
SUMMARY REPORT ON CCMS

Introduction

 The Administrative Office of the Courts has prepared a Report to the 

Legislature dated February 2012 on the status of CCMS.1 

 The Alliance of California Judges submits this summary to assist legislators, 

judges and the public in evaluating that report. We offer a context in which to 

interpret and assess some of the shortcomings and misstatements in the report. 

The AOC Has Failed To Obtain A Satisfactory Warranty For CCMS

The AOC was criticized last year by the Bureau of State Audits for failing to 

negotiate an appropriate software warranty for CCMS. (BSA Report of February 

2011, “The Statewide Case Management Project Faces Significant Challenges Due 
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to Poor Project Management” (hereinafter “BSA Report”), page 31.) Laws that 

apply to California’s executive branch agencies prohibit structuring contracts in the 

manner that the AOC structured its contract with the software developer. (BSA 

Report, page 31.) Because of the AOC’s negligence, millions of taxpayer dollars 

have been wasted on CCMS. 

 The AOC concedes that even as of today, “the term of the product warranty 

remains an open issue.” (AOC February 2012 Report, page 14.) By this statement, 

the AOC admits that it has not corrected the deficiencies that the BSA pointed out 

over one year ago. The BSA included as one of its “key findings” that the AOC, 

“Did not structure its contract with the development vendor to adequately control 

the project costs and scope -- over the course of seven years, the AOC entered into 

102 contract amendments and increased the costs of the contract from $33 million 

to $310 million.” (BSA Report Fact Sheet.)

 The BSA took the AOC to task because it failed to negotiate an appropriate 

warranty. The BSA found that the AOC, “did not ensure that it could benefit from 

the warranty for the civil system because no superior court had used the civil 

system in a live operations environment before the warranty expired.” (BSA 

Report, page 23.) The BSA also criticized the AOC because it “failed to ensure that 

the warranty period in its contract with the development vendor was effective 

during the time that warranty defects were most likely to become evident.” (BSA 

Report, page 32.) Because of the AOC’s negligence, the warranty for CCMS V-3 
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ended in November 2006, before any superior court had begun to use the civil 

system in a “live" operational environment. 

 Because it failed to responsibly draft the contract, “the AOC did not 

sufficiently mitigate the risk of later paying to remedy software errors that should 

have been addressed under the warranty at no additional cost to the AOC and the 

courts.” (BSA Report, page 32.) As to any deployment of CCMS V-4, the BSA 

specifically recommended that the AOC restructure its contract with the software 

developer “to ensure the warranty for CCMS is adequate and covers a time period 

necessary to ensure that deployment of CCMS has occurred at the three early-

adopter courts and they are able to operate the system in a live operational 

environment.” (BSA Report, page 37.)

 At the time of the BSA audit, the AOC identified three courts that would be 

early-adopter courts for deploying CCMS. The AOC represented that these three 

courts would represent the interests of the entire branch. The specific courts 

identified by the AOC as the three early-adopter courts were San Diego (a large-

sized court), Ventura (a middle-sized court), and San Luis Obispo (a small-sized 

court). The AOC attempted to reassure the BSA by representing that the 

development vendor had completed a readiness assessment in late December 2010 

and that as of January 2011, the AOC had “no plans to deploy CCMS to any 

superior courts other than these three early-adopter courts until additional funds 

become available.” (BSA Report, page 16.) The AOC represented to the BSA that 
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it was “attempting to avoid similar problems with the warranty period for CCMS 

by negotiating with the development vendor to allow the early-adopter courts to do 

user acceptance testing and deploy CCMS in a live operational environment while 

under warranty.” (BSA Report, pages 33-34.) 

Given these representations by the AOC, the BSA reviewed the AOC’s 

contract amendment with the development vendor for the readiness assessment for 

the three early- adopter courts. The BSA also conducted due diligence to determine 

if there was a risk that the AOC would not be able to deploy CCMS to the early-

adopter courts within the contractually negotiated warranty period. (BSA Report, 

page 21.) After conducting its due diligence, the BSA found that “the AOC did not 

ensure that the contract deliverables for the readiness assessment of CCMS at three 

superior courts selected to initially deploy the system, referred to as the early-

adopter courts, were adequately defined.” (BSA Report, page 23, emphasis added.) 

