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2. Table 10:  Risk Factors for E-Forms Based E-Filing  
Executive Summary 

 

 

For the past decade, the Colorado Judicial Department has partnered with vendors to provide 
two different systems: (1) a web based public access system (i.e., PAS) to all “non-protected” 
court data that would normally appear on a court’s register of actions, and (2) a web based e-
filing system (i.e., EFS) for attorneys in Colorado.  The software development costs; database 
and application server costs; help desk costs; and training costs for over 20,000 attorneys in 
Colorado, the general public and other governmental entities were all totally absorbed by the 
vendor(s) during this time frame.   

 

Although the Colorado Judicial Department has developed all of its other software applications 
in-house, it also recognized ten years ago, that it did not have the experience nor the resources 
to develop a web based public access system (i.e., PAS), nor an e-filing system (i.e., EFS) in-
house.  In addition, the Judicial Department was not certain about the revenue opportunities nor 
all of the business risks associated with these two software applications.  Finally, the Judicial 
Department was uncertain about the complexities brought on by the amendment to the 
Colorado State Constitution called TABOR (i.e., taxpayer bill of rights) which had significant 
revenue and expense restrictions that could inhibit the ability of the Judicial Department to take 
in significant new revenue—much of which would be necessary to fund the development, 
deployment and maintenance of the two new systems.   

 

The current systems are funded by a nominal fee charged to the users that is significantly less 
expensive than what it would cost the user either to access the information in the paper world at 
the courthouse, or to file those same documents manually.  The systems continue to benefit 
attorneys, their litigants, the general public, governmental entities and court staff including 
judicial officers in a variety of ways.  As a result of this vendor partnership, Colorado has the 
most successful Statewide e-filing system (i.e., EFS) in the country. 

 

In the Spring of 2008, the Joint Budget Committee of the Colorado Legislature, requested that 
the Colorado Judicial Department conduct a feasibility study to migrate both of the current 
vendor supported systems in-house.  Therefore, the primary purpose of this study is to conduct 
a cost benefit analysis of the various alternatives to determine the feasibility of developing an in-
house web based public access system (i.e., PAS) and e-forms based e-filing system (i.e., 
EFS).  This study was critiqued by the National Center for State Courts, and that critique is 
attached to this study as Appendix A. 

After describing the historical development of these two applications (i.e., vendor based PAS 
and EFS), this study examines the tangible costs (i.e., development, deployment and 
maintenance, personnel, hardware, software and network costs) associated with developing 
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these systems, and balances those tangible costs against the potential revenue to be generated 
by fees attached to PAS and EFS.  In addition, the study assesses the potential intangible 
costs/benefits associated with each of the alternatives (e.g., more control over application 
development, more stable technical infrastructures, lower costs for the users, having direct 
responsibility for two sizeable applications in addition to the core functionality supported by the 
State Court Administrator’s Office, etc). 
 
The results of the study are quite striking (please see Chart 7

 

 for the details).  The Judicial 
Department’s experience in software development coupled with the two vendor supported PAS 
and EFS systems, helps guide these revenue and expense projections.   

 

The simpler of the two applications to bring in-house is PAS.  PAS could be accomplished for an 
initial cost of approximately $740,000 during FY09.  If this seed money could be obtained in 
FY09, then with some additional minimal cost during the first three months of FY10, revenue 
could start to accrue from the PAS by October 1, 2009.  The new EFS would fully integrate with 
jPOD (the Judicial Department’s new and developing case management system).  After the 
initial FY09 investment in the PAS, there are sufficient net revenues from the PAS for each of 
the following three fiscal years (i.e., FY10, F11 and FY12) to cover the costs of the EFS 
development and deployment.  At that point, their net revenues would grow annually to a point 
where four years after they are both completed, they would jointly net approximately $10 million 
annually. 

 

If public access were implemented by itself, it would see a return on investment during FY10, 
and a net revenue in excess of $3 million annually in the out years starting in FY11 (this is 
dependent on obtaining the seed money and FTE for FY09, and have assurances that TABOR 
would not affect other Judicial budget items).   

 

If “e-forms based e-filing” was implemented by itself, it would need approximately $2.5 million in 
seed money for FY10, FY11, and FY12, but would collect net revenue of approximately $3.5 
million annually in out years.  At that rate, it would take 6.75 years for its return on investment.   

