
  

 
 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL MEETING 
Minutes of the April 27, 2007, Meeting 

San Francisco, California 
 
Chief Justice Ronald M. George, Chair, called the meeting to order at 8:45 a.m. on 
Friday, April 27, 2007, at the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) in San 
Francisco, California. 
 
Judicial Council members present: Chief Justice Ronald M. George; Justices Marvin 
R. Baxter, Candace D. Cooper, Richard D. Huffman, and Eileen C. Moore; Judges Peter 
Paul Espinoza, Terry B. Friedman, Jamie A. Jacobs-May, Suzanne N. Kingsbury, 
Thomas M. Maddock, Charles W. McCoy, Jr., Dennis E. Murray, and James Michael 
Welch; Mr. Raymond G. Aragon, Mr. Anthony P. Capozzi, Ms. Barbara J. Parker, and 
Mr. William C. Vickrey; advisory members: Judges Scott L. Kays and Nancy Wieben 
Stock; Commissioner Ronald E. Albers; Ms. Deena Fawcett, Mr. Michael M. Roddy, and 
Ms. Sharol Strickland. 
 
Absent:  Senator Ellen M. Corbett; former Senator Joseph Dunn; Assembly Member 
Dave Jones; Judges Carolyn B. Kuhl and Barbara J. Miller; Mr. Thomas V. Girardi; and 
Ms. Tamara Lynn Beard. 
 
Others present included:  Executive Officers Mr. James B. Perry, and Mr. Michael D. 
Planet; Mr. Stan Bissey, Mr. Arturo Cásarez, Ms. Beth Jay, Ms. Esther Lane, Mr. Chuck 
Oraftik, and Mrs. Susan Vickrey; staff: Mr. Peter Allen, Ms. Berta Bejarano, Ms. Deirdre 
Benedict, Mr. Dennis Blanchard, Ms. Dianne Bolotte, Ms. Deborah Brown, Ms. Ayanna 
Cage, Ms. Sheila Calabro, Mr. Philip Carrizosa, Ms. Casie Casados, Ms. Roma Cheadle, 
Ms. Debbie Chong-Manguiat, Mr. Dexter Craig, Ms. Kim Davis, Mr. Douglas Denton, 
Mr. Kurt Duecker, Ms. Stefanie Elam, Mr. Robert Emerson, Ms. Sara Fisher, Mr. Bob 
Fleshman, Mr. Ernesto V. Fuentes, Ms. Susan Goins, Mr. Ruben Gomez, Mr. Bruce 
Greenlee, Ms. Christine M. Hansen, Ms. Hilary Hehman, Ms. Shaunese Henderson, Ms. 
Sydney Hollar, Ms. Lynn Holton, Ms. Kathleen T. Howard, Mr. Kenneth L. Kann, Ms. 
Camilla Kieliger, Mr. Gary Kitajo, Ms. Leanne Kozak, Mr. John Larson, Mr. Robert 
Lowney, Mr. Chris Magnusson, Mr. Douglas C. Miller, Mr. Lee Morhar, Ms. Vicki 
Muzny, Mr. Stephen H. Nash, Ms. Angela Nicholson, Ms. Diane Nunn, Mr. Patrick 
O’Donnell, Mr. Ronald G. Overholt, Ms. Jody Patel, Ms. Christine Patton, Ms. Kelly 
Popejoy, Ms. Pam Reynolds, Ms. Laura Rigdon, Ms. Mary M. Roberts, Ms. Rona 
Rothenberg, Ms. Marlene Smith, Ms. Nancy E. Spero, Ms. Karen M. Thorson, Ms. Daisy 
Yee, and Ms. Patricia M. Yerian; media representative: Ms. Amy Yarbrough, San 
Francisco Daily Journal. 
 
Public Comment Related to Trial Court Budget Issues 
 
Mr. Arturo Cásarez, Advocacy Director of the California Court Interpreters Association, 
addressed the council under rule 10.6(d) of the California Rules of Court. Mr. Cásarez 
requested an increase in the number of court interpreters, as well as an increase in the 



  

Judicial Council Meeting Minutes  April 27, 2007 2 

hourly rate paid by the courts to $355 for a full day and $145 for a half-day. He was 
concerned that, due to the present wage rate, interpreters are leaving employment with 
the court system and potentially qualified interpreters are choosing not to work for the 
courts. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
 
The minutes of the February 23, 2007, business meeting were approved. 
 
Judicial Council Committee Presentations 
 
Executive and Planning Committee 
Justice Richard D. Huffman, chair of the Executive and Planning Committee (E&P), 
reported that the committee had met three times by conference call since the February 23, 
2007, Judicial Council meeting. 
 
On March 1, 2007, the committee, acting on behalf of the Judicial Council, approved the 
following advisory committee work plans for which E&P is responsible: the Governing 
Committee of the Center for Judicial Education and Research (CJER), Collaborative 
Justice Courts Advisory Committee, Court Interpreters Advisory Panel, Court 
Technology Advisory Committee, Court Executives Advisory Committee and 
Conference of Court Executives, and Trial Court Presiding Judges Advisory Committee. 
 
On March 13, 2007, the committee reviewed a revised form from CJER to be used in the 
tracking of judicial education. Rule 10.452 of the California Rules of Court requires that 
the hours be reported on forms provided by the Judicial Council, as distinguished from 
Judicial Council approved forms that would typically come to the council after going 
through the Rules and Projects Committee (RUPRO) process. 
 
E&P approved the revised form with the addition of language that will reflect a judge’s 
option to include education beyond that required by the rules of court. The committee 
requested that CJER submit a revised version of the form that incorporates the 
committee’s changes to the committee for review. CJER will disseminate the forms to all 
presiding judges in advance of the online transmission of those forms. 
 
On April 4, 2007, E&P met to review reports submitted for, and set the agenda for, the 
April 27, 2007, Judicial Council business meeting. 
 
