fee statutes are provided at the end of the memorandum.

Background 
On June 21, 2018, the Executive and Planning Committee referred various fee issues relating to 
the 2018–2022 statewide master agreement for telephone appearance services to the JBBC for 
consideration and possible action.  On July 18, the JBBC formed an ad hoc subcommittee to 
consider these fee issues and report back with its recommendations.  

The issues referred to the subcommittee relating to fees for telephone appearance services under 
the 2018–2022 statewide master agreement were the following:  

1. Whether any increase in the telephone appearance fee (currently $86 per call) should be
recommended to the Judicial Council during the four-year term of the master agreement
commencing July 1, 2018;

2. If any increase in the fee is recommended, what should be the amount of the increase; and

3. Whether any legislative changes should be considered and recommended to update or
improve the statutory framework that authorizes the fees charged under a master agreement
for telephone appearance services in the trial courts.

The ad hoc subcommittee1 established to consider these issues has met and makes the 
recommendations presented in this memorandum. 

1 The subcommittee consisted of JBBC members Hon. Marla O. Anderson, Hon. Kyle S. Brodie, and Ms. Kimberly 
Flener. 
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Part One 
Proposal for an Increase in the Amount 

of the Telephone Appearance Fee 

Introduction 
The Judicial Council is required by law to enter into a master agreement or master agreements 
for the provision of telephone appearance services. (Gov. Code, § 72010(a).) The statutes on 
telephone appearances also require the council to set fees for these services. The Code of Civil 
Procedure states: “On or before July 1, 2011, the Judicial Council shall establish statewide, 
uniform fees to be paid by a party for appearing by telephone, which shall supersede any fees 
paid to vendors and courts under any previously existing agreements and procedures. The fees to 
be paid for telephone appearances shall include . . . [a] fee for providing the telephone 
appearance services pursuant to a timely request to the vendor or court . . . .”  (Code Civ. Proc., § 
367.6(a).) 2  

The telephone appearance fee is set by the council using its rule-making authority. Rule 3.670 is 
the rule in the California Rules of Court concerning telephone appearances in the trial courts. 
Based on the authority granted to the council by statute, the Judicial Council in 2011 amended 
rule 3.670 to establish a uniform telephone appearance fee of $78 per call.3 Two years later, 
when the master agreement with CourtCall LLC (CourtCall) was extended for an additional five-
year term, the council amended rule 3.670 to increase the telephone appearance fee from $78 per 
call to its current amount of $86 per call.4  

When the 2013–2018 master agreement for telephone appearance services with CourtCall was 
due to expire on June 30, 2018, a Request For Proposals (RFP) was issued for the provision of 

2 The statute also provides for a late fee and a cancellation fee, which are not at issue. The existing fees in those 
areas would remain unchanged under the proposal. 

3 Judicial Council of Cal., staff rep., Telephone Appearances: Fees and Revenues (June 20, 2011)(2011 report), 
www.courts.ca.gov/documents/20110624item9.pdf. Of the total fee of $78 per call, $58 went to the vendor and $20 
was transmitted to the Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF). (See Gov. Code, § 72011(a) [. “For each fee received for 
providing telephone appearance services, each vendor or court that provides for appearances by telephone shall 
transmit twenty dollars ($20) to the State Treasury for deposit in the Trial Court Trust Fund established pursuant to 
Section 68085 . . . .”]. 
4 Judicial Council of Cal., staff rep., Telephone Appearances: Amendment of the Fee Amount (June 21, 2013)(2013 
report), www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130628-itemA3.pdf. Of the total fee of $86, $66 goes to the vendor and 
$20 is transmitted to the TCTF.  (See Gov. Code, § 72011(a).) 
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such services on January 30, 2018.5 On March 26, a master agreement was awarded to CourtCall 
to provide these services for a four-year term commencing on July 1, 2018.6 The master 
agreement was finalized in June 2018 and is now in effect. During the RFP and master 
agreement formation process in 2018, CourtCall requested an increase in the telephone 
appearance fee to $96 per call. A change in the amount of the telephone appearance fee was 
considered but there was insufficient time to resolve the fee issue before the old agreement 
expired and the new agreement went into effect July 1, 2018. 