 

If, however, both projects were developed and deployed as a single project, and revenues from 
public access system are used to fund e-filing, then in FY13, when both projects are completed 
and self-funded, the Judicial Department would begin to see a combined net revenue of 
approximately $7.5 million annually.  These net revenues could be used to supplement the 
Judicial Department’s JBITS Division, which would reduce its dependency on general funds.  
The excess revenue would be deposited in the Judicial Cost Recovery Fund (§13-32-114 
C.R.S.).  This joint development, with project self-funding, is the preferred alternative—
assuming the seed money for FY09 is available, the FTE for staffing are available in FY09, and 
there are no TABOR implications for the remainder of the Judicial Department’s budget.   
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The preferred method for obtaining the seed money would be to secure general funds.  
However, given the economic uncertainties, it is more feasible to borrow against the existing 
Judicial Technology Cost Recovery Fund.  The JBC would have to approve spending authority 
for that money as soon as possible for development work to begin on January 1, 2009.  Staffing 
up, preliminary planning and significant project scope and design work would be the top 
priorities and would need to start before January 2009.  FTE positions would also need to be 
associated with those funds.  JBC tentative approval would need to occur by mid November 
2009.   

 

Should these dates be too aggressive, the project could be delayed until FY10—the final 
outcome would be delayed by eight months.  The seed money would be loaned to the project, 
by the project, within the same fiscal year.  This assumes that revenues, from PAS, would start 
being realized by April 1, 2010, i.e., the revenue collected after April 1, 2010 would be used to 
fund the development which occurred earlier that fiscal year.   

 

This delay, however, would begin to jeopardize the transparent completion of the EFS.  The 
current contract with LNFS expires in August 2011.  Even with the aggressive schedule starting 
on January 1, 2009, the project wouldn’t be completed until December 2012—which would 
require a contract extension—starting the project six months later than January 1, 2009 would 
further complicate the issues. While these legal and purchasing issues are not insurmountable, 
they could be time consuming and could lead to a break in e-filing capabilities within Colorado.  
This could have serious consequences given the dependencies many jurisdictions now have on 
e-filing and a paper-on-demand work environment.  For these reasons it is advised that work 
begin as close to January 1, 2009 as possible. 

 

Another alternative would be to continue collecting the cost recovery fees from the vendors, 
continue to allow the vendor(s) to collect their nominal access fee, and add nothing to the 
workload of the Judicial Department’s information technology division (i.e., JBITS).  The Judicial 
Department currently collects approximately $2.5 million annually that exclusively funds its 
hardware replacement budget line, and contributes heavily to its operating, software 
maintenance, and telecommunications budget lines (see CJD 08-02). If, however, the Judicial 
Department, continues down the road of partnering with a vendor, and continues to collect its 
same cost recovery fee, it will collect more than half of that $7.5 million while exerting no 
additional effort—there is some intuitive appeal to this approach.   To counterbalance the 
appeal to continue with the existing situation, is the fact that there are numerous intangible 
costs to maintaining the status quo (e.g., no control over application development efforts, the 
instability of the vendor’s current technical infrastructure and capabilities).    These intangible 
costs are powerful enough to cause the Judicial Department to reject the alternative of 
maintaining the status quo. 

A major benefit of this proposed effort is the reduced cost to the single user of either system.  All 
of the projections, thus far in this study, are based on an approximate 50% reduction in single 



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 8 

user costs during this same time frame—this reduction in cost to the single user is a noble 
cause. However, in order to minimize the risks associated with generating sufficient revenues to 
cover costs of bringing these applications in-house, moving toward any reduction in cost may 
need to wait until revenue streams materialize and project costs are actually satisfied.    The 
user pricing schema would be re-examined after the development and full deployment of the 
system to assess whether the new systems could shoulder the burden of significantly reduced 
user costs.   

 

 

In summary, this feasibility study recommends the self-funding approach of a project that 
combines the development and deployment of both a PAS and a EFS—that would, in the long 
run, reduce the Judicial Department’s IT demands on general funds by providing another growth 
source of revenue, possibly cut the one time user costs by 50 percent, and provide innumerable 
non-tangible benefits.  To minimize risks to this effort, the Judicial Department would need to 
begin this effort no later than January 2009 in terms of both funding and FTE availability, and 
would need assurances that if implemented, TABOR would not affect the remaining Judicial 
Department budget items. 
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3. Introduction 
 
On April 21, 2008, Representative Bernie Buescher, Chairman of the Joint Budget Committee 
(JBC) sent a letter to Chief Justice Mary Mullarkey of the Colorado Supreme Court requesting 
that we notify the JBC by May 1, 2008 of our intent to respond to the following request: 
 

“The Department is requested to contract with an outside party to study the feasibility of 
providing its public access and e-filing programs in-house and to report its findings to the Joint 
Budget Committee by November 1, 2008.  It is the intent of the Committee that this effort be 

funded with existing appropriations.” 
 