The committee considered the proposal from Sandy Bunch Vander Pol, president of the 
California Court Reporters Association, and correspondence from the Court Technology 
Advisory Committee (CTAC), requesting the addition of a court reporter member or 
liaison to CTAC. E&P did not agree with the proposal and did not recommend to the 
Chief Justice that there be any expansion of the CTAC. 
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Over the past two days, the Judicial Council engaged in discussion of governance theory 
and the council’s policies and how it will reexamine its own governance policies and 
procedures. E&P will undertake the drafting of proposed language, with participation 
from all interested council members. Once E&P has drafted tentative policies, the 
committee will engage the council in further deliberation. 
 
Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee 
Justice Marvin R. Baxter, chair of the Policy Coordination and Liaison Committee 
(PCLC), reported that the committee met four times by conference call since the February 
23, 2007, council meeting. 
 
The committee has analyzed and taken positions on more than 20 items of legislation. In 
addition, 6 proposals were approved for circulation for public comment, and, with the 
concurrence of the chairs of E&P and RUPRO, 2 council-sponsored legislative items 
were approved. 
 
These items addressed (1) a commission on civil fees, which was discussed at the last 
council meeting, and (2) installment payments for bail forfeiture in traffic matters. 
PCLC is presently ushering 8 other Judicial Council–sponsored bills through the 
Legislature, including bills regarding new judgeships, court facilities, civil fees, fee 
waivers, and miscellaneous court operations items. 
 
PCLC advisory committee liaison meetings are also ongoing and reported to be very 
productive. Justice Baxter provided an example from 2006 when both consumer attorneys 
and civil defense attorneys raised a common issue focused on reducing or eliminating 
unnecessary court appearances and the delay associated with them. As a result, the two 
groups, along with the trial judges, have conferred in efforts to provide affordable access 
to justice to the public. 
 
Finally, Justice Baxter reported that, since the last council meeting, the Chief Justice has 
delivered his State of the Judiciary address to a joint session of the Legislature followed 
by the 13th annual judicial-legislative-executive forum. The forum was well attended by 
representatives of each branch of government, as well as by Bench-Bar Coalition 
members. These events are an important component of the council’s ongoing efforts to 
enhance working relationships among the three branches of government. 
 
Rules and Projects Committee 
Judge Suzanne N. Kingsbury, chair of RUPRO, reported that the committee has met three 
times by conference call since the February 23, 2007, council meeting. 

 
On March 19 and March 23, RUPRO met to review rules and forms proposals submitted 
to the council’s April 27 meeting. RUPRO recommended approval of all proposals (see 
items A1–A12). 
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On April 17, RUPRO met to review 36 proposals for circulation for public comment 
during the spring 2007 rules cycle. Following public circulation and further review by the 
advisory committees and RUPRO, these proposals will be submitted to the Judicial 
Council’s October 2007 business meeting. 
 
Judicial Council Court Visit Reports 
Judge Terry B. Friedman, team leader, and Ms. Sheila Calabro, Regional Administrative 
Director, AOC Southern Regional Office, reported on visits to the Superior Court of 
Orange County and the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, Division Three, with 
the participation of Ms. Camilla Kieliger, AOC Executive Office Programs Division. 
 
Administrative Director’s Report 
Mr. William C. Vickrey, Administrative Director of the Courts, submitted a written 
report of the activities in which he has been involved since the February 23, 2007, 
Judicial Council meeting and reported on the highlights of his activities. (A copy of Mr. 
Vickrey’s report is attached to these minutes.) 
 
Mr. Vickrey reported that an effort is under way to examine communication within the 
branch statewide and to begin development of a statewide comprehensive communication 
plan. To that end, a collaborative effort has begun among the AOC’s regional 
administrators and CJER staff to organize three roundtable meetings statewide to discuss 
specific issues of mutual interest to presiding judges, court executive officers, and bar 
leaders statewide.  
 
Mr. Vickrey; AOC Chief Deputy Director Mr. Ronald G. Overholt; the AOC’s three 
regional directors, Ms. Sheila Calabro, Ms. Jody Patel, and Ms. Christine Patton; along 
with teams organized from their staff, have continued to visit courts on a regular basis. 
Recently the teams visited with judges and managers in the Superior Court of Orange 
County. They found the participants to be candid about the issues faced by the court and 
seeking constructive ways to improve access to justice. 
 
Mr. Vickrey, Mr. Overholt, and the regional directors also met with judges of the 
Superior Court of Fresno County at their annual meeting and workshop. Soon Mr. 
Vickrey and Ms. Patton will meet with judges from the Superior Court of Santa Cruz 
County, and a joint meeting is scheduled with judges from the Superior Courts of 
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties to discuss issues of mutual concern. 
 
Mr. Vickrey reported on the activities of the Bench-Bar Coalition, which was established 
in 1993 by the California Association of Local Bars, Judicial Council, State Bar, and 
California Judges Association to advocate for improvements in our justice system. The 
coalition serves to coordinate advocacy efforts in the Legislature and promote dialogue 
about judicial branch priorities. 
 
Under the leadership of Judicial Council member Mr. Anthony P. Capozzi and Mr. Joel 
S. Miliband, an attorney from Orange County, the Bench-Bar Coalition brings together 
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lawyers, judges, staff, and community representatives who meet regularly by telephone to 
discuss branch priorities and local joint efforts between judges and the bar. Coalition 
members communicate with legislators, the press, and local government officials to 
advance judicial branch issues. 
 
The coalition also visited with legislators in Sacramento. At the time of Chief Justice 
George’s State of the Judiciary address, more than 125 representatives from the Bench-
Bar Coalition had visited legislators in teams comprised of judges and lawyers, usually 
from the geographical area of the legislator whom they visit. The coalition will again visit 
the Legislature on May 23 to discuss priority issues based on budget hearings, the 
Governor’s May budget revise, and the status of pending legislation. 
 