The subcommittee has now had an opportunity to review the fee issue and recommends to the 
JBBC that it propose to the Judicial Council the fee increase described in the next section of this 
memorandum. 

The Proposal  
This proposal would recommend amending rule 3.670(k)(1) to increase the fee for a telephone 
appearance, made by a timely request to a vendor or court providing telephone appearance 
services, from $86 to $94 for each appearance.7 No changes would be proposed to the amounts 
of the late request fee or the cancellation fee currently set in the rule. (See rule 3.670(k)(2)–(3).) 

By statute, $20 of each telephone appearance fee is deposited into the Trial Court Trust Fund 
(TCTF). (Gov. Code, § 72011(a).) The balance is retained by the vendor or court that provides 
the services. Thus, under this proposal, if the telephone appearance fee is increased to $94, the 
vendor or court providing telephone appearance services would receive $74 per call and the 
TCTF would receive $20.8 

5 See Proposal for Telephone Appearance Services, RFP No.TCAS-2018-02-MS available online at: 
http://www.courts.ca.gov/38184.htm  

6 Id. 

7 A party that has received a fee waiver must not be charged the telephone appearance fee, subject to the provisions 
in Code of Civil Procedure section 367.6(b). (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.670(l).) So the proposed fee increase 
should generally not impact those who have received fee waivers. 

8 There has been no increase in the $20 amount shared with the TCTF since the telephone appearance fee statutes 
became effective in July 2011. Any increase in the $20 amount would require a legislative amendment to 
Government Code section 72011. Also, under section 72011, the vendor or vendors under the statewide master 
agreement for telephone appearance services are required to transmit an amount equal to the amount of revenue 
received by all courts from all vendors for providing such services in the 2009–2010 fiscal year. This amount, which 
has been determined to be $943,840, will continue to be transmitted for distribution to eligible courts under the 
2018-2022 master agreement, unless this is changed by some future legislation. 
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The proposed increase in the telephone appearance fee would address the increased costs that 
will be incurred by the vendor and courts providing telephone appearance services in the next 
several years. CourtCall, the current vendor, in its response to the RFP issued earlier this year for 
telephone appearance services, provided arguments and information in support of its proposed 
increase in the fee amount to $96 per call. It contended that it faces ever-rising costs; and it cited 
various studies and indices that would support a fee increase.9 It also stated: “While we believe 
the proposed Uniform Fee [of $96] is reasonable and fair, should CourtCall be awarded a Master 
Agreement, the Company will abide by whatever Uniform Fee the [Judicial Council] 
establishes.”10 

The Judicial Branch Budget Committee’s ad hoc subcommittee considered the arguments and 
information from CourtCall and other sources. It also considered the council’s past actions with 
respect to requests for fee increases. When the CourtCall Master Agreement was amended in 
2013, CourtCall sought and the council approved an increase in the telephone appearance fee for 
the five-year term of the agreement. The grounds presented by CourtCall for the increase were 
similar to those provided in its current Proposal. At that time, the council agreed to an increase 
but, rather than accepting all of CourtCall’s arguments, it based its determination of what the 
amount of the increase should be on a Consumer Price Index (CPI) analysis by the Fiscal 
Services Office (now Budget Services). Based on that analysis, the council increased the 
telephone appearance fee from $78 to $86 (i.e., an $8 increase for CourtCall) for the five-year 
term of the agreement.11  

This year, Budget Services has prepared an analysis similar to the one prepared in 2013, to be 
used in determining what fee increase, if any, may be appropriate for a four-year term under the 
new master agreement (rather than for a five-year term, such as under the agreement that 
terminated at the end of June 2018). Budget Service’ analysis indicates that the CPI-U 
(Consumer Price Index-All Urban Consumers) adjusted total fee per telephonic appearance 
should be $94.00 for the 4-year term.12 