The Judicial Department responded on May 1, 2008 with the following commitment, to which 
there was no response by the JBC: 
 
“This is a new request.  The Branch has estimated that an outside contractor will cost $250,000.  
This level of cost cannot be absorbed within existing budgets without having a material impact 
on current operations.  However, Judicial proposes preparing a report in-house and contracting 
with an outside vendor to review and certify our study.  We believe this can be done affordably 

and achieve the JBC’s intent.” 
 
In addition, the Chairman of the JBC, Bernie Buescher, had conversations with the State Court 
Administrator, Jerry Marroney regarding the feasibility of e-filing and public access becoming 
profit centers within the Judicial Department. 
 
Based on the fact that there was no response from the JBC to the announcement of Judicial’s 
intent to do the study in-house, the Department has proceeded to conduct the feasibility study 
in-house, and has made arrangements for the study to be critiqued by the National Center for 
State Courts before submission to the JBC on November 1, 2008. 
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4. Basic Terminology 
 
Acxiom = This is a third party reseller of information that is a customer of the Judicial 
Department’s existing public access system.  They did business as e-InfoData.com when the 
original contracts were signed.  The website they created during their time under contract as the 
agent of the Judicial Department (2000-2005) was known as CoCourts. 
 
BIS = Background Information Systems is a third party reseller of information from our public 
access system. 
 
CCJ = Conference of Chief Justices.  This is the formal group of all the Chief Justices from all of 
the State Supreme Courts (courts of last resort). They design and recommend national 
recommendations (and sometimes standards) for the state supreme courts to adopt.  This has 
state level membership.  Please see the following web site for additional information 
http://ccj.ncsc.dni.us/  
 
CITOC = Court Information Technology Officers Consortium.  This is the formal group of CIOs 
and CTOs from State Judicial Offices and major local courts around the country.  This is a 
relatively new organization that reports directly to COSCA and NACM, and makes technology 
recommendations to both groups.  Please see the following web site for additional information 
http://www.citoc.org/  
 
CMS = Case Management System, an automated system which tracks and manages cases and 
their related events throughout their life cycle in the courts. 
 
Control Account – In a project management list of tasks, the control account is at the top of the 
task pyramid and the highest level of planning.  There may be several levels of tasks, 
underneath the control account, that are necessary to accomplish the control account. 
 
COSCA = Conference of State Court Administrators.  This is a group comprised of the State 
Court administrators from the states and territories.  This group designs and recommends 
national guidelines (and sometimes standards) for consideration by the various courts around 
the country.  This has state level membership.  Please see the following web site for additional 
information http://cosca.ncsc.dni.us/  
 
E-Filing System (EFS) = In this feasibility study, an e-filing system is an electronic method for 
providing litigants and/or attorneys web based access to file their documents in their case(s).  
This document may reference two types of e-filing systems:  (1) A system based exclusively on 
scanned/imaged documents stored in a .pdf format, or (2) An e-forms based e-filing system 
which is based on forms that are completed on-line, where the data are stored in a version 

http://ccj.ncsc.dni.us/�
http://www.citoc.org/�
http://cosca.ncsc.dni.us/�
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based file, and where the completed forms can be recompiled on demand by displaying the 
proper version of the form and completing it with the stored data.   
 
Fiscal Year (FY) = The fiscal year in the Colorado Judicial Department is from July 1st through 
June 30th

 

 of the following calendar year, e.g., FY09 represents the period July 1, 2008 through 
June 30, 2009. 

ICON/Eclipse = The Statewide CMS the courts have used in Colorado since 1997.  This 
system was the first in the country that tracked all casetypes for all state funded courts.  It has 
numerous modules including:  trial court case tracking, appellate court case tracking, a financial 
system, a jury system, an ODR system, and a probation system.  ICON/Eclipse also serves as 
the core Judicial Department system that fully integrates with CICJIS, SANCA, e-filing, public 
access and other state systems.  ICON refers to the database, and Eclipse refers to the user 
interface screens. 
 
JBITS = Judicial Business Integrated with Technology Services division of the State Court 
Administrator’s Office.  This division was created several years ago from the former IT division 
called IIS and the Court Services unit. 
 
jPOD = Judicial Paper on Demand.  This is the new CMS being developed in-house by the 
Judicial Department that will replace ICON/Eclipse by 2011.  jPOD has already been deployed 
in the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals.  It will be incrementally deployed Statewide by 
the end of 2011. 
 