Last year the efforts of the Bench-Bar Coalition had a significant impact in raising the 
visibility of the need for new judges in both the Democratic and Republican caucuses. 
Speaking with the combined voices of the leadership of the court system, the State Bar, 
lawyers practicing in the courts, and judges handling cases, the issue of the need for more 
judges was clear not only to the Judiciary Committee and the Budget Committee, but to 
all of the legislators. 
 
In addition to Mr. Capozzi and Mr. Miliband’s leadership as co-chairs, Judicial Council 
member Judge Peter Paul Espinoza serves on the coalition’s Executive Committee. 
Several other Judicial Council members, namely Justice Eileen C. Moore; Judges Nancy 
Wieben Stock and Terry B. Friedman; Mr. Raymond G. Aragon, and Mr. Michael M. 
Roddy, also actively participate in the coalition. 
 
Mr. Vickrey reported that a court security funding proposal, developed jointly by the 
California State Sheriffs’ Association, the Court Security Working Group, and 
representatives of the Judicial Council, has been presented to the state Department of 
Finance and the Governor as a result of discussions with the Governor last year. Chief 
Justice George will follow up with the Governor urging adoption of the recommendations 
to ensure that the current shortfalls in funding for security are addressed and that the 
ability to meet minimal security levels in all courts of the state is made a reality. In this 
way, dedicated security funding, to the extent possible, is ensured. 
 
Mr. Vickrey mentioned infrastructure issues, reporting that the case management system 
and the financial systems are on schedule for implementation in every court, although 
final deployment and implementation of those systems is not scheduled to be concluded 
until 2012. 
 
Significant progress has also been made on facility issues. Mr. Overholt and Ms. Kim 
Davis, director of the AOC Office of Court Construction and Management, have been 
meeting with county and local court leaders statewide to bring together a final solution on 
the transition of court facilities. 
 



  

Judicial Council Meeting Minutes  April 27, 2007 6 

Mr. Overholt reported that, as of last week, approximately 50 buildings have been 
transferred to state ownership and responsibility, compared to approximately 7 a year 
ago. The work that Ms. Davis and her team have done in terms of due diligence, 
arranging county facilities payments, and ensuring that Senate Bill 10 was implemented 
effective January 1 has paved the way for the transfers. It is expected that all of the 
Superior Court of San Diego County’s court buildings will be transferred sometime this 
year. Transfers are also expected to occur this year in the Superior Courts of Alameda, 
San Bernardino, and Los Angeles Counties. 
 
Mr. Vickrey reported that efforts are being made to improve working relationships 
among judicial officers, lawyers, and journalists who report on the courts and legal 
issues. A proposal by the president of the California Newspaper Publishers Association to 
bring together representatives from these groups has resulted in the formation of a 
statewide Bench-Bar-Media Committee. The committee will have its first organizational 
meeting on May 11, 2007. 
 
Mr. Vickrey commented on several projects currently under way: 
 
• Phase II of a data validation project has begun involving courts that recently made the 

transition to the California Case Management System. This is a continuation of phase 
I work that began with the Superior Court of San Mateo County. The system targets 
operational data that courts report to the AOC and is used by AOC staff to estimate 
the need for judges and court staff, allocate resources and funds, monitor and evaluate 
court programs, and measure court performance. 

 
• A study is being undertaken in partnership with Hastings College of the Law to 

establish a baseline assessment of class action cases filed in California trial courts 
over the past five years; the study includes an evaluation of the impact of the Class 
Action Fairness Act on filing trends in California. 

 
• Ms. Karen M. Thorson, director of the AOC Education Division/CJER, is 

collaborating with judicial educators in several western states and the Institute for 
Court Management of the National Center for State Courts to develop and deliver 
regional educational programs for court executive officers and key managers. 

 
• A year ago, under the leadership of Mr. Kenneth L. Kann, director of the AOC 

Executive Office Programs Division, a partnership was begun with California State 
University at San Marcos to develop a program that educates teachers who are 
enrolled in an institute on civics education about how to provide education about the 
courts. The program was extremely successful last year and will take place again this 
summer, with the goal of expanding the program statewide in future years. 

 
Mr. Capozzi reported that the Bench-Bar Coalition has grown dramatically in the past 
few years as a result of the participation of Mr. Vickrey and Mr. Overholt in the 
coalition’s meetings and lobbying efforts in Sacramento and the contributions of Ms. 
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Kathleen T. Howard and Ms. Dia Poole from the AOC’s Office of Governmental Affairs. 
There is significant interest from judges and lawyers in participating in the coalition. 
During the last visit to Sacramento, there were enough participants to divide into teams of 
five or six. Each team spoke with legislators from the team’s local areas. Because the 
judges, lawyers, and legislators had common geographic roots and had worked together 
previously, they were able to have frank conversations. 
 
In recent years there has been success in developing an active formal agenda of issues at 
the national level. Federal legislation related to funding state court interpreter programs, 
funding for court security, increasing funding for drug courts and domestic violence 
courts, and court security issues related to state courts is pending. 
 
Chief Justice’s Report 
 
Chief Justice Ronald M. George reported on the activities in which he has been involved 
since the February 23, 2007, Judicial Council meeting. 
 
Chief Justice George reported that on the day of the State of the Judiciary address, 
February 26, 2007, he had two other meetings at the request of the individuals involved. 
 
One meeting was with the Governor’s new judicial appointments secretary, Ms. Sharon 
Majors-Lewis, to discuss the ways in which the judicial branch can assist the other two 
branches of government in efforts to broaden the pool of applicants and increase diversity 
on the bench. 
 
The second meeting was at the request of Senate Majority Leader Gloria Romero, to 
discuss the impact on court administration of the U.S. Supreme Court decision in 
Cunningham v. California, and the work of the California Sentencing Commission 
established by Senate Bill 110. The Chief Justice reported that following the meeting he 
learned of his appointment as chair of the commission. Housed at the AOC, the 
commission is granted authority to enact new sentences for each crime, and tasked with 
overhauling California’s sentencing laws. Its decisions can only be overturned by a two-
thirds vote of the Legislature. Commission members serve without compensation. 
 
