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Executive Summary 
The Superior Court of Fresno County has submitted an application for approval to establish a 
remote video proceeding pilot project for traffic infraction cases in that county under California 
Rules of Court, rule 4.220. The Judicial Council’s Technology Committee has reviewed the 
court’s application and recommends that the council approve it. 

 Recommendation 
The Technology Committee recommends that the Judicial Council approve the application of the 
Superior Court of Fresno County to establish a remote video proceeding (RVP) pilot project, 
effective February 26, 2013. 
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Previous Council Action 
At its January 17, 2013 meeting, the Judicial Council authorized any superior court, with the 
approval of the council, to establish by local rule a pilot project to permit trials, arraignments, 
and other related proceedings in traffic infraction cases to be conducted by remote two-way 
video. (See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 4.220(a), (b).)1 This innovative program will enable courts 
to provide improved access to parties in traffic cases in these fiscally challenging times when the 
courts are being compelled to close court locations and when providing public access to judicial 
proceedings is becoming increasingly difficult. The new rule authorizing pilot projects became 
effective February 1, 2013. 

Rationale for Recommendation  

The Superior Court of Fresno County has submitted an application for approval of the 
establishment of a remote video proceeding (RVP) pilot project as provided under the rules of 
court. Specifically, rule 4.220(a)(2) states, “To obtain approval by the Judicial Council to 
conduct a pilot project for remote video proceedings…, a court must submit an application to the 
council that includes details on what procedures and forms the court intends to institute for 
processing cases in the pilot project.”  
 
On January 28, 2013, the Technology Committee adopted guidelines to assist courts in applying 
for approval to establish RVP pilot projects.2 The guidelines state that an application must 
include the following information: 
 
• A description of the pilot project for remote video proceedings (RVP) and how the project 

meets the minimum requirements set forth in rule 4.220; 
• Information on the locations and facilities where RVP will be conducted (see rule 4.220(d)); 
• Information on supplemental procedures and local rules and forms for RVP, including the 

use of court interpreters (see rule 4.220(o)); 
• A detailed description of the technology to be used to conduct RVP; and  
• A description of the procedures that court will use to collect data for reports on the pilot 

project.3 
 
The application 
The Superior Court of Fresno County has submitted an application dated February 11, 2013.4 
The application satisfies the guidelines for approval and provides a detailed account of how the 
RVP pilot project would operate in Fresno County.  
                                                 
1 The Judicial Council report on the adoption of the rule authorizing pilot projects for remote video proceedings in 
traffic infraction cases is available at: www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20130117-itemG.pdf. 
2 The Guidelines for Applications by the Superior Courts to Establish a Pilot Project for Remote Video Proceedings 
are attached to this report at page 6. 
3 In addition to the guidelines for applications to establish RVT pilot projects, the Technology Committee has 
adopted Guidelines for Semiannual Reports on Pilot Projects for Remote Video Proceedings, which are attached to 
this report at page 7.  
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Description of the pilot project. The application contains a description of the RVP pilot project 
proposed for Fresno County. The project will permit traffic infraction trials, arraignments, and 
related proceedings to be conducted by two-way remote video. The project will serve 
approximately 200,000 rural residents in the county. Because of drastic state budget cuts, the 
superior court was forced to close all branch courthouses this past summer, which has reduced 
access to the court for many rural residents who are struggling with poverty and isolation. The 
Fresno court wants to establish the RVP pilot project to test readily available and affordable two-
way videoconferencing technology as a way to bridge distances and improve access. 
 
The application states that remote video traffic hearings will be scheduled at two off-site public 
locations once a week; and additional court dates for RVP may be arranged as needed. 
 
Locations and facilities. A number of municipalities in Fresno County expressed an interest in 
holding remote video proceedings for the convenience of local residents. The court relied on an 
application process to select two host RVP sites that would be geographically dispersed within 
the county. An informational meeting was held that started an application process open to all 
municipalities at least 15 miles outside the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area. The cities of 
Coalinga and Mendota, 70 and 40 miles respectively from the metropolitan area, applied, and 
both qualified.  
 
The court has conducted site visits to confirm that the applicants’ spaces are safe, appropriate for 
court use, and able to be equipped to meet the pilot project’s technology needs. The court has 
finalized memorandums of understanding (MOUs) with the two cities. The MOUs identify the 
specific locations where the RVPs for infraction traffic cases will be conducted. 
  
