JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEETING
Minutes of the Business Meeting—August 30-31, 2012
Ronald M. George State Office Complex
William C. Vickrey Judicial Council Conference Center

Malcolm M. Lucas Board Room
San Francisco, California

Thursday, August 30, 2012-NON-BUSINESS MEETING—CLOSED
(RULE 10.6(A))

Closed Session  10:30 a.m.-—12:30 p.m.

Thursday, August 30, 2012-OPEN MEETING (RULE 10.6(A))—
BUSINESS MEETING

Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye, Chair of the Judicial Council, called the meeting to order
at 1:30 p.m. on Thursday, August 30, 2012, at the William C. Vickrey Judicial Council
Conference Center in the Ronald M. George State Office Complex.

Judicial Council members present: Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye; Justices Judith
Ashmann-Gerst, Marvin R. Baxter, Harry E. Hull, Jr., and Douglas P. Miller; Judges Stephen H.
Baker, David De Alba, Emilie H. Elias, James E. Herman, Teri L. Jackson, Ira R. Kaufman,
Mary Ann O’Malley, Kenneth K. So, and Erica R. Yew; Angela J. Davis, Miriam Aroni Krinsky,
Edith R. Matthai; member attending by phone: Mark P. Robinson, Jr.; advisory members:
Judges Robert James Moss, David Rosenberg, and David M. Rubin; Commissioner Sue
Alexander; Chief Executive Officer Alan Carlson; Court Executive Officers Kim Turner and
David H. Yamasaki; Secretary to the council: Ms. Jody Patel, Interim Administrative Director
of the Courts.

Absent: Judges Terry B. Friedman (Ret.) and David S. Wesley; Senator Noreen Evans;
Assembly Member Mike Feuer.

Incoming Judicial Council members present: Judges James R. Brandlin, Laurie M. Earl,
Sherrill A. Ellsworth, Allan D. Hardcastle, Morris D. Jacobson, Brian L. McCabe, and Charles
D. Wachob; Mr. James P. Fox and Ms. Mary Beth Todd; others present: Justices Carol A.
Corrigan, Richard D. Huffman, and Dennis M. Perluss; Judges Richard C. Blake, Brenda F.
Harbin-Forte, Emily E. Vasquez, and Steve White; and Ms. Ana Matosantos, Director, California
Department of Finance; public: Ms. Mary Lou Aranguren, Ms. Teri Cannon, Mr. Jeff Dodd, Ms.
Mary Flynn, Ms. Anabelle Garay, Mr. Jon Guss, Ms. Karen Jahr, Ms. Pearl Kan, Mr. Eugene
Kim, Mr. Shawn Landry, Ms. Patricia Lee, Ms. Robyn Lewis, Mr. Harry Ma, Ms. Cher Mason,

Judicial Council Meeting Minutes 1 August 30-31, 2012






Judge Lee Smalley Edmon, Justice Douglas P. Miller, Interim Administrative Director of the
Courts Jody Patel, and incoming Administrative Director of the Courts Steven Jahr.

Interim Administrative Director’s Report

Ms. Jody Patel, Interim Administrative Director of the Courts, distributed a report on the
activities of the AOC since the previous regular council meeting on June 22. She highlighted the
new addition to her report, a staffing update to provide the council with current information on
the number of AOC employees and related budgetary information.

Ms. Patel informed the council of the AOC’s efforts to consolidate office space and significantly
reduce its leasing obligations at the Hiram W. Johnson State Office Building in San Francisco.

Ms. Patel related attending the official opening ceremony on August 3 for the Superior Court of
Lassen County’s new three-courtroom Hall of Justice. Council members Ira R. Kaufman and
David M. Rubin also attended.

Ms. Patel provided information on a recent memorandum of understanding with the state
Department of Justice for grant funding to expand the reach of the California Courts Protective
Order Registry, currently deployed to 21 courts and local law enforcement agencies, to another
10 courts and local law enforcement agencies by the end of this fiscal year.

Judicial Council Committee Presentations

Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee (PCLC)

Justice Marvin R. Baxter, Chair, reported that PCLC had met four times since the council’s June
session—once in June, once in July, and twice in August—to take positions on behalf of the
council on six separate pieces of legislation.