The Chief Justice is authorized to appoint three members to the commission, including 
one sitting or retired appellate justice and two sitting or retired trial court judges. The 
Senate President Pro Tem and Assembly Speaker will each select three members and the 
Governor will select four members. The specific tasks to be performed by the 
commission are to be determined. 
 
Chief Justice George reported that he participated in a number of meetings and 
interviews: 
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• On February 27, 2007, he addressed the Solano County Bench and Bar. 
 

• He met with the California Appellate Project to discuss enhancements to services 
provided in the criminal appellate process for unrepresented persons. 

 
• He spoke with new judges and subordinate judicial officers who participated in the 

New Judge Orientation program conducted by CJER. 
 

• He participated in the California Lawyer Clay Awards, recognizing particular 
achievement in the legal profession. Mr. Peter Allen, a former editor of California 
Lawyer and now a manager in the AOC’s Office of Communications, was a key 
figure in the development of this program. 

 
• He spoke at the annual meeting of the American College of Trial Lawyers and was 

also the recipient of the Samuel E. Gates Litigation Award recognizing his 
significant contribution to the improvement of the litigation process. 

 
• On March 20, 2007, he participated in approximately 10 meetings, organized by 

Ms. Kathleen T. Howard, with legislative leaders from policy and budget 
committees. 

 
• He participated in a series of interviews with different publications and on public 

radio about issues facing the judicial branch.  
 

• He also met with the Court Facilities Transitional Task Force, California State 
Association of Counties, and State Bar leadership. 

 
Chief Justice George stressed the importance of the above liaison meetings. These 
meetings facilitate discussion of issues of common interest with justice system entities. 
These discussions frequently result in garnering support for judicial branch initiatives, 
such as recent progress made in pending legislation pertaining to voir dire and uniform 
rules of jury selection. 
 
The Chief Justice reported that the Supreme Court of California has created a special 
panel of masters for use when requested by the Commission on Judicial Performance. A 
request for volunteers was circulated that resulted in a panel of a few dozen individuals 
who are available to serve for two or more years. An excellent orientation program has 
been prepared for them. 
 
A day-long conference on homelessness was held at the Rand Institute in Santa Monica, 
which included substantial involvement in court-related services that might be provided 
to the homeless. Several council members from the Los Angeles area participated, 
including Judges Peter Paul Espinoza, Terry B. Friedman, and Charles W. McCoy, Jr. 
The conference focused on how to avoid the cycle of homelessness and how to bring 
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together the different segments of the Bar, the judiciary, and social services to deal with 
this continuing problem that affects not only the homeless but also the courts that hear 
their cases. 
 
And, finally, on April 2 the Council of State Governments Justice Center announced that 
the Judicial Council of California has been selected to participate in a national project for 
assisting state judicial leaders in their efforts to improve responses to people with mental 
illnesses who find themselves in the criminal justice system. Only seven states were 
selected. The justice center provides practical, nonpartisan advice and strategies to 
increase public safety and strengthen communities. The recipients will receive technical 
assistance and some funding and will have the benefit of input from leading national 
experts. A two-day forum will take place in spring 2008. California was particularly 
congratulated by the selection team who stated that our state, in their words, clearly 
demonstrated the broad base of leadership necessary to make the plan successful. 
 

CONSENT AGENDA (ITEMS A1–A12, B–C) 
 
ITEM A RULES, FORMS, AND STANDARDS 
 
Civil and Small Claims 
Item A1 Civil Law: Notice of Related Case (revise form CM-015) (Action 

Required) 
 
The Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee recommended revision of the form 
used by civil litigants to give notice of related civil cases. The proposed revisions are 
designed to conform to recent changes in rule 3.300 of the California Rules of Court. The 
purpose of the revisions is to simplify the notice process to related litigants and the courts 
and to facilitate determination of the appropriate judicial action under the rule of court. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007, revised Notice of Related Case (form 
CM-015). 

 
Item A2 Civil Law: Requiring Use of Recycled Paper With (at Least) 30 Percent 

Postconsumer Fiber (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rule 1.6(22)) (Action 
Required) 

 
The Civil and Small Claims and Appellate Advisory Committees recommended the 
amendment of rule 1.6(22), defining “recycled” paper, to clarify and conform it to 
California statutory requirements. The rule previously defined “recycled paper” by 
reference to a repealed section of the Public Resources Code. The rule was amended to 
define “recycled paper” by reference to the current Public Contract Code definition, 
“recycled printing and writing paper.” 
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Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007, amended rule 1.6(22) to define 
“recycled” paper by referring to “recycled printing and writing paper” as defined by  
Public Contract Code section 12209. 

 
Item A3 Civil Law: Name Change Forms (revise forms NC-100, NC-120, NC-

130, and NC-130G) (Action Required) 
 
The Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee recommended that four mandatory 
Judicial Council forms used to petition the court for a name change be revised to reflect 
recent statutory changes that (1) provide that, if no written objection to a proposed name 
change is filed at least two court days before the hearing as defined in rule 1.10, the court 
may grant the petition without a hearing; and (2) expand the categories of persons in the 
domestic violence confidentiality program exempted from the requirement to publish an 
order to show cause why a petition for name change should not be granted. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007, revised the following council forms: 
1. Petition for Change of Name (form NC-100); 
2. Order to Show Cause for Change of Name (form NC-120); 
3. Decree Changing Name (form NC-130); and 
4 Decree Changing Name of Minor (by Guardian) (form NC-130G). 