Further, the BSA reported that the “readiness assessment for the three early-adopter 

courts indicates that the AOC and the early-adopter courts will need to commit the 

equivalent of roughly 400 personnel years for deployment.” (BSA Report, page 

34.) This is an extraordinary number of personnel years, and no courts have ever 

represented that they can devote any personnel hours to the task, especially given 

the furloughs and layoffs of staff that have occurred and that are anticipated in 

courts throughout California.
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 The BSA’s warnings of an expected failure by the AOC to deploy CCMS at 

the three early-adopter courts has become reality. The AOC-identified early-

adopter courts are not ready to deploy CCMS. Moreover, the large-sized court (San 

Diego) and the middle-sized court (Ventura) no longer want to be included in the 

list of early-adopter courts. At this point there is only one court in the entire state 

that is available to be an early-adopter of CCMS V-4, San Luis Obispo. 

 San Luis Obispo is a court that is designated by the AOC to be a small-sized 

court. Even if the AOC could cause the deployment to San Luis Obispo so that 

CCMS could be tested in a real “live” environment during the warranty period, the 

AOC has no mechanism in place to test the functionality of CCMS to ensure that 

its functionality meets the business process needs of middle-sized and large-sized 

courts.  

 There is no assurance that CCMS V-4 will meet the business process needs 

of middle-sized and large-sized courts. As happened with CCMS V-3, the 

taxpayers would be left paying to correct defects in functionality for middle-sized 

courts and large-sized courts.  

To fully appreciate the significance of the AOC’s failure to ready its early-

adopter courts for deployment of CCMS, one must remember that the three court 

early-adopter plan was the AOC’s “solution” to another insurmountable problem 

pointed out by the BSA audit. Before coming up with the three court early-adopter 

proposed “solution,” the AOC had prepared a draft of a statement of work detailing 
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the activities to be undertaken by a hypothetical court to ready itself for 

deployment of CCMS.  The BSA examined the draft statement of work presented 

by the AOC and pointed out how unrealistic it was. The BSA noted, “the draft 

statement of work requires each superior court to commit to a two-year schedule of 

readiness activities before deploying CCMS.” (BSA Report, page 34.) 

Additionally, the BSA’s IT expert opined, “without clearly defined resource 

requirements, neither the superior courts nor the justice partners can accurately 

plan and budget for implementing or interfacing with CCMS. If state and local 

justice partners are unable to integrate with CCMS due to a lack of funding, the 

benefits of CCMS would be limited.” (BSA Report, page 35.)

 It was because the AOC could not finalize the draft statement of work in 

such a way as to meet the concerns identified by the BSA that the AOC represented 

to the BSA that it had decided to implement CCMS at three early-adopter courts -- 

San Diego, San Luis Obispo, and Ventura County superior courts. The AOC 

represented that it would use the readiness assessment of the early-adopter courts, 

“to understand the activities necessary and the skills that the staff will need to 

deploy CCMS at the other superior courts.” (BSA Report, page 35.) 

As part of its audit process, the BSA considered the AOC’s proposed 

deployment to three early-adopter courts. The BSA’s IT expert opined that the 

AOC did not “adequately define project deliverables related to the readiness 

assessment to ensure that the AOC receives the appropriate documentation and 
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other information needed to implement CCMS at the early-adopter courts.” (BSA 

Report, page 35.) The BSA concluded, “The results of the readiness assessment 

indicate that the AOC faces significant challenges even with the three early-adopter 

courts and that any delays in CCMS deployment may prevent the deployment from 

occurring during the warranty period.” (BSA Report, page 36.)

 This BSA warning of a year ago has become the present reality. What the 

BSA foretold is exactly what has happened. Neither San Diego nor Ventura is 

ready to proceed as early-adopter courts, and deployment to these courts is not 

scheduled. Deployment will not occur during the warranty period. The AOC has 

not restructured its contract as the BSA recommended, “to ensure the warranty for 

CCMS is adequate and covers a time period necessary to ensure that deployment of 

CCMS has occurred at the three early-adopter courts and they are able to operate 

the system in a live operations environment.” (BSA Report, page 37.)

