Request for Proposals (RFP) - Judicial Council of California
REGARDING: Next-Generation Voice Translator Solution and Managed Services 
RFP NUMBER: IT-2026-212-RB
ANSWERS DUE: September 7, 2026, NO LATER THAN COB (PT)


LIST OF QUESTIONS RECEIVED AND CORRESPONDING ANSWERS

QUESTION 1: Do you have a preferred manufacturer or solution provider already identified?  ANSWER: No. 

QUESTION 2: Are you looking for software licensing only, or a complete solution including implementation and managed services?  ANSWER: We are looking for a complete solution including, but not limited to, implementation, deployment, maintenance and support. Please refer the section 2.1 of the RFP and Appendix A – Statement of Work in the Master Agreement. 

QUESTION 3: Has the customer provided information regarding the number of users, locations, languages supported, or expected usage volumes?  ANSWER: The previous application supported about 130 languages. Over 90% of the Voice-to-Text (VTT) program's conversation is in Spanish. The solution must provide Spanish, Mandarin, Portuguese, Russian, Vietnamese, Turkish, Punjabi, Hindi, French, Cantonese, German, Persian, Arabic, Tagalog, Korean, and Japanese. Please refer to TR4.1 from Attachment M of the RFP.  State of California has a population of approximately 39 million people, 58 superior courts, and 450 courthouses. The number of users, locations, and expected usage volumes for the solution are undetermined. Each court will have different needs or service counters where the solution would be utilized. It will be up to each court to decide how many service areas would be using the solution.  For the specific numbers, please refer to Question 20. 

QUESTION 4: Are there any incumbent solutions currently in place that we should be aware of?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 5: Is there an understanding of the number of users and/or number of locations who will be ordering? ANSWER: Undetermined. Please refer to Question 3. 

QUESTION 6: Are individual courthouses going to be purchasing these devices individually or is Judicial Council purchasing on behalf of the county courthouses? ANSWER: Each court will have the agreement and purchase devices individually. 

QUESTION 7:  RFP Section 2, Minimum Qualifications, SOC 2 Type II Certification; Attachment M, HST 2.1, SOC 2 Compliance – Where a proposed solution uses a third-party cloud, software, or technology provider for hosted or data processing services, may the SOC 2 Type II requirement be satisfied by the entity responsible for those services, provided its SOC 2 Type II scope covers the services used by the proposed solution?  ANSWER: Yes, SOC 2 Type II requirement may be satisfied by the entity responsible for those services, provided its SOC 2 Type II scope covers all the services used by the proposed solution

QUESTION 8: RFP Section 2, Proposer Hosted Facility Environment; Attachment M, HST 1.1, Cloud Hosting; HST 1.3, Data Residency and Compliance; HST 1.4, Secure Networking – The RFP requires a Proposer hosted cloud environment. Please clarify the business, operational, security, and budgetary rationale for requiring a cloud-based deployment, and whether the Judicial Council will consider an on premises, edge based, or hybrid architecture that meets all stated security, accessibility, performance, reporting, support, and data residency requirements.  ANSWER: We require hosted cloud environment, so that Judicial Council does not have to support the solution. It should be possible to implement a solution individually for each court interested and courts should be able to support solution with minimum local IT involvement.

QUESTION 9: Attachment M, TR 1.2, Translation Accuracy; TR 2.6, Minimum Transcription Accuracy; TR 4.1, Supported Languages; TR 8.1, Court Specific Translation and Transcription; TR 9.3, Accuracy Metrics – Please identify how transcription and translation accuracy will be evaluated for acceptance, including any required languages, dialects, terminology, test scripts, acoustic conditions, scoring methodology, and minimum performance thresholds.  ANSWER: The solution needs to provide the score of the accuracy metric to show the quality of translation or transcription. Please refer to Section TR 9.3 in Attachment M.

