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Superior Court of California

County of Sacramento

Steve White 
 720 Ninth Street

Presiding Judge 
Sacramento, California  95814

Department 47
(916) 874 – 5487
February 7, 2011
Dear Justice Bruiniers,

Your recent memo on CCMS was intriguing to read for what it omitted, rather than for what it said.  Your theme--that all is well with CCMS, and its announced objective “to ensure that the bench has the facts about CCMS” failed to recite all of the relevant facts as we know them to be and, thus, was misleading.

You carefully omit to mention that the Sacramento Superior Court has had a nightmare experience with CCMS, largely because our installation is hooked to a troublesome server in Arizona.  Nor do you report that the Orange, San Diego and Los Angeles courts are not on that server (and, I am told, refuse to join it), though the AOC intends that all 58 courts will be tethered to it.

As to Los Angeles, you must be aware that only one courtroom uses the system – to handle a mere eight small claims cases a day.  In Sacramento CCMS has spawned higher staff costs, case backlogs, long lines for the public, and a costly loss of productivity.  The only large counties where it works somewhat are San Diego and Orange, both unburdened by the Arizona server.  In neither is CCMS the runaway bestseller you allege:  (“The judges who actually use CCMS in those courts [also referencing San Joaquin and Ventura] uniformly, and enthusiastically, support CCMS.”)  Not so.  For months I have received detailed complaints from judges in these courts, and am aware that some of these were sent to you as well.  More  complaints continue to arrive after your memo issued.

One of these, from a judge in San Diego, concludes with this paragraph: “So here we are almost 4 years later with a broken and marginally useful product.  CCMS3 may work for some purposes and in some places.  But it does not work in all places and for all of its designated purposes.  In short, it does not work the way it should.  A lot of money has [been] spent on a defective product.  Let us not pour more money into the pit, at least not without some guarantees. “       

The point is not that CCMS cannot do anything.  The point is that to make it work requires enormous cost and a multitude of workarounds.  As I said to the Judicial Council in December when I opposed the unconsented taking of more than $100 million from trial court funds, the CCMS adventure has been a very long and very expensive road -- to a very small house.  Given the untold hundreds of millions of dollars (untold because the AOC gives a different number on every inquiry) committed to this adventure, and the $1.7 billion to $2 billion projected price tag, investing yet more in a time we will be shuttering courts for lack of money is an unwise use of scarce resources.

The reality is that CCMS does not resemble what you described in your memo.  Its costs are staggering and its virtues are hit and miss.  

Permit me to observe that the committee you chair was selected not for subject matter competence or a working familiarity with CCMS.  Like you, precious few of your committee members actually use CCMS.  They, however honorable, were not selected for their expertise or experience with CCMS.    The committee’s Sacramento member (chosen by the AOC despite a unique commitment in writing that our court could select its own representative) is a very fine judge – but he does not use CCMS and knows very little about technology.  Meanwhile, members of our court who know CCMS inside and out were purposely excluded from your committee -- precisely because they know the subject.  If perhaps you did not know this, I assure you the AOC knows it all too well.  And despite the Sacramento member’s expressed concerns about CCMS and its endless problems, your memo says nothing of this – and would have the reader conclude there is a happy consensus in its favor.  There is not.  

But even were we to put aside facts and assume for the moment that CCMS is what you claim, funding it at the cost of court closures cannot be justified.    Last year the Judicial Council ordered court closures.  These closures would not have been necessary without the choice to pour money into CCMS.  And so it is again, only instead of shutting down one day a month, we are looking at the prospect of weekly closures.  

I suspect I am telling you nothing you don’t already know.   The timing of your report is telling, coming just five days before the Bureau of State Audits releases its audit of CCMS – an audit that you opposed at a legislative hearing just last year.   

Your memo should have reflected the true state of affairs as it relates to CCMS.  Instead, for some reason, you chose not to address the well-documented problems that the Sacramento Superior Court and judges in other counties have made known.  You cannot ignore the fact that so many judges are dissatisfied with CCMS.  Your memo does not instill confidence that your Executive Committee will be run with transparency in mind. 

Very truly yours,
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STEVE WHITE
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court of

California, County of Sacramento