The chair of the CCMS Governance Committee, Justice Terrence Bruiniers, 

reported to the Judicial Council on February 28, 2012, that through June of 2011 

the AOC has spent at least $521.5 million on CCMS. Remarkably, this is $206 

million more than the $315.5 million figure that the AOC included and distributed 

in a “fact sheet” just weeks earlier. Further, this is $211.5 million more than the 

figure that the BSA found that the AOC was obligated to pay to Deloitte as the 

development vendor per the contract just one year ago. (BSA Report, page 29.)
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One of the primary reasons the costs have been so high is, as pointed out by 

the BSA, the AOC has not negotiated the warranty start date to ensure that courts 

can use the system in a “live” operational environment during the warranty period 

so that the defects can be identified and fixed under warranty at no additional 

expense to the taxpayers. Even to this day, the AOC has not negotiated and 

delivered the contract language that would protect the taxpayers. 

This is the very same gap in the contract language that caused the taxpayers 

to have to pay for the costs of correcting thousands and thousands of defects in 

CCMS V-3. The AOC February 2012 Report provides that “CCMS governance 

representatives and AOC leadership are continuing discussions with Deloitte 

Consulting regarding modification of the warranty terms.” After more than one 

year, this is the best that the AOC has to offer.

It is important to note that the AOC never disclosed that it had negligently 

entered into the V-3 contract without an adequate warranty. The Bureau of State 

Audits had to point that fact out to the AOC and the public at large. The AOC 

should have acted responsibly and expeditiously to correct the errors it made in 

negotiating the contract. It has not.

 Even now, the AOC attempts to assert in its AOC February 2012 Report that 

the warranty period it negotiated and incorporated into the contract it signed was 

“realistic” when the contract was negotiated. It was not “realistic” then and it is not 
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“realistic” now. It certainly is not the standard in the software development 

industry. It definitely is not a best practice. 

 The AOC February 2012 Report reveals that over 50,000 defects were 

addressed when the quality of the CCMS V-4 product was discovered to be 

inferior. No one can have any confidence that there will not be thousands and 

thousands of defects identified if the product is ever tested in a real world “live” 

courtroom environment. Who really knows the number of defects that are in 

CCMS at this time? The responsibility for a defective product needs to rest with 

those who created the product. The Judicial Council and the AOC say they have 

accepted CCMS V-4 and “it works” -- let them back up this “talk” with their own 

personal guarantees. 

The AOC Has Not Conducted A Satisfactory Cost Benefit Analysis 

 The AOC has not obtained the cost benefit analysis that was described as 

needed by the BSA. Another of the key findings in the BSA Audit was that the 

AOC “did not perform a cost benefit analysis to ensure that the CCMS is the most 

cost-effective technology solution for the courts’ needs.” (BSA Report Fact Sheet.) 

As recognized by the BSA, a cost benefit analysis is a process for calculating and 

comparing the benefits and costs of a project to determine if it is a sound 

investment and to see how it compares with possible alternatives.” (BSA Report, 
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page 25.) The BSA found that “the AOC has failed to conduct a cost-benefit 

analysis to ensure that the estimated $1.9 billion its records show this project will 

cost is the most cost-effective technology for the case management needs of the 

superior courts.” (BSA Report, page 23.) 

As the BSA stated, “Without such an analysis, [the AOC] is unable to 

demonstrate that the cost of the project, almost $1.9 billion according to its most 

current estimates, is warranted.” (BSA Report, page 25.) The BSA reported that the 

AOC’s own records and figures showed that “the AOC will need roughly 24 years 

to recover the investment in the project once CCMS is deployed to all 58 superior 

courts.” (BSA Report, page 26, emphasis added.) In making this calculation, the 

BSA noted, “We calculated the 24 years by dividing $1.9 billion, the estimated cost 

of the statewide case management project, by $75 million, or the annual estimated 

benefits that the AOC asserts the statewide project will provide. Other factors, such 

as delays in the deployment of CCMS, as well as the time value of money, could 

affect this calculation by increasing the number of years to recover the AOC’s 

investment in the project.” (BSA Report, page 26, footnote 7.)