On June 28, PCLC revisited Assembly Bill 2442, a proposal to create the California Hope public
trust, which would have the authority to take control of state-owned and managed property,
including judicial branch property. After first opposing the bill, PCLC adopted a neutral position
after subsequent discussions in which the author agreed to amend to the bill to exempt the vast
majority of judicial branch property from its reach. PCLC also opposed Assembly Bill 1913,
which would allow defendants under postrelease community supervision to apply for bail during
the pendency of revocation proceedings and in other instances; Justice Baxter reported that the
bill has been held in the Senate Appropriations Committee. PCLC also received a status on
mortgage foreclosure bills and state budget developments with no action taken.

On July 26, PCLC received an informational update on a potential proposal concerning the
Superior Court of Fresno County on the subject of video appearances in traffic and truancy
matters to address the closures of seven Fresno branch courts. PCLC was also briefed on
Senate Bill 210, which relates to the release of certain defendants on their own recognizance.
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during the spring cycle, and one technical rule amendment that did not circulate for comment. If
recommended for approval, the proposals are expected to come before the council at the October
26 business meeting.

In addition, RUPRO will review and discuss suggestions from advisory groups (and some
individual members of advisory groups) for changes to rules and forms that could result in
significant cost savings or efficiencies for the courts. These changes could include the revision of
rules or forms, the suspension of rules, or the outright repeal of rules. RUPRO asked advisory
committees to submit ideas for changes that would provide quick, effective relief for courts.
RUPRO has received responses from five advisory groups thus far. Justice Hull indicated that he
will report on the outcome of RUPRO’s consideration at the next council meeting.

Judicial Council Technology Internal Committee

Judge James E. Herman, Chair, reported that since June 22, the committee had met four
times by telephone and met once in person that day, before the council meeting. Judge
Herman reported that funding restrictions imposed by the Legislature had ended the effort to
leverage the external components of the California Court Case Management System (CCMS)
application as the council directed when the council chose to terminate deployment of the
system.

The Technology Committee has been focused on addressing the results of the trial court
technology needs survey. A request went out to all presiding judges, court executive officers,
and court information technology officers to participate in four technology work streams: (1)
development of a branchwide vision and road map for branch technology, (2) maintenance
support for courts that use the CCMS V2 and V3 applications, (3) development of a template
for requests for proposals to facilitate court procurement of case management systems, and
(4) electronic filing.

The E-filing Working Group, chaired by Justice Terence L. Bruiniers and cochaired by Judge
Herman, was recently created to develop recommendations to the Judicial Council on uniform
rules for trial courts to implement electronic filing (e-filing) and service of documents, under
Assembly Bill 2073. The bill authorizes courts to develop local rules to permit e-filing, subject to
rules adopted by the Judicial Council and other specified conditions, and also authorizes the
Superior Court of Orange County to conduct a pilot program until July 1, 2014, requiring parties
to electronically file and serve documents in civil actions. The branch is expected to report back
on the pilot program to the Legislature within 18 months.

The court technology needs survey, which the committee completed on August 6, yielded
important information. Six courts identified an urgent need to replace their case management
systems within 12 months of the date of the survey; 22 courts anticipate the need to replace
one or more case management systems within the next one to five years; 16 courts are in
discussions with vendors to replace their current case management systems (and 3 other
courts are in the preliminary stages before contacting vendors); 35 courts are interested in
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participating in a trial court consortium to collectively negotiate contracts with private case
management system vendors currently operating in California; 33 courts expressed an

interest in AOC implementation and assistance with electronic business services; and 38

courts expressed an interest in having the AOC negotiate a branchwide license agreement.
Judge Herman updated the council on the progress of the Judicial Council’s approval of
emergency funding to replace the failing case management system in the Superior Court of
California, County of San Luis Obispo. He announced a technology summit to be hosted by the
committee on October 24, 2012, with participation from a variety of branch stakeholders. He
concluded by stating that the committee will be incorporating the technology-related
recommendations from the Strategic Evaluation Committee into its work plan.

Item 2 California Tribal Court/State Court Forum

Chief Judge Richard C. Blake and Presiding Justice Dennis M. Perluss, cochairs of the California
Tribal Court/State Court Forum, gave a presentation on California’s tribal communities, tribal
courts, the tribal and state court forum, and some of the interjurisdictional issues facing tribal and
state court judges in California.