Supplemental procedures, local rules and forms, and use of interpreters. The Fresno court has 
provided a description of the procedures it will be using to implement rule 4.220; it has also 
provided the proposed local rules and forms, and the protocol for use of interpreters, that it 
intends to use. The supplemental procedures, proposed local rules and forms, and protocols for 
the use of interpreters are attached to the court’s application.5 
 
Description of technology. The court’s application describes the technology that will be used to 
provide for two-way remote video proceedings. Video transmission between sites will be 
provided using a video conferencing bridge in the cloud provided by CourtCall. Video display 
will be presented on a large LCD or projection screen at the remote location, on an LCD 
computer monitor on the judge’s bench, and on a large LCD monitor in the courtroom. A 
standard public address (PA) system will be used to amplify voices at both the remote site and 

                                                                                                                                                             
4 The application is attached to this report, at pages 8–29. 
5 Pursuant to rule 10.613(i) of the California Rules of Court, the court has requested that proposed local rule 3.6.4 
relating to RVP be permitted to have an alternative effective date of March 1, 2013, so that the RVP pilot project 
may be commenced expeditiously. 
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the courtroom. The presentation of exhibits will be accomplished using a multifunction 
scan/copy/print/ device at the remote site, in order to scan/fax exhibits to the courtroom.  
 
The court clerk assigned to each remote site will have access to all calendar, case management, 
and information systems necessary to perform the clerk’s duties using a laptop and secure Virtual 
Private Network (VPN) access. 
 
Description of data collection procedures. The application includes a description of the data 
collection procedures that the Fresno court will be using to evaluate the RVP pilot. The 
application lists all the data points that will be tracked and included in the semiannual reports. 
The information that will be collected includes both quantitative data (for example, the number 
of RVP requests and trials) and qualitative data (such as random customer surveys). The 
application states: “The evaluation will gauge the RVP’s ability to provide reliable, cost-
effective, high quality court proceedings that serve rural users well. The findings of this 
evaluation will be provided to the Judicial Council, and other interested entities.”  
 
In sum, the application is sound and thorough. Hence, the Technology Committee recommends 
that the Judicial Council approve the application of the Superior Court of Fresno County to 
establish a remote video proceeding pilot project, effective February 26, 2013. 

Comments, Alternatives Considered, and Policy Implications 

Comments from interested persons 
The Superior Court of Fresno County’s original proposal for the adoption of rule 4.220 
authorizing RVP pilot projects in traffic infraction cases and the forms to implement the proposal 
were circulated for public comment from October 19 through November 2, 2012. The report 
presented to the Judicial Council on January 17, 2013 summarizes the 13 comments received and 
the  responses to those comments.    
 
Policy implications and alternatives  
The policies to promote and preserve public access to the courts and to overcome the 
contemporary fiscal barriers to providing court services support construing applications for pilot 
programs liberally. At the same time, the council has an interest in ensuring that branch projects 
are well thought out, legally sound, and effective in achieving their purposes. Hence, the 
Technology Committee and the council will carefully consider and evaluate all applications.  
 
In reviewing applications from courts for approval to establish pilot projects, the Technology 
Committee had several options:  
 
• It could recommend approval of the application if the application satisfies the requirements 

under the rules.  
• It could recommend denial of an application that fails to meet those requirements.  
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• The committee could also request additional information from an applying court about its 
plans and discuss with the court possible modifications to the proposed pilot, if any are 
necessary, before presenting its recommendations to the council.  

 
In this case, the Technology Committee recommends that the council approve the Fresno court’s 
application to establish a pilot project, effective immediately. The Fresno situation is unique in 
several respects. The Fresno court was the source of the remote video proceeding pilot project: it 
originally suggested that the Judicial Council take action to authorize the use of remote video 
proceedings in traffic infraction cases. Before the new rule on remote video proceedings was 
adopted, the Fresno court provided detailed plans for, and extensive information about, its 
proposal. Last fall, the court worked closely with the council to address issues and concerns 
raised by members of the council and the public, and it has now provided additional detailed 
information in its application. The public will benefit from the commencement of the RVP pilot 
project in the near future. Hence, it is appropriate to move forward expeditiously and approve the 
Fresno pilot project. 

Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts  
As indicated in the January 17, 2013 Judicial Council report on new rule 4.220, the 
implementation of the pilot projects established under the rule will require collaboration between 
courts, local cities and counties, law enforcement, and members of the public. There will be a 
need for planning and the allocation of resources—including the identification of physical 
locations, technology, and staffing. There will also be a need to provide information to the public 
and to ensure security for the remote video proceedings at the local community facilities. Based 
on the application, the Superior Court of Fresno County has evidently taken the steps necessary 
to launch and implement an RVP pilot project in that county at this time. 