QUESTION10: RFP Section 2, Reporting; Attachment M, TR 5.7 and TR 5.8, Message Persistence; TR 9.1, Usage Data Tracking; TR 9.4, Translation Quality Metrics; SEC 1.1 and SEC 2.3, Configurable Data Retention; Appendix A, Reporting – Please identify the minimum usage data elements required for monthly reporting and confirm whether aggregate operational metrics that do not require retention of session content, personally identifiable information, audio, transcripts, or translations will satisfy the reporting requirement.	  ANSWER: The reporting should include, but not limited to, number of conversations, number of messages exchanged, conversation length, and usage trends. The solution should not use session content, PII, audio, transcripts, or translations for reports. Aggregate operational metrics are sufficient to meet reporting needs and align with our data‑minimization and privacy principles. Vendors should rely solely on high‑level usage statistics that reflect system performance and overall volume without storing detailed session‑level information.

QUESTION 11: RFP Section 1, Background - VTT Program (Page 3) - What product/platform is currently being used for the existing VTT program?	  ANSWER: Not applicable. The previous application used has been discontinued. 


QUESTION 12: RFP Section 1, Background - VTT Program (Page 3) - What are the primary reasons for replacement (cost, accuracy, supportability, accessibility, security, scalability, vendor issues)?	ANSWER: Cost, accuracy, supportability, accessibility, scalability and maintenance efficiency.

QUESTION 13: RFP Section 1, Background - VTT Program (Page 3) - Can the current architecture and operational model be shared?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 14: Attachment M, TR6 - Device Configuration & Compatibility requirements - What existing hardware is deployed and will any of it be re-used?  ANSWER: The program used Microsoft Surface devices, but they will not be re-used. 

QUESTION 15: RFP Section 2, Description of Goods and/or Services (Page 3-4) - What is the user’s experience upon entering the courthouse? 	ANSWER: Undetermined. Each court’s needs for the translator’s application will be different.

QUESTION 16: RFP Section 2, Description of Goods and/or Services (Page 3-4) - How do non-English speakers initiate interactions with the current VTT solution?	ANSWER: Non-English speakers approach court staff, and if the staff determines that they need a translator, they offer the translator solution.

QUESTION 17: Attachment M - MI-1.1, Multi-Location Deployment Requirement - How many total service points would use the solution?	ANSWER: Undetermined. Each court will have different needs and different service points – or service counters where the solution would be utilized. It will be up to each court to decide how many service areas would be using the solution. 

QUESTION 18: Attachment M - TR11.5, Concurrent Sessions requirement - How many concurrent translation sessions would occur during peak periods?  ANSWER: Undetermined. We cannot predict how many concurrent translation sessions might occur during peak periods at various courthouses. 

QUESTION 19: Attachment M - TR9.1, Usage Data Tracking Requirement - What is the average conversation duration?  ANSWER: Average conversation duration in 2025 was about 18 minutes. 

QUESTION 20: Attachment M - TR9.1, Usage Data Tracking requirement - What is the average number of interactions per day per courthouse?  ANSWER: It will greatly depend on the court. In 2025, the largest court of the VTT program had almost 2500 conversations, and smaller courts had less than 50 conversations.   However, the number of conversations may increase if the court decides to expand the solution to more users or service points. 17.2% of people in California are limited English proficient (LEP), and they cannot access the court system without assistance. The use of the solution is expected to increase when it has good usability for staff and public users. 

QUESTION 21: Attachment M - MI-1.5, Cloud Scalability requirement - What annual growth rate should vendors plan for?  ANSWER: Undetermined. The previous application experienced a decline in use and had minimal growth. In 2025, there was an average of 13 courts using the application and had approximately 5200 conversations. We anticipate the new solution will have greater usage moving forward with increased court adoption and use by the public.   

QUESTION 22: Attachment M - TR9.4, Accuracy Metrics: 80% minimum, 90-100% desired (TR1.2 specifies 90% transcription accuracy) - How does the Judicial Council intend to measure the stated 80%-90% translation and transcription accuracy requirement?   ANSWER: The solution needs to provide the score of the accuracy metric to show the quality of translation or transcription. Please refer to Section TR 9.3 in Attachment M.