No action

Public Comment

The letters submitted to the Judicial Council for consideration at this meeting are attached. Eight
individuals made requests to speak on the agenda and appeared in the following order during the
public comment session on August 30 and preceding the presentation and discussion of agenda
item J on August 31:

Public comment session, August 30
1. Judge Steve White, Director, Alliance of California Judges
Ms. Cher Mason, Judicial Assistant, Superior Court of Los Angeles County
Ms. Karen Norwood, Clerk, Superior Court of Los Angeles County
Ms. Robyn A. Lewis, President, Riverside County Bar Association
Mr. Eugene Kim, Member, San Bernardino County Bar Association

a bk own

Agenda Item J (E&P’s Report and Recommendations on the SEC Report) discussion, August 31
6. Associate Justice Carol A. Corrigan, Supreme Court of California
7. Judge Brenda F. Harbin-Forte, Superior Court of Alameda County
8. Ms. Teri Cannon, Chair, State Bar of California Council on Access and
Fairness
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Item 3 Judicial Council Legislative Priorities: Status Report

Mr. Curtis L. Child, Director, AOC Office of Governmental Affairs, presented a summary of
significant legislation pending and passed by the Legislature this legislative year.

No action
Item 4 Judicial Branch Strategic and Operational Planning: Process Update
Hon. Douglas P. Miller, Chair, Executive and Planning Committee, and Mr. John Larson,
Manager, AOC Court Programs and Services, presented an overview of the process for
developing the next judicial branch strategic and operational plans over the next 12 to 18 months.
They described a collaborative, inclusive effort that will involve the Judicial Council, judicial

branch leaders, and justice system partners.

No action

FRIDAY, AUGUST 31, 2012 AGENDA—BUSINESS MEETING
CONSENT AGENDA (ITEMS A-H)

Item A Court Technology and Access: Advancing Access to Justice Through
Technology: Guiding Principles for California Judicial Branch Initiatives

The Court Technology Advisory Committee recommended adopting the document Advancing
Access to Justice Through Technology: Guiding Principles for California Judicial Branch
Initiatives, effective immediately. These guiding principles are intended to help leaders and
decisionmakers of technology initiatives in the California judicial branch address issues of access
and fairness while pursuing modernization of court practices through technology. The principles
are not mandates and do not establish conditions for technology advancement; they simply
articulate the fundamental values that provide overall direction for technology initiatives in the
branch.

Council action

The Judicial Council effective August 31, 2012, adopted, Advancing Access to Justice
Through Technology: Guiding Principles for California Judicial Branch Initiatives
(Attachment 1) to articulate the fundamental values that provide overall direction for
technology initiatives in the branch.

Item B Equal Access Fund: Distribution of Funds for IOLTA-Formula Grants
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The State Bar Legal Services Trust Fund Commission recommended approving the distribution
of $14,665,927 in IOLTA-Formula Grants for grant year 20122013, according to the statutory
formula in the state Budget Act, and approving the commission’s findings that the proposed
budget for each individual grant complies with statutory and other relevant guidelines.

Council action

The Judicial Council approved the distribution of $14,665,927 in IOLTA-Formula Grants
for grant year 2012—-2013 according to the terms of the state Budget Act and approved the
commission’s determination that the budget of each individual grant complies with
statutory and other guidelines. (See the list of approved grant allocations in Attachment
2.)

Item C Judicial Branch Administration: Audit Reports for Judicial Council
Acceptance

The Advisory Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch and
the AOC recommended that the Judicial Council accept audit reports pertaining to the Superior
Courts of Mariposa and Tuolumne Counties. A policy approved by the council on August 27,
2010, specifies council acceptance of such reports as the last step to finalization of audit reports
before their placement on the public California Courts website. Acceptance and publication of
these reports will enhance accountability and provide the courts with information to minimize
financial, compliance, and operational risk.

Council action

The Judicial Council, effective August 31, 2012, accepted two “pending” audit reports:

1. Mariposa Superior Court: Review of Costs for County Provided Services, dated May
2012; and

2. Audit of the Superior Court of California, County of Tuolumne, dated February 2012.

This acceptance also authorizes public posting of the audit reports on the California

Courts public website.

Item D Judicial Branch Administration: Judicial Branch Contracting Manual

At the regular business meeting on April 24, 2012, the council adopted comprehensive revisions
to the Judicial Branch Contracting Manual and directed staff to report again in August 2012
about further revisions to the manual. With the concurrence of the Judicial Branch Contracting
Manual Working Group, the AOC recommended revisions to make the manual more effective
and workable for judicial branch entities’ procurement and contracting.