During the time the BSA was doing its fieldwork on the audit, the AOC 

contracted with Grant Thornton and represented to the BSA that Grant Thornton 

would “develop a cost-benefit analysis that will estimate the full life-cycle cost and 

benefits of the project.” The Grant Thornton product falls short of this goal. The 

AOC has agreed to pay Grant Thornton over half of a million dollars -- 
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$555,779.60 -- for a product that does not do what the BSA advised needed to be 

done.

Grant Thornton chose to consider incomplete data. For some reason Grant 

Thornton only looked at data from 48 courts. As the BSA audit points out, the 

California court system has 400 locations statewide -- each of the 58 county’s 

superior courts has between one and 55 courthouse branches. When the BSA 

conducted its audit, it acted responsibly and surveyed all of the superior courts in 

California. (BSA Report, page 20.) Grant Thornton did not, and its work product is 

lacking.

Grant Thornton did not conduct in-person interviews to compile the data for 

its analysis. Grant Thornton used an “electronic survey” instead and only 

conducted in-person visits with seven courts. Grant Thornton only conducted 

telephone interviews with 28 county courts, less than 50% of the counties in our 

state.

 Grant Thornton spent much of its time conducting telephone interviews 

with representatives of the Sustain Justice Edition (SJE) User Group. It is 

commendable that Grant Thornton contacted Sustain. However, there are only 15 

courts in California that use Sustain. All of these 15 courts are considered to be 

small to middle-sized courts. The information gathered by Grant Thornton in these 

interviews would not be beneficial to the large-sized courts; it is these large-sized 
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courts that process most of the documents in California. (BSA Report Fact Sheet 

[there are as many as 10 million case filings a year in the California courts].) 

Per the most recent statistics available at present (2006-2007 filings), it 

appears that Sustain courts process approximately 7 % of the filings. Of the Sustain 

courts, only four courts -- Santa Barbara, Tulare, Monterey, and Placer -- process 

more than 80,000 filings per year. The top ten courts process approximately 73% 

of the branch’s filings. The top ten courts are: Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, 

Santa Clara, San Bernardino, Alameda, Riverside, Sacramento, San Francisco, and 

Fresno.

The AOC’s February 2012 Report asserts that, “Grant Thornton estimated 47 

of the state’s 58 trial courts would need to replace or upgrade their existing case 

management systems within the next ten years.” (AOC’s February 2012 Report, 

page 5.) The report offers no justification for using a time frame of ten years. The 

use of a ten year timeframe as a premise to support the deployment of CCMS 

demonstrates that the enormous expense of CCMS cannot be justified. Ten years is 

not the standard in the industry. The standard in the technology industry is to 

replace or upgrade case management systems every seven years. Best practices 

provide updating the case management system every two to three years to stay 

current with technology trends and changes.

The BSA audit reported that, “The majority of the courts believe their 

current case management systems will serve them for the foreseeable future and 
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users of interim systems expressed reservations about using CCMS.” (BSA Report 

Fact Sheet.) The information in the BSA report is accurate. The truth is that all 

existing case management systems will likely be upgraded or replaced within ten 

years, whether CCMS exists or not. The representatives of the Sustain Justice 

Edition (SJE) would have made this point to Grant Thornton. The fact that Grant 

Thornton had to incorporate a timeline of ten years in its study in order to opine 

that “47 of the state’s 58 trial courts would need to replace or upgrade their existing 

case management systems within the next ten years” shows on its face that there is 

no cost benefit to CCMS before 10 years have passed. That timeframe makes 

CCMS obsolete today.

In fact, Grant Thornton’s work is already “old” and outdated, having been 

completed over a year ago. In the last year, a number of courts that had expressed a 

need to replace or upgrade their existing case management systems already have 

secured alternative systems or upgraded their existing systems. For example, 

Sonoma County has purchased eCourt from Sustain; Tulare and Placer have 

purchased the upgrade for Sustain, e-Court; Nevada County has purchased 

Courtview; and Santa Barbara is looking to upgrade to eCourt from Sustain. The 

AOC February 2012 Report ignores these facts as if these courts had not already 

purchased what they need. 