 
Item A4 Collections Cases: Service and Case Management (adopt Cal. Rules of 

Court, rules 3.740 and 3.741; amend rules 3.110, 3.712, and 3.721; and 
revise Civil Case Information Sheet (form CM-010)) (Action Required) 

 
The Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee recommended rules changes and a 
revised Civil Case Cover Sheet form to provide uniformity and increase the efficient 
handling of collections cases in superior court, consistent with the legal rights and 
obligations of the parties. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007: 
1. Adopted rule 3.740 to define collections cases, exempting cases meeting the 

definition from (1) the 60-day time-for-service requirements of rule 3.110(b) 
and (2) active case management, unless a defendant files a responsive 
pleading; 

2. Adopted rule 3.741 to require a court to vacate all hearing, case management 
conference, and trial dates if a plaintiff in a collections case files a notice of 
settlement; 

3. Amended rules 3.110, 3.712, and 3.721 to provide exemptions from regular 
civil case management for collections cases meeting certain criteria; and 
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4. Revised the Civil Case Cover Sheet (form CM-010) to include an identifier for 
a rule 3.740 collections case, to distinguish rule 3.740 collections cases from 
other collections cases, and to provide related instructions. 

 
Family and Juvenile Law 
Item A5 Juvenile Law: Procedure Regarding Appointments of Appellate 

Attorneys for Children in Juvenile Dependency Appeals (adopt Cal. 
Rules of Court, rule 5.661; amend rule 8.412; and approve form JV-
810) (Action Required) 

 
The Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee recommended adoption of a new 
rule, amendment of an existing rule, and adoption of a new optional form to comply with 
the mandate contained in Assembly Bill 2480 ([Evans] Stats. 2006, ch. 385). AB 2480 
provides for appointment of an attorney for the child in all dependency appeals in which 
the child is the appellant and for discretion to so appoint when the child is not the 
appellant. The statute requires the Judicial Council to adopt a rule, effective July 1, 2007, 
implementing the legislation and articulating the procedures by which trial counsel or a 
guardian ad litem may make recommendations in a juvenile dependency appeal. The 
committee recommended adoption of rule 5.661, amendment of rule 8.412, and approval 
of form JV-810. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007, adopted rule 5.661, amended rule 
8.412, and approved form JV-810 to provide guidance to a child’s trial counsel or 
guardian ad litem in determining how counsel should participate in a juvenile 
dependency appeal. 

 
Jury 
Item A6 Civil Jury Instructions: Approve Publication of Revisions (Cal Rules of 

Court, rule 2.1050) (Action Required) 
 
The Advisory Committee on Civil Jury Instructions recommended approval of the 
publication of revisions and additions to the council’s California Civil Jury Instructions 
(CACI) that were first published in September 2003 and last revised in June 2006. This 
proposal included 9 new and 20 revised instructions on various subjects required by 
developments in the law since June 2006 and was designed to improve the clarity, 
accuracy, and breadth of the instructions. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective April 27, 2007, approved the revisions and additions 
to the California Civil Jury Instructions proposed by the Advisory Committee on 
Civil Jury Instructions. The revisions will be officially published in a new 2007 
edition of CACI to comply with rule 2.1050 of the California Rules of Court. 
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Miscellaneous 
Item A7 Confidential CLETS Information (adopt form DV-260/CH-102/EA-102; 

revoke forms DV-260 and EA-102) (Action Required) 
 
AOC staff recommended that the Judicial Council adopt new combined Confidential 
CLETS Information (form DV-260/CH-102/EA-102) to provide information to the courts 
and law enforcement about protected and restrained persons in domestic violence, civil 
harassment, and elder and dependent adult abuse prevention proceedings. Two other 
Confidential CLETS Information forms designed for use in domestic violence and elder 
and dependent adult abuse prevention proceedings should be revoked. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007: 
1. Adopted Confidential CLETS Information (form DV-260/CH-102/EA-102) ; 

and 
2. Revoked Confidential CLETS Information (form DV-260), and Confidential 

CLETS Information (form EA-102), the subjects of which are now included in 
form DV-260/CH 102/EA-102. 

 
Item A8 Service of Process: Free Service of Orders (revoke form CH-101/DV-

290; revise forms CH-100, CH-120, CH-140, CH-150, DV-100, and DV-
520-INFO) (Action Required) 

 
AOC staff recommended that the Judicial Council form designed to request free service 
of certain protective orders, restraining orders, and injunctions in civil harassment and 
domestic violence prevention proceedings be revoked because the form no longer 
accurately reflects the law. AOC staff further recommended that six forms presently used 
in civil harassment and domestic violence prevention proceedings be revised to improve 
access to the courts by explaining how persons seeking orders may obtain free service of 
their orders by a sheriff or marshal under current law. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007: 
1. Revoked Request and Order for Free Service of Restraining Order (form CH-

101/DV-290); 
2. Revised Request for Orders to Stop Harassment (form CH-100); 
3. Revised Notice of Hearing and Temporary Restraining Order (form CH-120); 
4. Revised Restraining Order After Hearing to Stop Harassment (form CH-140); 
5. Revised Can A Civil Harassment Restraining Order Help Me? (form CH-150); 
6. Revised Request for Order (form DV-100); and 
7. Revised Get Ready for Your Hearing (for Protected Person) (form DV-520- 

INFO). 
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Item A9 Miscellaneous Technical Changes to the California Rules of Court and 
Judicial Council Forms (amend Cal. Rules of Court, rules 3.851, 3.1700, 
3.1800, 5.71, 5.560, 5.720, 8.304, and 8.308; repeal rule E; revise forms 
ADOPT-210, ADOPT-215, APP-004, APP-007, CR-100, CR-125/JV-
525, CR-160, CR-161, CR-162, EA-145/WV-145, DV-110, DV-120, DV-
130, DV-160, FL-192, FL-391, FL-393, FL-575, FL-692, JV-200, JV-505, 
and WG-005) (Action Required) 