Council action

The Judicial Council, effective August 31, 2012, approved revisions to the Judicial
Branch Contracting Manual, as proposed.
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Item E Jury Instructions: Additions, Revisions, and Revocations to Criminal Jury
Instructions

The Advisory Committee on Criminal Jury Instructions recommended approval of proposed
additions, revisions, and revocations to the California Criminal Jury Instructions
(CALCRIM) to keep current with statutory and case authority.

Council action

The Judicial Council, effective August 31, 2012, approved publication under rule 2.1050
of the California Rules of Court of the amended instructions proposed by the committee
for the 2012 CALCRIM supplement.

Iltem F Report to the Legislature: Actions Taken to Achieve an Ongoing $4 Million
Reduction to the Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, Judicial
Council/Administrative Office of the Courts, Judicial Branch Facility
Program, and Habeas Corpus Resource Center

The AOC submitted for approval a report to the Legislature on actions taken by the Judicial
Council to achieve an ongoing $4 million reduction in expenditures for state judiciary entities
scheduled in the Budget Act of 2012, Item 0250-001-0001. The Budget Act of 2012
specifically schedules total reductions to funding for the state judiciary of $49.043 million:
$30.043 million in continuing cuts approved by the Legislature in 2011-2012 and

$19 million in new reductions ($8 million General Fund and $11 million from other funds),
$15 million of which represents funds redirected to offset reductions to funding for trial court
operations.

Council action

The Judicial Council approved the actions planned or taken by entities of the state
judiciary to achieve an ongoing $4 million reduction in expenditures, approved the
AOC’s proposed report to the Legislature, and directed the AOC to submit the report to
the Legislature.

Item G Report to the Legislature: Electronic Recording

The AOC recommended that the Judicial Council approve the Report on Purchase or Lease
of Electronic Recording Equipment by Superior Courts (January 1-June 30, 2012).
Government Code section 69958 requires that the council report to the Legislature
semiannually regarding all purchases and leases of electronic recording equipment that will
be used to record superior court proceedings.

Council action
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The Judicial Council approved the Report on Purchase or Lease of Electronic Recording
Equipment by Superior Courts (January 1-June 30, 2012) and directed the AOC to
submit the report to the Legislature.

Iltem H Criminal Law: Judicial Council Appointment to Board of State and
Community Corrections

The Executive and Planning Committee recommended that the Judicial Council appoint
Judge William R. Pounders (Ret.) to the Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC).
Established by Senate Bill 92 (Stats. 2011, ch. 36), the BSCC is an entity independent of the
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation and is composed of 12 members,
including one judge appointed by the council.

Council action
The Judicial Council appointed Judge William R. Pounders (Ret.) to the Board of State
and Community Corrections for a term ending July 1, 2015.

DISCUSSION AGENDA (ITEMS I-N)

Item | Judicial Branch Administration: Council Member Liaisons to Trial Courts
and AOC Divisions

In February 2012, Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye assigned Judicial Council members
to serve as liaisons to specific trial courts to enhance direct communications between the
courts and the council and to increase the transparency of council policymaking. At the same
time, the Chief Justice also assigned members to serve as liaisons to specific AOC divisions
to familiarize council members with how the AOC supports the development of council
policy and implements the council’s policy directions and to share information about the
AOC with the council members, the public, and branch stakeholders. Several council
members have reported on their liaison experiences over the past several months. The
following council members provided reports on their respective liaison assignments:
1. Judge Stephen H. Baker and Ms. Angela J. Davis: liaisons to the AOC Office of
Governmental Affairs
2. Justice Harry E. Hull, Jr.: liaison to the Superior Courts of Stanislaus and San Joaquin
Counties
3. Justice Harry E. Hull, Jr., and Judge David De Alba: liaisons to the AOC Finance
Division
4. Judge Ira R. Kaufman: liaison to the Superior Court of Lassen County
5. Commissioner Sue Alexander: liaison to the Superior Courts of ElI Dorado, Glenn, and
Amador Counties
6. Judge Emilie H. Elias: liaison to the AOC Education Division/Center for Judicial
Education and Research (CJER)
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No action

Item J Judicial Branch Administration: Report and Recommendations from the
Judicial Council’s Executive and Planning Committee Regarding the
Strategic Evaluation Committee (SEC) Report

Following review of the Strategic Evaluation Committee (SEC) report and comments on the
report, the Executive and Planning Committee (E&P) recommended that the Judicial Council
restructure the Administrative Office of the Courts and proposed a timeline for implementation
of these structural changes. The specifics of the recommended changes were presented in the
second column of Attachment 1 to E&P’s report (Attachment 3 to these minutes). E&P also
recommended that the Judicial Council direct the Administrative Director of the Courts to keep
E&P informed of the progress of implementation. The E&P chair will report regularly to the
council on the progress of implementation.

