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March 26, 2012 
 
Re: Judicial Council Agenda March 27, 2012 
  
Dear Members of the Judicial Council, 
  
We have received permission to address the Council during the 
public comments portion of the meeting on March 27. These are 
some of our preliminary observations regarding the Grant 
Thornton (GT) report. Following the observations we have set out 
questions we would like the Judicial Council to address in its 
meeting on March 27, as well as a motion we are requesting the 
Council consider and approve at the meeting. 
  
Observation: Based on AOC estimates, it would cost over $102 
million to deploy CCMS V4 to San Luis Obispo (SLO) if a 
statewide infrastructure is put in place to facilitate deployment to 
additional courts (page 27). By subtracting out the costs for 
maintenance and operation of the system, GT cuts that figure to a 
little over $56.4 million (page 38).  
 
Question: The costs of maintaining and operating the system are 
real costs that the courts would have to expend if CCMS is 
deployed, so we question the methodology that discounts those. 
The idea that these costs are not fairly considered costs of 
deploying CCMS or that maintenance and operation of existing or 



 

 

alternative systems would be expended in any event assumes 
that those costs would be comparable to the costs of maintaining 
and operating CCMS, an assumption not supported by the report 
or by the experiences of the various courts where earlier iterations 
of CCMS have been deployed previously. 
 
 
Observation: GT concedes that, given the large cost involved in 
deploying to SLO, CCMS V4 can only be justified if the judicial 
branch also intends to deploy the system to multiple additional 
courts on the statewide CCMS V4 infrastructure (page 40). The 
cost of creating the foundation for future court deployments is 
nearly $47 million (id.). The AOC and Judicial Council have spent 
more than a half billion dollars and they have not identified any 
source for another $47 million for this project, either from existing 
trial court funds or from separate funding allocated by the 
Legislature.  
 
Question: Given that past studies -- including that completed by 
the Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) that the AOC 
has touted previously as providing support for the statewide 
deployment of CCMS -- conclude that the value of CCMS 
depends upon it being deployed statewide, how can any 
expenditure for statewide IT infrastructure be justified today, when 
there is no longer any likelihood of statewide deployment? 
 
 
Observation: Just deploying the system to SLO, without the 
statewide infrastructure that would permit deployment to other 
courts, will cost over $11 million, including costs to integrate with 
justice partners (page 55). That is nearly a million dollars per 
judge in the county.  
 
Questions: Does the SLO court have $11 million laying around to 
install and operate CCMS V4? Why would SLO want to deploy 



 

 

this system at its own expense, when there are other case 
management systems that can purchased off the shelf that will do 
the job in SLO for far less? Will the $11 million come from the 
AOC and essentially be paid for by all of the courts? 
 
 
Observation: Local court costs for Fresno to install and operate 
V4 approach $18 million (id.). Fresno doesn't have an extra $18 
million, nor is the court likely to lay off employees to get it.  
 
Question: Will the AOC (i.e. the other 57 county courts) be 
expected to foot the bill for Fresno to move forward with CCMS 
V4? 
 
 
Observation: The total cost to the ten proposed "Phase 2" courts -
- and these are in some cases only partial deployments of V4 -- is 
a little over $211 million (id.). The Judicial Council has spent down 
the Trial Court Trust Fund and Trial Court Improvement Fund to 
create CCMS as it currently exists, already having paid hundreds 
of millions of dollars to Deloitte and countless court programmers 
and independent contractors.  
 
Question: Where will another $211 million come from? Certainly 
not from the already devastated budgets of those trial courts.  
 
 
Observation: The $211 million, however, is just the cost to the 
local courts. Deployment to those ten courts would require one 
time statewide costs in excess of $25 million, and another $475 
million statewide through FY 2020-2021 in ongoing costs (page 
60). This means more than $710 million would be required over 
the next eight years to get the system operating, and keep it 
operating, less than all of the calendars in ten additional courts. 
That's on top of the $550 million already spent.  



 

 

Questions: The latest estimate from the state auditor in her report 
of February 2011 was that it will cost approximately $1.9 billion to 
complete CCMS statewide. Don’t these figures suggest that even 
that revised estimate is now unreasonably low? Given these 
figures, can anyone fairly estimate what statewide deployment of 
CCMS would cost?  
 
 
Observation: Even the most ardent supporters of CCMS will now 
have to concede that statewide deployment of CCMS will never 
occur, at a cost of $1.9 billion or at any other price. 
 
Question: If the value of the system depends upon its statewide 
deployment, why should the courts spend any more funds to 
deploy CCMS to any courts not already using it? 
 
 
Observation: The plan is for the AOC to provide about $190 
million in supplemental funding to the ten Phase 2 courts (page 
83). There is, of course, no source identified for any of this 
additional funding.  
 
Question: Is that $190 million expected to come from funds 
separately appropriated by the Legislature, or from monies that 
would otherwise be available to operate the trial courts? Does any 
Council member really believe those funds, if they could be 
identified, would best be spent trying to save CCMS? 
 