 The truth is that many courts have become disenchanted with the amount of 

money the AOC has spent on CCMS, they are concerned about the costs the 
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individual courts will have to pay to deploy and operate CCMS on a day to day 

basis, and they have decided to move forward to purchase fully functional case 

management systems that work for their courts now. The AOC February 2012 

Report ignores the fact that courts waited for CCMS for almost nine years, they 

lost confidence in the CCMS project, and they decided to pursue and implement 

viable alternatives. 

  The AOC Has Not Shown That CCMS Can Meet The 

  Operational Needs Of The Courts

Both the Independent Code Quality Assessment (ICQA) and the Capabilities 

Maturities Model Institute Appraisal Method for Process Improvement (SCAMPI) 

are methodologies for testing/appraising code as against requirements in an 

artificial “mock” environment to ascertain whether the code performs what the 

requirements set forth. The results of these tests tell us nothing about whether 

CCMS will be functional in the operational environment of a court, or whether 

CCMS will satisfy the business processes and needs of the courts. There has not 

been any test to determine if the requirements that were set forth in the CCMS 

specifications will meet the current business process needs of the courts. Note that 

the gathering of requirements started in 2001, but the final decision accepting the 

requirements was not made until May 2009.
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The AOC has focused on ICQA and SCAMPI because these tests are not 

designed in any way to consider or evaluate whether CCMS will actually be able to 

perform the business processes utilized by any individual court. These tests merely 

demonstrate that the code meets the product specifications.

The BSA pointed out that the software development process for large 

development efforts like CCMS consists of, “analysis, design, build and test, 

deployment, and maintenance and operations.” (BSA Report, page 16.) As 

explained by the BSA audit, the development process begins with the analysis, 

“gaining an understanding of the problem to be solved by seeking information 

from likely system users, applicable regulations, and other sources to create a list 

of requirements: statements that describe the system’s boundaries and the functions 

it must perform. Software engineers use the list of requirements to create a design 

that defines how the system will be constructed to perform the necessary functions 

and solve the problem. The design document is like a blueprint for the system in 

that it explains what will be built and how the parts will behave and interact with 

users and other systems.” (BSA Report, pages 16-17.)

The biggest problem with CCMS is that there has never been a thorough and 

adequate business needs analysis conducted to develop requirements for the 

software code to ensure that CCMS would meet the business processes of all of the 

58 courts. One of the BSA audit’s key findings was that the AOC, “Did not conduct 

a business needs assessment at the onset of the project.” (BSA Report Fact Sheet.) 
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A business needs assessment should have been done to define the case 

management system requirements for CCMS. The code that is written can only be 

as good as the requirements provided. The AOC cannot show that the requirements 

it submitted meet the business process needs of all of the courts that comprise the 

judicial branch, or even a majority of them. 

The AOC worked with five courts to set forth the requirements to be 

addressed by the code. The requirements were based upon the needs of a few 

courts, not the needs of the branch as a whole. In setting forth the requirements for 

the code, each of the five courts was required to compromise its current business 

process in order to find common ground with the other four courts. Thus, a 

situation was created in which the system will not meet all of any court’s business 

needs and requirements. No standard business process or best practice was 

discussed or developed. 

Moreover, of the five courts that the AOC used, four of these are large to 

extra-large courts that have no experience in how small-sized or middle-sized 

courts operate. The majority of the courts in California are small to middle size 

courts. The CMMI and SCAMPI analyses do not take into account the different 

requirements and diverse business processes needed across the judicial branch that 

comprise the courts of the State of California.

The requirements the AOC set forth for the code are deficient, incomplete, 

lacking in thoroughness, and essentially of very little utility within most of the 
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court environments. This is one of the primary reasons that V-3 did not function 

when it was deployed in a real world courtroom environment. Simply stated, the 

V-3 code could not perform the business transactions and processes utilized by the 

courts to conduct their day to day business practices. 

If the AOC believed that its requirements would meet the business needs and 

practices of all of the courts, it would commission a requirements review that 

would test the functionality of the AOC-developed requirements in “live” 

courtroom environments in small-sized, middle-sized, and large-sized courts. That 

review would demonstrate that what has been developed as the functionality for 

V-4 will not meet the business process needs of the judicial branch. 