 
AOC staff recommended technical and minor substantive refinements of miscellaneous 
rules and forms necessary to clarify, correct inadvertent omissions, typographical errors, 
improper formatting, and language inconsistencies. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007: 
1. Amended rule 3.851(b) to correct a reference in the heading; 
2. Amended rules 3.7100(a)(2) and 3.1800(a)(2) to correct references to form 

982(a)(6), Request for Entry of Default (Application to Enter Default), which 
has been renumbered as form CIV-100; 

3. Amended rule 5.71(a) to correct a reference to rule 376, which has been 
renumbered as rule 3.1362; 

4. Amended rule 5.560(b)(3) to correct an inadvertent reference from “section 
330” to “section 301” of the Welfare and Institutions Code, as that statute has 
been renumbered; 

5. Amended rule 5.720(c)(14) to correct a typographical error, changing the 
reference in that subdivision from (b)(11) to (c)(13) to read: “The notice must 
include the advisement required by (c)(13)”; 

6. Amended rules 8.304 and 8.308 to clarify that a request for a certificate of 
probable cause must be filed at the same time as the notice of appeal; 

7. Repealed rule E, as it was obsolete; 
8. Revised form ADOPT-210, Adoption Agreement, to change the signature line 

on page 2 to read “Signature of legal parent (sign at hearing)” instead of 
“Signature of adopting parent (sign at hearing)”; 

9. Revised form ADOPT-215, Adoption Order, to combine “Address” and 
“Street” in item one so it reads “Street Address”; 

10. Revised forms APP-004, Civil Case Information Statement, and APP-007, 
Request for Dismissal of Appeal (Civil Case), to move the field for a fax 
number to allow sufficient space for the e-mail address field on the fillable 
forms; 

11. Revised form CR-100, Fingerprint Form, to clarify that fingerprinting is 
required after arraignment on information or indictment and to eliminate 
reference to a municipal court judge; 

12. Revised form CR-125/JV-525, Order to Attend Court or Provide Documents: 
Subpoena/Subpoena Duces Tecum, to correct internal cross-references, clarify 
the address to which documents are to be sent, and adjust formatting; 
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13. Revised form CR-160, Criminal Protective Order—Domestic Violence, to 
reformat the document;. 

14. Revised form CR-161, Criminal Protective Order—Other Than Domestic 
Violence, to correct statutory order provisions, comply with CLETS 
requirements for coding, and indicate the entity responsible for maintenance of 
the CLETS database;. 

15. Revised form CR-162, Order to Surrender Firearms in Domestic Violence 
Case, to comply with CLETS requirements; 

16. Revise form EA-145/WV-145, Proof of Sale or Turning in of Firearms, to 
eliminate the identifier EA-145 in the name of the form;. 

17. Revised forms DV-110, DV-120, and DV-130 to comply both with new 
legislative requirements regarding firearms (Senate Bill 585) and existing 
legislation regarding ammunition prohibitions; 

18. Revised forms DV-160, FL-192, FL-391, FL-393, FL-575, and FL-692 to 
incorporate the new name and numbering system for fee waiver forms; 

19. Revised form JV-200, Custody Order—Juvenile—Final Judgment, to correct a 
typographical error on page 3, the “Clerk's Certificate of Mailing” section, to 
reference item 14 instead of item 4; 

20. Revised form JV-505, Statement Regarding Parentage, to reformat the 
document to provide a space for the child’s name and renumber the items on 
the form; and  

21. Revised form WG-005, Employer’s Return (Wage Garnishment), to eliminate 
two references to item 7, which no longer exists, and substitute language 
referring to the end of the form. 

 
Item A10 Miscellaneous Technical Corrections to Small Claims and Fee Waiver 

Forms (revise forms SC-101, SC-104C, SC-120, SC-130, SC-150, and 
FW-001) (Action Required) 

 
The Civil and Small Claims Advisory Committee recommended technical changes to 
several small claims and fee waiver forms to comply with statutory language, correct 
information, and correct typographical errors.  
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007: 
1. Revised Attorney Fee Dispute (After Arbitration) (form SC-101), to delete two 

references stating that the claimant can sue based on  a disagreement less than 
or equal to $7,500 “if you are a natural person,” and a footnote on page 2 that 
defines “natural person,” because the increased jurisdictional limit for a claim 
involving an attorney fee dispute was not included in Code of Civil Procedure 
section 116.220(a)(4) cleanup legislation (Sen. Bill 2618 [Berg]; Stats. 2006, 
ch. 167); 

2. Revised How to Serve a Business or Public Entity (Small Claims) (form SC-
104C), to add (a) under “Landlord,” the instruction that the property manager 
may be served; (b) next to “check that you have the exact names of the owner 
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and business” an instruction to check with the County Tax Assessor’s Office, 
which is the entity that maintains fictitious business name statements in at least 
one county; and (c) to the list of people to be served under “Corporation, 
Association” “treasurer, controller, chief financial officer,” all corporate 
officers who have been added as designated agents for service of summons 
under a recent amendment to Code of Civil Procedure section 416.10(b); 

3. Revised Defendant’s Claim and ORDER to Go to Small Claims Court (form 
SC-120), to correct the third bullet under “Instructions for the person suing” on 
page 1 to indicate that each plaintiff (not defendant) must be given a court-
stamped copy of the claim, which consists of three (not five) pages, and to 
update the “Requests for Accommodations” notice; 

4. Revised Notice of Entry of Judgment (form SC-130), on page 2 (item 1d), to 
substitute a reference from the old form number for the Civil Subpoena Duces 
Tecum to the new form number “(form SUBP-002)”; 

5. Revised Information for the Small Claims Plaintiff (form SC-150), to amend 
the page 1 footnote on various guarantors’ monetary jurisdictional limits by 
excepting the Registrar of the Contractors State License Board, which is now 
subject to the $5,000 or $7,500 jurisdictional limits for natural persons under 
legislation that amended Code of Civil Procedure section 116.220(c)(1) 
(Assem. Bill 2455 [Nakanishi]; Stats. 2006, ch. 150); and 

6. Revised Application for Waiver of Court Fees and Costs (form FW-001), to 
correct several typographical errors, i.e., under items 3a and 3b: “employees” 
should read “employer’s” and under item 5 “area” should read “are a.” 