QUESTION 23: Attachment M - TR8.4, TR8.5 Controlled Legal Terminology Maintenance; Custom Glossary requirements - Does the Judicial Council currently maintain legal glossaries?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 24: Attachment M - TR8.5 Custom Glossary requirement for legal/law enforcement terminology - Are existing court terminology dictionaries available?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 25: Attachment M - TR8.2 Court-Specific Terminology Training Requirement - Are court-specific phrase lists available for training?  ANSWER: No. 

QUESTION 26: Attachment M - TR8.4, Controlled Legal Terminology Maintenance Requirement - Will terminology be centrally managed across all courts?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 27: Attachment M - TR8.2, Court-Specific Terminology Training - regional context support - Are courts allowed to maintain local terminology variations?	  ANSWER: Yes.

QUESTION 28: Attachment M - TR5.8, SEC-1.1	TR5.8: Chat history not stored (Must Have); SEC-1.1: Configurable transcript retention policy - TR5.8 requires chat history not to be stored, while SEC-1.1 discusses configurable transcript retention. Which requirement takes precedence?  ANSWER: Chat history shall be configurable through a feature flag. If a court chooses not to retain chat history, the feature can be disabled entirely. Courts that wish to temporarily retain chat history—for example, for a few hours to review chatbot response accuracy—shall have the ability to configure a limited retention period, after which the chat history is automatically deleted.  

QUESTION 29: Attachment M - SEC-2.3, SEC-2.7	SEC-2.3: Disable transcript storage entirely (Must Have) - Is complete transcript suppression preferred over configurable retention?  ANSWER: No. Configurable retention is preferred. The solution should allow courts to either disable transcript storage entirely or configure a specific retention period based on their business, privacy, and operational needs.

QUESTION 30: Attachment M - SEC-1.1, SEC-2.3	Configurable Data Retention and transcript storage requirements - Is temporary in-memory processing acceptable?  ANSWER: Yes. Temporary in-memory processing is acceptable, provided that transcripts are not persistently stored when a court has disabled transcript storage. The retention and storage settings shall be configurable at the court’s discretion based on the court’s business, privacy, and operational requirements.

QUESTION 31: RFP Section 2 & Attachment N, Description of Goods/Services - Accessibility requirements (Page 3-4) - Which accessibility scenarios are most critical?  ANSWER: The solution should provide accessible interaction for users with hearing, visual, and cognitive disabilities, with particular emphasis on screen-reader compatibility, keyboard-only navigation, text readability, and accessible interactive controls, in conformance with WCAG 2.1 Level AA.

QUESTION 32: Attachment M - TR6.3, TR6.4, Device Configuration & Compatibility requirements - Are specific tablet models required?  ANSWER: No. 

QUESTION 33: Attachment M - TR7.1 through TR7.5, Usability & Accessibility requirements; ADA-Compliant Design - Are kiosks expected to include accessibility peripherals?	ANSWER: No, as long as the kiosk meets the ADA-level requirements and includes keyboard.

QUESTION 34: RFP Section 2 & Attachment N, Effective communication for deaf/hard of hearing individuals - Are hearing-assistance devices required?  ANSWER: No. 

QUESTION 35: RFP Section 2, Description - Proposers must provide all required hardware (Page 3) - Will the Judicial Council provide hardware? Or is the vendor expected to supply hardware?  ANSWER: The vendor is expected to supply hardware if the solution requires hardware. 

QUESTION 36: RFP Section 2, Single solution delivery requirement (Page 3) - Is hardware procurement evaluated separately from software?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 37: RFP Section 2.7, Tasks & Deliverables - Support & Maintenance (Page 7-8) - Who will be maintaining the hardware?  ANSWER: The vendor is expected to provide required maintenance and support of the hardware. 

QUESTION 38: Attachment M - MI-1.1, Multi-Location Deployment across California courts - How many locations are expected over the contract term?  ANSWER: Please refer to Question 3. 

QUESTION 39: Attachment M - TR6.3, BYOD pairing support (Must Have) - Is BYOD considered mandatory or optional?  ANSWER: The public bringing their own device is optional. If the public brings their own device the pairing should be seamless. 

QUESTION 40: Attachment M - TR6.3, Persistent Pairing Memory for BYOD requirement - What percentage of interactions are expected to use BYOD?  ANSWER: Undetermined. 