Council action

The Judicial Council approved:

1. E&P recommendations 2, 3, 4, and 5—which correspond to SEC recommendations
4.1,4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, respectively—affirming the council’s oversight of and authority
over the AOC,;

2. All recommendations presented by Interim Administrative Director of the Courts
Jody Patel and incoming Administrative Director of the Courts Steven Jahr to realign
the AOC’s organizational structure, including recommendations to change the
Executive Office to four positions—Administrative Director of the Courts, Chief of
Staff, Chief Operating Officer, and Chief Administrative Officer—and convert
existing divisions to offices with division directors reporting to the new Executive
Office staff effective October 1, 2012 (before Judge Jahr assumes office October 9);

3. All remaining E&P recommendations, as stated in the second column of Attachment
1 to the E&P report; and

4. Broadening the charge of the Trial Court Facility Modification Working Group,
which is overseen by the Court Facilities Working Group, to include oversight of
court facility maintenance.

Item K Children in Foster Care: Report from the California Blue Ribbon
Commission on Children in Foster Care

In March 2012, Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye and a team of judicial officers attended the
National Leadership Initiative of School-Justice Partnerships: Keeping Kids in School and Out of
Court, a conference convened by retired New York Chief Judge Judith Kaye with private
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funding. The conference focused on issues of truancy and school discipline. The Chief Justice
subsequently charged the Blue Ribbon Commission on Children in Foster Care (BRC) with
addressing truancy and school discipline as they affect children and youth in the juvenile court
system, and expressed her interest in hosting a California summit on these issues if private
funding could be identified and secured.

Justice Richard D. Huffman, BRC Chair, presented an update on the ongoing work of the
commission, including its recommendation that the council direct staff to seek private foundation
funding to hold a California summit on truancy and school discipline.

Council action

The Judicial Council directed AOC staff to seek outside funding, including private
foundation funding, for a statewide summit on truancy and school discipline issues facing
California, with an emphasis on those issues as they affect children and youth in the
juvenile court system and to provide a progress report on these efforts to the council in
December 2012.

Iltem L Budget: Fiscal Year 2013-2014 Requests for the Supreme Court, Courts of
Appeal, Judicial Council/Administrative Office of the Courts, Judicial
Branch Facility Program, and Trial Courts

The Advisory Committee on Financial Accountability and Efficiency for the Judicial Branch
recommended that the Judicial Council approve the proposed fiscal year 20132014 budget
requests for the Administrative Office of the Courts and delegate authority to the
Administrative Director of the Courts to make technical changes to budget proposals as
necessary. The AOC recommended that the council also approve submission of proposed FY
2013-2014 budget change proposals to the State Department of Finance for the Supreme
Court, Courts of Appeal, Judicial Branch Facility Program, and trial courts, and that it
delegate authority to the Administrative Director of the Courts to develop the budget
submission. Submittal of budget-change proposals (BCPs) is the standard process for
proposing funding adjustments to the State Budget; this year’s BCPs must be submitted to
the Department of Finance by September 10.

Council action

The Judicial Council approved submitting fiscal year 2013-2014 budget requests for the
Supreme Court, Courts of Appeal, the Judicial Branch Facility Program, the trial courts,
and the Administrative Office of the Courts to the state Department of Finance.

The council also approved delegating authority to the Administrative Director of the

Courts to develop budget submissions to the state Department of Finance and make
technical changes to the budget proposals, as necessary.
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Item N

some or all of the allocation is no longer needed due to changes in revenues
and/or expenditures.

g. Require courts to provide employee compensation practices and staffing levels for
the past five years in their application.

h. Require courts to provide five years of filing and termination numbers instead of
the “judicial caseload backlog.”

I. Require courts that received supplemental funding in the prior year to identify the
amount and to explain why the funding is needed in the current fiscal year.

j. Require courts to include an expenditure/revenue enhancement plan that identifies

how the court will resolve its ongoing funding issue if the request for
supplemental funding is not for a one-time concern.

Trial Court Trust Fund Allocations: Statewide Programs

The Trial Court Budget Working Group recommends $158.02 million in allocations from the
Trial Court Trust Fund for various programs that provide technology and administrative
support to trial courts, support access to justice, and reimburse courts for miscellaneous court
operation costs. The working group also recommends rescinding the minimum operating and
emergency fund balance requirement in the council’s trial court fund balance policy.