When the AOC February 2012 Report provides, “The CCMS architecture 

has a solid foundation, is scalable, and can adapt to meet the needs of multiple 

courts,” this language is not referring in any way to CCMS being able to perform 

and satisfy the actual validated business process needs of the courts. The business 

process needs of the court are what the courts do on an everyday basis -- day in and 

day out -- to perform their statutory duties. This language in the report merely 

provides that the code that has been developed will perform the transactions that 

were described in the requirements. In no way does ICQA or SCAMPI test whether 

the AOC-developed requirements will effectively manage the various transactions 

that the courts perform day in and day out. 
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The AOC notes, “Projects establish their defined processes by tailoring the 

organization’s set of standard processes according to tailoring guidelines.” (AOC 

February 2012 Report, page 7.) What does that mean exactly? Does it mean that 

the AOC intends to “tailor” the business needs of the individual 58 courts so that 

the courts’ business needs will be defined to be the woefully inadequate 

requirements that have been developed for V-4 -- no more and no less? Does this 

language mean that a court must have its business processes “tailored” before it 

can ever use CCMS? 

The answer to these questions appears to be “yes.” In the CCMS 

Development Section, the Report provides, “The requirements for the CCMS 

application were initially created in 2007. A release to incorporate legislative and 

other necessary changes (emphasis added) is required before the courts can begin 

using the application. (AOC February 2012 Report, page 11.)  It is unclear exactly 

what the AOC is referring to here. If this refers to V-4, its requirements were 

signed off and accepted in May of 2009, not 2007.

The AOC Has Failed To Include All Costs Incurred By The Trial    

Courts When It Negotiated And Accepted $16 Million From Deloitte

The AOC February 2012 Report acknowledges the significant quality issues 

and delay incurred during the development process. The report also acknowledges 
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that Deloitte, as the vendor, is responsible under the contract for the costs 

associated with correcting the quality issues and any costs incurred by the branch 

as a result of the project’s ten-month delay. The Report then provides that, “The 

AOC calculated the costs of the delay at $16 million which included expenditures 

for technical environments, software licensing, contractors, court subject matter 

experts, AOC staff, and travel expenses during the ten-month period of the 

delay.” (AOC February 2012 Report, page 11.) 

There is no support in the report for how this calculation was made or the 

line-item breakdown for each group of associated costs. Additionally, in making 

this calculation, the AOC included only the costs of court subject matter experts 

who were devoted 100% to this effort. There were many court employees whose 

courts contributed some of their time and effort -- but less than 100% of their time 

and effort -- to the V-4 development. It appears as though the AOC did not include 

any compensation for these persons unless their home courts had contributed 100% 

of their time.

 We believe that the AOC left the local courts to absorb all of these costs 

with no reimbursement from Deloitte. In fact, we believe that the AOC did not 

consider these costs when the AOC unilaterally made its calculation of the $16 

million. Once again, the AOC is not transparent in providing information -- 

attempts have been made for months to have the AOC explain how it “calculated” 

the $16 million and the AOC has not provided this information. Moreover, it 
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appears that the AOC did not consider the out of pocket costs the individual courts 

had borne by their employees contributing some, but not all, of their time to the 

V-4 development effort. The contract provided the avenue for the AOC to recoup 

the moneys spent as a result of the poor quality of the product and the delay in 

development. The AOC was derelict in its duty to responsibly recoup all of these 

costs.

It Appears That The AOC Intends To Move Forward With 

   CCMS On Its Own Terms

The report also states, “The AOC staff is working towards standardization of 

operations processes and will develop templates and tools for future deployment in 

order to minimize costs.” (AOC February 2012 Report, page 12.) Does this mean 

that the AOC intends to “tailor” and standardize the 58 courts’ business operations 

processes, making all courts work within a system of compromise and not based on 

best practices or a court defined standard, regardless of the size and needs of the 

court? Does this mean that all of the courts must standardize their business 

processes to fit the AOC prepared requirements before a court can ever use 

CCMS? 