Attachments 
1. Guidelines for Applications by the Superior Courts to Establish a Pilot Project for Remote 

Video Proceedings, at page 6 
 
2. Guidelines for Semiannual Reports on the Pilot Projects for Remote Video Proceedings, at 

page 7 
 
3. Application of the Superior Court of California, County of Fresno, for approval to establish a 

pilot project for remote video proceedings for traffic infraction cases (includes attachments 
with proposed local rules and forms, remote site protocols, and other information), at pages 
8–29 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

Guidelines for Applications by the Superior Courts to  
Establish a Pilot Project for Remote Video Proceedings 

Introduction 
Effective February 1, 2013, the California Rules of Court have been amended to add rule 4.220, 
which authorizes a superior court, with the approval of the Judicial Council, to establish by local 
rule a pilot project to permit arraignments, trials, and other related proceedings to be conducted 
by remote two-way video in cases involving traffic infractions. (See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 
4.220(a)(1).) 

Rule 4.220(a)(2) states, “To obtain approval by the Judicial Council to conduct a pilot project for 
remote video proceedings …, a court must submit an application to the council that includes 
details on what procedures and forms the court intends to institute for processing cases in the 
pilot project.” These guidelines are intended to assist courts in preparing and submitting 
applications to the Judicial Council for approval to establish a pilot project for remote video 
proceedings (RVP). 

 The Judicial Council’s Technology Committee will consider applications and submit 
recommendations to the council for approval of proposed pilot projects. 

Timing of Applications 
Applications must be submitted at least one month before the next Judicial Council meeting. 

Submission of Applications 
Applications should be sent by e-mail to the Judicial Council’s Technology Committee at:  
rvp@jud.ca.gov  

 
Contents of Applications 
The application must include: 

• A description of the pilot project for RVP and how the project meets the minimum 
requirements set forth in rule 4.220; 

• Information on the locations and facilities where RVP will be conducted (see rule 
4.220(d)(1)); 

• Information on supplemental procedures, and local rules and forms for RVP, including 
use of court interpreters (see rule 4.220(o)); 

• A detailed description of the technology to be used to conduct RVP; and 
• A description of procedures the court will use to collect data for reports on the pilot 

project. 
 

Adopted by the Technology Committee of the Judicial Council of California on January 28, 2013. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Guidelines for Semiannual Reports on Pilot Projects for Remote Video Proceedings 

Introduction 
The authorization to establish a pilot project for remote video proceedings (RVP) is in California 
Rules of Court, rule 4.220, adopted effective February 1, 2013. With the approval of the Judicial 
Council, a superior court may, by local rule, establish a pilot project to permit arraignments, trials, 
and other related proceedings to be conducted by remote two-way video in traffic infraction cases. 
(See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 4.220(a), (b).) Any court that is approved and establishes a pilot 
project for RVP must provide semiannual reports on the project to the Judicial Council. (See Cal. 
Rules of Court, rule 4.220(p).) These guidelines are intended to assist courts in preparing and 
submitting reports. 

Time of Submission 
Reports are due semiannually and should be submitted July 1 and January 1 of each year. (See Cal. 
Rules of Court, rule 4.220(p).) 

Place of Submission 
The reports should be submitted by e-mail to the Judicial Council’s Technology Committee at:  
rvp@jud.ca.gov 

 
Contents of reports 
The reports must contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

• The number and types of RVP conducted for arraignments, trials, and other proceedings; 
• The locations and facilities used to conduct RVP; 
• Details on the type of technology used to conduct RVP; 
• The number of appeals from RVP and the outcome of the appeals; and 
• The number of cases where the law enforcement officer appeared at court instead of at the 

remote location with the defendant. 
 

In addition, the semiannual reports should contain any other information that is relevant to 
evaluating the pilot project and determining whether the pilot project should be continued beyond 
December 31, 2015, or expanded to other types of cases. This might include: 
 

• How well the existing procedures and forms for RVP have worked and whether any changes 
are needed  in these procedures and forms; 

• How the court handled evidence and exhibits at RVP; 
• The court’s experience with clerk activities at the remote location for RVP; 
• Any specific issues relating to the use of non-court facilities to conduct RVP; and 
• Any other experiences or issues, such as use of interpreters, encountered by the courts that 

may be relevant to evaluating the pilot project. 
 

Adopted by the Technology Committee of the Judicial Council of California on January 28, 2013. 
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