QUESTION 41: Attachment M - TR6.5, Attachment N, Peripheral Support; Accessibility requirements - Are personal devices expected to access audio features or only text and include accessibility features like hearing aid paring to a smartphone?  ANSWER: The solution should support standard accessibility capabilities.

QUESTION 42: Attachment M - TR11.3, SEC-2.1, Authentication & Authorization - SSO requirement - Does the Judicial Council currently use Microsoft Entra ID?  ANSWER: Yes. 

QUESTION 43: Attachment M - TR11.3, SEC-2.1, Authentication & Authorization (Must Have) - includes SSO - Is SSO mandatory?	ANSWER: Yes, for court employees. 

QUESTION 44: Attachment M - SEC-2.1, Secure login requirements - Is MFA mandatory?  ANSWER: Yes, for court employees.

QUESTION 45: Attachment M - TR11.4, User & Role Management requirement - Will court staff identities be centrally managed?  ANSWER: No. Individual courts will manage their own staff identities. 


QUESTION 46: Attachment M - HST-1.1, Cloud Hosting - FedRAMP certified or NIST compliant - Is Azure Government acceptable?  ANSWER: Yes.

QUESTION 47: Attachment M - HST-1.1, Cloud Hosting - FedRAMP certified (no specific level stated) - Is FedRAMP High required?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 48: Attachment M - HST-1.1, Cloud Hosting - NIST standards and/or FedRAMP certified - Is FedRAMP Moderate acceptable?	ANSWER: Yes.

QUESTION 49: RFP Section 2, Proposers-hosted cloud environment; Managed Services requirement (Page 4) - Is the Judicial Council expecting a fully managed service?	  ANSWER: Yes.

QUESTION 50: Attachment M - TR12.1, Minimal Court Effort Deployment requirement - What internal resources will be available after deployment?	ANSWER: Undetermined. Each court’s operation is different. 

QUESTION 51: RFP Section 2.4, Proposers Hosted Facility Environment; Proposers Responsibilities - Will the Judicial Council operate any portion of the solution?  ANSWER: No.

QUESTION 52: Attachment M - MI-1.3, MI-1.4, Optional Contact Center Integration; API/Interface for Future Expansion - Which systems are expected to integrate with the solution?  ANSWER: Undetermined.

QUESTION 53: Attachment M - MI-2.1 through MI-2.4, REST API, Webhooks, Teams, Zoom - all marked Nice-To-Have - Are integrations required on Day 1 or future-state only?  ANSWER: Judicial Council expects the service provided, including integration and deployment, to follow the schedule described in Section 2.8 of Appendix in the Master Agreement. Any integration required to have the solution working must be done by Go-Live Week.  

QUESTION 54: Attachment M - MI-2.3, Microsoft Teams Integration (Nice-To-Have) - Is Teams integration a desired function?	ANSWER: It is a nice-to-have function. 

QUESTION 55: Attachment M - MI-2.3 Microsoft Teams Integration requirement context - Do all Judicial Council employees use Teams?	ANSWER: Judicial Council uses Teams, but the courts may use a different application. 


QUESTION 56: Attachment M - MI-2.4, Zoom Integration (Nice-To-Have) - Is Zoom integration actually required if a Microsoft-native solution is proposed?  ANSWER: No. 

QUESTION 57: Attachment M - TR9.5, TR9.6 Performance Dashboard Requirement - What reporting tools are currently used?  ANSWER: The previous dashboard was provided using Power BI. 

QUESTION 58: Attachment M - TR9.5, Performance Dashboard - real-time dashboards (Should Have) - Is Power BI acceptable as the standard reporting platform?  ANSWER: Yes, as long as the report is viewable without installing Power BI.

QUESTION 59: RFP Section 2, COTS requirement; standard out-of-the-box functionality (Page 3) - Is minimal custom development acceptable despite the COTS requirement?	ANSWER: No, Judicial Council is currently looking for a no-coding required solution. 

QUESTION 60: RFP Section 2, Proposers must provide all required software, hardware, services (Page 3) - Is the vendor expected to provide hardware, software, and managed services as a single solution?  ANSWER: Yes.
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