 The report notes that the AOC has re-retained Grant Thornton to assist in 

developing recommendations for a detailed alternative CCMS deployment plan. 
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(AOC February 2012 Report, page 12.) By this statement the AOC concedes, 

although not directly, that what it represented to the BSA just one year ago would 

work for deployment -- specifically its three court early-adopter program -- has 

failed. 

 The BSA warned the AOC in its report that the three court early-adopter plan 

was extremely risky. The AOC did not heed those express warnings but proceeded 

as it saw fit, spending millions more taxpayer dollars. Now the AOC is paying 

hundreds of thousands of dollars for Grant Thornton to come up with yet one more 

alternative CCMS deployment plan.  The AOC’s February 2012 Report provides 

that Grant Thornton will select the courts to be early-adopters, “based on their 

receptiveness to either full or partial component deployment, the stability of the 

business environment, benefits of full or partial deployment, and return on 

investment.” (AOC February 2012 Report, page 11.) Grant Thornton is going to be 

projecting the costs to maintain these environments for the next ten years. Does 

that mean it will take at least ten years before a positive return on investment can 

be realized, given that close to $2 billion will be spent on CCMS?

The AOC Fails To Accurately Report The True Costs Of CCMS

 The report explains that the AOC has transitioned support for the V-2 and 

V-3 applications from Deloitte with expected savings through June 2012 and FY 

2013-2014 respectively. (AOC February 2012 Report, page 13.) These figures/
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projections do not make sense. If there are to be any savings because of this 

transition, why will any savings cease to exist in the very near future? Also, why 

are there no estimated projections for the required CCMS expenditures in the 

future?  

This information previously was provided in the AOC’s report provided to 

the Legislature in May 2011. The amount for these expenditures was over 

$200,000,000. Why has the information not been addressed and included in this 

report? One of the “Key Recommendations” of the BSA was that the AOC “report 

true costs to the Legislature and others.” (BSA Report Fact Sheet.) 

CCMS V-3 will still need to be maintained. In May 2011 the AOC reported 

that the costs would be $38,802,610 just to maintain CCMS V-3. Why is the 

AOC not reporting these costs? The costs to maintain and support CCMS V-3 will 

continue for the foreseeable future regardless of what happens as to V-4. 

Finally, the AOC has listed among its accomplishments that Sacramento 

deployed “small claims case type in November 2006. (AOC February 2012 Report, 

page 16.) Sacramento never deployed CCMS to small claims. In 2006 Sacramento 

used, and continues to use, the case management system that it developed in house 

for Small Claims. The case management system Sacramento developed has always 

allowed for e-filing. CCMS V-3 did not, so Sacramento chose to keep what worked 

then and has worked since.
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    Conclusion

The Alliance of California Judges has set out these various observations and 

concerns in the hope that legislators will test the representations in the AOC’s 

February 2012 Report to the Legislature. Our elected representatives are tasked 

with the duty to ensure that taxpayer dollars are spent wisely, and we offer this 

summary to assist in carrying out that task.

The CCMS project is a failure. It needs to end. The new idea of deploying to 

only ten courts is itself unrealistic. Limited deployment also undermines the 

original idea that development costs would ultimately benefit all courts. Instead, it 

now appears that hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent to leave only a 

few courts with partial systems.

From its inception, the CCMS project has been an extraordinary waste of 

court resources. The AOC cannot be allowed, with the perfunctory approval of the 

Judicial council, to continue to spend trial court money -- money that could be used 

to keep courts open and employees paid -- on a failed, outdated and overpriced 

case management system. 

We are also concerned that the AOC may not be able to reasonably extract 

itself from its Deloitte contracts. The Alliance has long suggested that CCMS 

development and deployment terminate and that the existing products (V2 and V3) 

be delivered to the courts using them, to be managed and maintained on local 
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servers by those courts’ own IT departments within their existing operating budget. 

This may require some financial assistance for the transition. But does the AOC 

even have the capacity to do this? Does the AOC own the codes? Is the AOC 

contractually tied to Deloitte for the life of these systems for maintenance and 

support?

We urge the Legislature to end this senseless waste of taxpayer money, 

particularly now that courts are closing and employees are being laid off. 
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