Council action
The Judicial Council approved the following:

1.

Deferring the allocation of $6.769 million from the Trial Court Trust Fund Program
30 appropriation for the direct costs charged to trial courts related to the financial
component of the Phoenix Financial and Human Resources Services program until
the council’s October 2012 meeting;

Allocating $26.777 million from the Trial Court Trust Fund Program 30 and 30.15
appropriations for programs that provide technology and administrative support for
trial courts and support access to justice;

Allocating $123.843 million from the Trial Court Trust Fund Program 45.10
appropriation for programs that reimburse courts for miscellaneous court operations
costs; and

Allocating $7.4 million for printer and personal computer replacements as a base
allocation from the Trial Court Trust Fund Program 45.10 appropriation, with each
court’s share remaining at the 2011-2012 level, and allow courts to use the allocation
for purposes other than the replacement of printers and personal computers.
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Advancing Access to Justice Through Technology

the needs of the public, the branch, and its justice system and community partners,
and that ensures business continuity.?

The guiding principles discussed in this document are intended to further the Judicial Council’s
commitment to access and fairness while pursuing modernization of court practices through
technology. Therefore, the introduction of technology or changes in the use of technology should
advance access and increase participation whenever possible. The Judicial Council is sensitive to
the fact that resources are extremely limited, and this document is in no way intended to obligate
courts to invest in or modify existing solutions. This document is intended only to serve as a
statement of general principles for consideration by the individual courts of this state when
planning for, or implementing, technology. Courts will continue to successfully balance their
financial resources with how best to provide access through technology.

Although the level of resources available to the California judicial branch and to each appellate
and trial court within the branch varies, the judicial branch and individual courts have embraced
technology as a way to improve access to justice, create efficiencies in court processes, and
effectively use human and financial resources. Whether it is electronic access to case records,
electronic filing of documents, or handling jury service matters online, all these services in some
way promote access to the courts. Additionally, these services are expected to grow substantially
as local court and statewide initiatives become available.

While they are intended to be long-standing, the guiding principles in this document do not
mandate new expenditures, create new causes of action, repeal or modify any rules of court, or
seek to address existing or pending law relating to access to the courts. Rather, they advise
justice system decision makers to consider and take steps to use technology to enhance access to
justice.

Although it is critical that the courts comply with the relevant laws and policies that may affect
technology services, particularly related to privacy and access, these guiding principles do not—
and are not intended to—specify the legal obligations of the courts. Technology initiatives can
push the boundaries of current laws and rules in providing access for conducting business in
ways not previously considered. As a result, technology is a relatively dynamic area for judicial
branch laws and policy. Thus, it is important that the judicial branch communicate advances and
changes in policy and that those within the branch closely track these developments.

2 |d. at p. 46. Goal VI of the Judicial Council’s strategic plan for 2000-2006 was previously titled “Technology.”

Guiding Principles for California Judicial Branch Initiatives



Advancing Access to Justice Through Technology

Guiding Principles

Court technology and the new ways it allows interaction with the courts should always advance
access and participation in the justice system in order to improve the trust and confidence
Californians have in their court system.

1. Ensure Access and Fairness. Use technologies that allow all court users to have
impartial and effective access to justice.

2. Include Self-Represented Litigants. Provide services to those representing themselves,
as well as to those represented by attorneys.

3. Preserve Traditional Access. Promote innovative approaches for public access to the
courts while accommodating persons needing access through conventional means.

4. Design for Ease of Use. Build services that are user-friendly, and use technology that is
widely available.

5. Provide Education and Support. Develop and provide training and support for all
technology solutions, particularly those intended for use by the public.

6. Secure Private Information. Design services to comply with privacy laws and to assure
users that personal information is properly protected.

7. Provide Reliable Information. Ensure the accuracy and timeliness of information
provided to judges, parties, and others.

8. Protect from Technology Failure. Define contingencies and remedies to guarantee that
users do not forfeit legal rights when technologies fail and users are unable to operate
systems successfully.

9. Improve Court Operations. Advance court operational practices to make full use of
technology and, in turn, provide better service to court users.

10. Plan Ahead. Create technology solutions that are forward thinking and that enable courts
to favorably adapt to the changing expectations of the public and court users.

Guiding Principles for California Judicial Branch Initiatives























































































































































































































































































