9 CourtCall Proposal, Fee Structure (Attachment 3). 

10 CourtCall Proposal, Cover Letter (Attachment 2), page 1. 

11 See 2013 report. 

12 See Updated Base Fee CPI Analysis – 2018, Attachment 4. The total fee of $94.00 is calculated using the same 
method as the original CPI-U analysis, with one exception.  The actual annual CPI-U rates used in the average to 
forecast CPI-U rates is 17 years, from 2001 through 2017, in the updated analysis compared with 12 years in the 
original. The longer time period was also used by CourtCall in a number of the indices it cited in its response to the 
RFP to support of its arguments for a fee increase. 
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The updated total $94.00 fee is calculated by applying the actual annual CPI-U factors under the 
contract’s previous 5-year term from 2014 through 2017 and the forecasted CPI-U rate for 2018 
to CourtCall’s $66.00 contract fee during the 5-year 2013 through 2018 renewal term, yielding 
the CPI-U adjusted fee of $70.88 as of 2018. The forecasted CPI-U factor of 2.1%, which is the 
simple average of the actual CPI factors from 2001 through 2017, is then applied to the $70.88 
from 2018 through 2022, providing the final CPI-U adjusted fee estimate of $77.03 at the 
expiration of the proposed 4-year contract renewal term, as of June 30, 2022. The final CourtCall 
fee portion of $74.00 is the simple average of the CPI-U adjusted CourtCall fees of $70.88 and 
$77.03 estimated as of the beginning and end of the proposed 4-year contract renewal term. To 
this $74.00 per appearance fee retained by CourtCall is then added the $20.00 TCTF portion to 
yield the final total fee of $94.00.  

The ad hoc subcommittee regards the council’s previous approach as sound and recommends 
that the JBBC recommend that the telephone appearance fee be increased from $86 to $94 per 
call, based on the updated CPI analysis. This increased fee would become effective January 1, 
2019, or as soon thereafter as possible, and would apply to telephone appearances taking place 
after the effective date of the fee increase.  

Alternatives Considered 
The subcommittee considered various alternatives, including recommending no fee increase and 
recommending an increase in the amount proposed by CourtCall. But for the reasons explained 
above, it recommends proposing an increase in the fee from $86 to $94 per appearance. 

Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts 
This rule proposal would affect only the amount of the telephone appearance fee. This fee is 
principally collected by the vendor under the master agreement. The change in the fee amount, if 
adopted, should not require any additional implementation efforts or have any cost or operational 
impacts on courts that rely on the vendor for the provision of telephone appearance services. 
Those courts that directly provide telephone appearance services will need to update their 
notifications and operations to reflect the higher fee that will become effective on or after 
January 1, 2019.  

Part Two 
Possible Legislation to Modify and Update the Fee Structure for 

Telephone Appearance Services 

Introduction 
In addition to the issue of whether rule 3.670(k) should be amended to provide for an increase in 
the $86 telephone appearance fee, there are other fee-related issues which, to be addressed 
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effectively, would require legislation. The statutory framework for statewide telephone 
appearance fees was created in 2010. Because circumstances have changed since that time, 
revisions to, and the updating of, the various fee statutes may be desirable. Although the ad hoc 
subcommittee does not regard legislative changes to be so urgent that they require immediate 
attention, it thinks that legislation to modify and update the legal framework for fees should be 
considered and, if appropriate, proposals should be developed for Judicial Council sponsorship in 
the future.  

Possible statutory changes 
The principal fee statutes are Code of Civil Procedure section 367.6 and Government Code 
sections 72010–72011.13 These provide that “the Judicial Council shall establish statewide, 
uniform fees to be paid by a party for appearing by telephone. . . .” (Code Civ. Proc., § 367.6(a).)  
They also provide: “For each fee received for providing telephone appearance services, each 
vendor or court that provides for appearances by telephone shall transmit twenty dollars ($20) to 
the State Treasury for deposit in the Trial Court Trust Fund established pursuant to Section 
68085 . . . .” (Gov. Code, § 72011(a).)  In addition to the $20 per call that vendors must transmit 
to the TCTF, the statutes require that they transmit “an amount equal to the total amount of 
revenues received by all courts from all vendors for providing telephone appearances for the 
2009-2010 fiscal year.” (Gov. Code, § 72011(c).)   