 
Probate 
Item A11 Probate:  Private Professional Guardian and Conservator Qualification 

and Continuing Education Reports (revise forms GC-005 and GC-006) 
(Action Required) 

 
The Probate and Mental Health Advisory Committee recommended revision of forms 
GC-005 and GC-006 used by private professional guardians and conservators to report 
their qualifications for appointment and completion of continuing education required by 
rules 7.1010 and 7.1060 of the rules of court. These rules, and the local court statement 
filing requirement on which they are based, will be replaced on July 1, 2008, by a 
comprehensive licensing system for most professional fiduciaries, including private 
professional guardians and conservators. The proposed form revisions were minor, but 
will ease the transition to the new regulatory scheme. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007, revised forms GC-005 and GC-006 to 
correspond to amendments made to rules 7.1010 and 7.1060, effective January 1, 
2007, and to ease transition to the new licensure regime for private professional 
guardians and conservators. These forms and rules will be replaced on July 1, 2008. 

 



  

Judicial Council Meeting Minutes  April 27, 2007 16 

Item A12 Probate: Instructions for Starting a Probate Guardianship of the 
Person and for Serving Documents at the Beginning of the Case (adopt 
forms GC-505 and GC-510) (Action Required) 

 
The Probate and Mental Health Advisory Committee recommended adoption of two new 
instructional forms for probate guardianships, prepared in the plain-language format. 
Form GC-505 would explain the steps necessary to start a guardianship, including 
guidance on which forms to prepare and file and dates of completion. Form GC-510 
would provide instructions on who must be given notice of the hearing on the 
guardianship petition, how they must be given notice, how to arrange for service of 
notice, and how to prove that proper service has been made. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective July 1, 2007, adopted Forms You Need to Ask the 
Court to Appoint a Guardian of the Person (form GC-505) and What is “Proof of 
Service” in a Guardianship? (form GC-510) to provide important information and 
instructions and significantly increase court access for unrepresented persons 
seeking appointment of a guardian of the person for a child. 

 
Item B Child Support Commissioner and Family Law Facilitator Program: 

Midyear Funding Reallocation for Fiscal Year 2006–2007 (Action 
Required) 

 
The Family and Juvenile Law Advisory Committee recommended that the council 
approve the reallocation of non–trial court funding to local courts for the child support 
commissioner and family law facilitator program. The funds for this program are 
provided by a cooperative agreement between the California Department of Child 
Support Services (DCSS) and the council. Two-thirds of these funds are federal funds, 
and the remaining one-third is state General Fund money (non–trial court funding) 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council, effective April 27, 2007: 
1. Approved the reallocation for funding of child support commissioners for 

fiscal year 2006–2007, subject to finalization of contract amendment between 
the AOC and DCSS; and 

2. Approved the reallocation for funding of family law facilitators for fiscal year 
2006–2007, subject to finalization of contract amendments between the AOC 
and DCSS. 

 
Item C Court Facilities: Site Acquisition Approval for Fresno County—Sisk 

Federal Courthouse Renovation (Action Required) 
 
AOC staff recommended that the Judicial Council take action to (1) direct AOC staff to 
proceed with the acquisition of the Fresno County—Sisk Federal Courthouse, and (2) 
authorize the Administrative Director of the Courts, or his designee, to approve and 
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execute an agreement for property acquisition and related escrow instructions for the 
acquisition of the Sisk Federal Courthouse. Judicial Council approval is a prerequisite to 
the review and approval process and is required by the State Public Works Board for the 
acquisition of property. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council: 
1. Directed AOC staff to proceed with the acquisition of the Fresno County—

Sisk Federal Courthouse; and 
2. Authorized the Administrative Director of the Courts, or his designee, to 

approve and execute an agreement for property acquisition and related escrow 
instructions for the acquisition of the Sisk Federal Courthouse. 

 
DISCUSSION AGENDA (ITEMS D–F)  

 
Item D Ralph N. Kleps Awards for 2006–2007 (Action Required) 
 
Mr. Michael D. Planet, Vice-chair, Kleps Awards Committee, presented this item. 
 
The Ralph N. Kleps Awards Committee recommended approval of the recipients of the 
2006–2007 Ralph N. Kleps Awards to recognize and honor the innovative contributions 
made by individual courts in California in the administration of justice. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council approved the following courts and programs as winners of the 
2006–2007 Ralph N. Kleps Awards: 
 
Category 1 (courts with 2 to 10 authorized judicial positions (AJPs)) 
 
 Superior Court of California, County of Napa 
 Help Court and Community Referral System. A comprehensive, easy-to-use, 

public access database of community services that enables the court to 
expeditiously refer families and individuals to those services. 

 
Category 2 (courts with 11 to 39 AJPs)  
 
 Superior Court of California, County of Butte  
 Court Clerk Career Progression Opportunity Program (3C-P-O). A self-

directed program that allows deputy court clerks to promote to the advanced-
journey level through a structured certification process. 

 
 Superior Court of California, County of Monterey  
 Court Case Information Web Application—Justice Partner Access Web Site 

(JPAW). A case management system providing criminal case information for 
county justice system partners, attorneys, and the public. 
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Category 3 (courts with 40-plus AJPs) 
 
 Superior Court of California, County of Fresno  
 ACTION (After Criminal Traffic Infraction One-Stop Network) Center. A 

centralized location providing immediate, post sentencing assistance to 
offenders in interpreting court orders, obtaining necessary referrals, and setting 
up and making payments. 

 
 Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles 
 JusticeCorps. A collaborative effort by the court, local colleges, and legal aid 

organizations to recruit and train 100 students to perform a year of community 
service by assisting self-represented litigants through the legal process in 
unlawful detainer, family law, and small claims cases. 