 
Observation: Total "new funding" to support deployment of V4 to 
SLO and the other "Phase 2" courts is a little over $342 million 
through FY 2020-2021 (page 86). The source of these new funds 
is not clear.  
 



 

 

Question: When the branch has been hit with $650 million in 
reductions, does any Council member really believe these “new 
funds” will ever exist?  
 
 
Observation: Even if the system "works" and does everything its 
proponents claim it does, and even if there are no cost overruns 
or unexpected problems with V4 -- an unrealistic expectation in 
light of past performance -- the total return on investment through 
FY2020-2021 is a negative $67 million (id.). That accepts as an 
underlying premise that under the "no CCMS" option, each of 
those ten courts would have to replace their current case 
management systems in the next eight years with some other 
product (id.). Even under the rosiest of assumptions, CCMS is not 
cost effective in any form. 
 
Question: The stated purpose in creating CCMS was to link all 58 
county courts and their “justice partners” together in one system 
that would arguably provide better communication between the 
courts and would facilitate reporting case dispositions and 
compiling case statistics. How can this Council justify spending 
even one more taxpayer dollar to expand this failed case 
management system beyond those courts where it is currently in 
use if statewide deployment of CCMS will never occur? 
  
 
Conclusion 
 
The official death of CCMS can be delayed no longer. If all 58 
courts and their many "justice partners" will ever be linked by one 
case management system, it will not be this case management 
system. 
  
In 2010, ironically on a mandatory court closure day, the Joint 
Legislative Audit Committee met to discuss an audit of CCMS. At 



 

 

that hearing, Justice Terrence Bruiniers and AOC staff argued 
against the audit. The AOC believed that former Chief Justice 
Ron George's personal meetings with legislators would ensure 
the audit's demise, but over their objections the audit was 
approved.  
 
The release of the auditor's report in February of 2011 revealed 
the truth of what many had been saying for years -- CCMS is a 
failure. The response of the AOC and the Judicial Council was to 
create additional committees, hire more consultants, and continue 
to spend precious court resources in an attempt to justify money 
already wasted on this ill-conceived project, even as it became 
abundantly clear that the courts had paid far too much for far too 
little, and there was no money left for the CCMS project. 
  
Some observers think that CCMS will die a quiet death at the 
March 27 Council meeting. Given the audacity with which branch 
leaders have pushed this project forward over the protests of 
judges and others, you will understand our skepticism. We not 
only plan to attend the meeting and address the Council, but we 
have drafted a motion for the Council's consideration so we don't 
have another "pause" in CCMS that isn't really a pause, or a vote 
that leaves the judiciary subject to more costly outbreaks of 
CCMS. 
 
Our request is that the Council move, second, and pass a motion 
that provides the following written order to the Administrative 
Office of the Courts:    
 
The AOC is directed to terminate forthwith any further 
development, deployment, or maintenance of the CCMS product 
known as V4. The AOC must identify all internal and external 
expenditures related to the development and deployment of 
CCMS, and all internal functions related to CCMS, and end them 
immediately. No further funds are to be spent on the CCMS 



 

 

project, other than what is required for the continued use of 
versions already fully operating in courts. Under no circumstances 
shall V4 be deployed in any court in this state, unless that court 
purchases V4 as it now exists, using its own funds for purchase 
and deployment. Further, no court is obliged to maintain CCMS in 
any form, and no court shall be prejudiced in any manner nor 
shall funds be withheld from any court that chooses to discontinue 
the use of any version of CCMS now in operation. Further, the 
AOC shall report to the council on which courts, if any, have 
emergency needs relative to new IT systems. In addition, the 
AOC shall present to the council a plan for each court wishing to 
maintain their current version of CCMS for that court to sustain 
that system within their own budget allocation on a local server 
and supported by their own IT support staff, and for the 
termination of statewide support on or before January 1, 2013. 
Further, the AOC shall deliver to each court wishing to keep 
CCMS all source codes and software owned by or deliverable to 
the AOC from Deloitte or any other contractor. The AOC shall 
plan for the termination of the maintenance of all CCMS versions 
on the CCTC. No court choosing to maintain any version of 
CCMS shall be required to use any particular server. The AOC 
and all CCMS oversight committees, including the internal CCMS 
committee, are to verify to the Council at the next public business 
meeting that each of the above orders and directives have been 
fully complied with. 
 
The Judicial Council needs to move beyond the denial stage and 
embrace the fact that CCMS must be permanently shelved. After 
spending over a half billion dollars of trial court funds, subjecting 
the branch to public ridicule and creating dissent amongst judges, 
the time has come to end this debacle.  
 
We expect a thorough investigation to determine if the taxpayers 
can be reimbursed for some of the losses incurred. We also 
expect that those responsible will be held to account for their lack 



 

 

of judgment. Finally, we insist that this Judicial Council not further 
compound its previous poor judgment by spending more of our 
precious court funds on this failed project. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Hon. W. Kent Hamlin, Superior Court for the County of Fresno, 
On Behalf of the Directors of the Alliance of California Judges 
 