Some possible changes to these statutes―both substantive and technical―that might be pursued 
include: 

(Substantive changes): 

1. Repealing or modifying Government Code section 72011(c)–(e) that authorizes the Judicial
Council to allocate among the courts that had previously had contractual revenue sharing
arrangements with vendors (the “eligible” courts) an amount of revenues received from the
current vendor or vendors equivalent to what those courts received in FY 2009-2010 (that is,
$943,840).14 This amount was allocated “for the purpose of preventing significant disruption in
service in courts that previously received revenues from vendors for proving telephone
appearance service.” (Gov. Code., §72011(e).) The language “for the purpose of preventing
significant disruption” suggests that this allocation was intended to be a temporary measure;
however, after more than seven years, the allocation has become an ongoing part of the revenues
transmitted to the courts under SB 857.  It may be time to consider modifying or eliminating this

13 Links to these statutes are provided at the end of this memorandum. 

14The specific allocations to each of the 38 eligible courts, which was approved by the council in 2011, are shown in 
Attachment 5. 
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amount.15 However, if the amount is totally eliminated, this will result in significant revenue 
losses at least for some courts. 

2. Amending Government Code section 72011(a)—that currently requires each vendor or court
that provides telephone appearance services to transmit $20 of each fee it receives to the State
Treasury for deposit in the TCTF—to provide for the transmittal of a greater amount for that
purpose. The greater amount could be put in the statute or, alternatively, the statute could be
amended to authorize the Judicial Council to determine by rule the amount of the share to be
deposited in the TCTF. The increase in the $20 share could offset the loss of revenues from the
repeal of section 72011(c)–(e). Specifically, if Government Code section 72011(c)–( e) were to
be repealed resulting in a decrease in revenues of $943,840 to the 38 currently eligible courts,
contemporaneous legislation increasing the amount transmitted under section 72011(a) from $20
to $23.30 would result in an increased distribution of approximately $951,000 to the TCTF that
would be shared by all 58 courts.16 The replacement amount would initially be paid principally
by the vendor, but as more trial courts become involved in providing direct telephone services
and collecting fees subject to the distribution under section 72011(a), those courts would
contribute an increasing share of the amounts transmitted to the TCTF.

3. A combination of 1 and 2. From the courts’ overall perspective, if legislation is pursued to
change the fee statutory framework for telephone appearance fees, it would probably be best to
propose some combination of the two previous proposals.

4. Additional suggestions for substantive changes to improve the fee structure might be
developed and proposed by the JBBC, with input from the courts and other stakeholders.

(Technical changes): 

5. Amending Government Code section 72011(b) to prescribe a different method and timeline
for the courts to use to transmit the $20 (or other) amount prescribed in section 72011(a). This
technical change would enable the courts to transmit these revenues consistently with regular
judicial branch fiscal practices.

These possible legislative changes are not mutually exclusive options. It is feasible to 
recommend one or more, or some combination of them. There may also be other legislative 
initiatives regarding the fee statutes that may be worth pursuing. 

15 CourtCall has submitted proposals that would repeal or modify these subsections. (See CourtCall’s Legislative 
Proposal, Attachment 6.) Although its submissions include a transitional proposal, CourtCall’s ultimate goal is to 
repeal subdivisions (c)-(e) of section 72011 entirely. 

16 This is based on an estimate by Budget Services. 
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If the JBBC thinks that the legislative proposals should be further explored, more detailed 
proposals could be developed by a reconstituted ad hoc committee, staff, or both for presentation 
to the JBBC. In exploring possible legislation on the legal framework for telephone appearance 
fees, the JBBC should also reach out for input and suggestions from courts and advisory bodies 
such as the Joint Legislative Subcommittee of the Trial Court Presiding Judges and Court 
Executives Advisory Committees and the Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee. 

Links 
1. Code of Civil Procedure, § 367.6:
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=367.6.&lawCod
e=CCP
2. Gov. Code, § 72010:
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=72010.&lawCod
e=GOV
3. Gov. Code, § 72011:
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=72011.&lawCod
e=GOV
4. Cal. Rules of Court, rule 3.670:
http://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=three&linkid=rule3_670

Attachments 
Attachment 1: Invitation to Comment   
Attachment 2: CourtCall Proposal, Cover Letter 
Attachment 3: CourtCall Proposal, Fee Structure 
Attachment 4: Updated Base Fee CPI Analysis – 2018 
Attachment 5: Judicial Council’s Allocations of FY 2009-2010 Revenue Amounts 
Attachment 6: CourtCall’s Proposed Revisions to Section 72011 of the Government Code 
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http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=72011.&lawCode=GOV
http://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=three&linkid=rule3_670
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