 
Category 4 (appellate courts) 
 
 Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District  
 Judicial Extern Program. A comprehensive education program that benefits 

both the court and the externs by providing intensive background about trial 
and appellate court proceedings. 

 
Category 5 (collaborative projects) 
 
 Superior Courts of California, Counties of Butte and Glenn 
 Collaborative Information Services (IS) Project. An intercounty information 

services collaboration that allows a small court access to the technical 
resources and support of a large court. 

 
 Superior Courts of California, Counties of Lassen, Modoc, Plumas, and 

Sierra 
 Four-Court Regional Appellate Division. An appellate division created from 

the merger of four courts that provides improved efficiency in processing and 
hearing limited jurisdiction cases, misdemeanor infractions, and traffic court 
appeals. 

 
 Superior Courts of California, Counties of Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San 

Benito, and Monterey 
 Regional Court and Library Partnership. A collaboration among the superior 

courts and public libraries in the four counties to help librarians better serve the 
public by training librarians in the use of courts’ Web sites and other online 
legal resources and educating them about the availability of self-help programs 
and family law facilitators. 
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Item E Trial Court Funding Priorities for Fiscal Year 2007–2008 
 
Mr. Stephen H. Nash, Director, AOC Finance Division, presented this item with the 
participation of Ms. Vicki Muzny, Finance Division. 
 
AOC Staff and the Trial Court Budget Working Group recommended trial court funding 
priorities for FY 2007–2008. Once approved, AOC staff will gather information from the 
courts on their funding needs in identified areas. After the 2007 Budget Act is enacted 
and the amount of funding available for the trial courts based on the State Appropriations 
Limit (SAL) percentage rate adjustment is known, AOC staff and the council’s Trial 
Court Budget Working Group will develop recommendations for allocation of funds to be 
presented to the council at its August 2007 business meeting. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council: 
1. Approved the following statewide funding priorities for trial courts as part of 

the overall statewide SAL funding adjustment for FY 2007–2008: 
 ● Staffing and operating costs for new and transferring facilities to be 

opened during the period July 1, 2007, through September 20, 2008; 
 ● Access to justice; and 
 ● Additional staffing resources for conservatorship requirements. 
2. Directed staff to collect information from the trial courts to develop specific 

proposals and determine proposed allocation levels for these priority areas, to 
work with the Trial Court Budget Working Group once the final FY 2007–
2008 SAL percentage rate is known, and to provide recommendations to the 
council on what can be accomplished in these priority areas, based on the 
projected funding to be available through the SAL adjustment. 

 
Special Order of Business:  Recognizing Mr. William C. Vickrey’s 15th Anniversary 
as Administrative Director of the Courts 
 
Chief Justice Ronald M. George and Mr. Ronald G. Overholt offered remarks recognizing 
April 27, 2007, as Mr. Vickrey’s 15th anniversary as Administrative Director of the 
Courts. 
 
Chief Justice George praised Mr. Vickrey’s many accomplishments and his dedication and 
inspired leadership. Chief Justice George acknowledged that Mr. Vickrey’s expertise and 
advice are sought out, not only by California state court administrators, but also by 
national judicial leaders and organizations such as the National Center for State Courts. 
Mr. Overholt further acknowledged Mr. Vickrey’s openness to making improvements in 
the court system and his willingness to envision creative solutions to accomplish reforms 
despite concerns over limited funding or resources. 
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Chief Justice George presented Mr. Vickrey with a plaque commemorating Mr. Vickrey’s 
15 years of visionary leadership dedicated to enhancing equal access to justice for the 
people of California. 
 
Item F Court Facilities Planning: Update to Trial Court Capital-Outlay 
 Plan and Fiscal Year 2008–2009 Capital-Outlay Funding Requests 
 
Ms. Kim Davis, Director, Office of Court Construction and Management, and Ms. Kelly 
Quinn Popejoy, Office of Court Construction and Management, presented this item. 
 
AOC staff recommend adoption of the updated Trial Court Capital-Outlay Plan, 
incorporating revisions based on (1) the passage of Senate Bill 10, resulting in updated 
project scores and revised project priority groups; (2) the reevaluation of two capital-
outlay projects due to the construction of new courthouses to be completed in 2007; (3) 
the update to the project budgets to distinguish current need from future growth; and (4) 
the removal of six projects for various identified reasons. The updated plan will then be 
incorporated into the Judicial Branch AB 1473 Five-Year Infrastructure Plan for FY 
2008–2009. AOC staff recommend that staff be directed to submit the five-year plan to 
the state Department of Finance, along with FY 2008–2009 funding requests for land 
acquisition for future expansion to the existing Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate 
District, courthouse in Riverside, initial funding for four new trial court facilities, and 
initial funding for any new trial court project not included in the final fiscal year 2007–
2008 budget. 
 

Council action 
The Judicial Council: 
1. Adopted the updated Trial Court Capital-Outlay Plan based on collaboration 

with the counties on the evaluation of projects due to the enactment of SB 10, 
the reevaluation of two capital-outlay projects due to the construction of new 
courthouses to be completed in 2007, the removal of six projects for various 
reasons, and an update to project budgets to distinguish current needs from 
future growth; 

2. Directed AOC staff to submit FY 2008–2009 funding requests to the 
Department of Finance for land acquisition for future expansion of the 
appellate courthouse for the Court of Appeal, Fourth Appellate District, in 
Riverside; initial funding for four new trial court projects; and resubmission of 
any new appellate and trial court capital-outlay project that is not funded in the 
final FY 2007–2008 budget; and  

3. Directed AOC staff to present the updated Trial Court Capital-Outlay Plan and 
the FY 2008–2009 funding requests for appellate and trial courts in the 
Judicial Branch AB 1473 Five-Year Infrastructure Plan for FY 2008–2009 and 
then submit the plan to the Department of Finance. 
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