LEXIS/NEXIS/Courtlink (i.e., LNCL) = The vendor, under contract with the Judicial 
Department, which serves as the Department’s agent in providing electronic, web based access 
to data in the courts’ register of actions for the general public and other governmental entities.  
Please see the following web site for additional information:  https://www.cocourtdata.com/    
 
LEXIS/NEXIS/File and Serve (i.e., LNFS) = The vendor, under contract with the Judicial 
Department, which serves as the Department’s agent in providing “e-filing” for attorneys in 
Colorado.   Please see the following web site for additional information:  
http://www.lexisnexis.com/fileandserve/courts/  
 
MNT = This is the State of Colorado’s Multi-Use Network that was created by Executive Order 
B0201 in January 2001to consolidate telecommunication data networks throughout the State in 
order to gain economies of scale and bring broadband, high speed Internet access to all parts of 
the State. 
 
NACM = National Association for Court Management.  This is the national organization of state 
and local court administrators which makes recommendations on guidelines and standards for 

https://www.cocourtdata.com/�
http://www.lexisnexis.com/fileandserve/courts/�
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state and local courts.  Please see the following web site for additional information:  
http://www.nacmnet.org/  
 
Name Search = In LNCL, a name search is when a user tries to identify cases associated with 
one specific name that my yield numerous “hits.”  A user may then investigate the details of 
each hit for no additional charge.  The user charge is based upon a name search, not the 
number of hits. 
 
Planning Package – Secondary level of planning, just beneath a Control Account. 
 
Public Access System (PAS) = This refers to an electronic system for providing the general 
public and or governmental entity access to data from a CMS that would normally appear in a 
court case’s register of action.  In this feasibility study, a PAS refers only to the data in the 
CMS—not the imaged documents that may also be part of the case. 
 
RFP = Request for Proposals from the vendor community.   
 
SAN – Storage Area Network (SAN) allows remote computer hardware such as tape libraries 
and disk arrays to be attached to servers, which then appear locally attached to the operating 
system. 
 
Transaction = The term “transaction” is used throughout the e-filing section of this report.  It 
refers to any group of e-filings that are bundled together in a single package not to exceed 1.5 
MB in size and submitted to the court through the LNFS e-filing system.  Filing fees for LNFS 
are based on transactions--not the number of documents filed, i.e., a filer can bundle several 
documents in a single transaction. 
 
WBS – A Work Breakdown Structure is a graphical or outline representation of the hierarchy of 
project deliverables and tasks, and as such, identifies all necessary work to be performed. 
 

http://www.nacmnet.org/�
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5. Public Access System 

5.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this public access feasibility study is to determine, using a comparative cost-
benefit approach, whether developing an in-house public access system for data usually located 
on the court’s register of actions, will be more cost effective, reduce prices to the public users, 
allow for more flexibility in fixing issues and designing new features, maintain a reliable technical 
infrastructure, or more easily expand the scope of the application than the current vendor 
outsourcing approach will be likely to accomplish. 
 
More specifically, the purpose of such a migration would be to: 
 
 Generate sufficient revenue to support the development and maintenance of an in-house 

system which supports public access to court data. 
 Reduce the overall cost of access by the general public. 
 Provide more control over the development and deployment of application enhancements 

and fixes. 
 Provide more information on-line to reduce phone calls and paper requests for 

information of the court clerks and other court staff. 
 Improve up-time of the system and its availability to the general public and other 

governmental users through a more stable technical infrastructure. 
 Reduce the complexity of the system by eliminating a third party vendor which currently 

serves as an agent of the Judicial Department. 
 Provide a true disaster recovery methodology in the event of the primary access system’s 

failure. 
 Keep personal identifying information more secure 
 Finally, and perhaps more importantly, by taking both “access to data records” and “e-

filing” in-house, the Colorado Judicial Department is setting itself up to combine these 
two services into a single application.  This application would be a place where the 
general public can access documents by first reviewing the data on a register of actions, 
and then being directed to the relevant e-documents—rather than having to search two 
separate places—one for the related data and one related to the imaged documents. 

 
In addition to the latter new needs, the system will have to satisfy existing needs: 
 
 Maintain the existing functionality of the current vendor solution. 
 Provide the same benefits for the general public in terms of increased accessibility to 

court’s data and information. 
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 Provide the same benefits and functionality for the governmental entities—including 
serving as a backup display only system in the event of a failure of the production level 
case management system. 

 Maintain the same level of cost recovery revenue required to fund the current operating, 
software maintenance and hardware replacement line items for the budget of the JBITS 
Division. 

 
Through this feasibility study, the Joint Budget Committee will be able to work with the Judicial 
Department in determining which of the possible alternatives best suits the needs of the State.  
The fundamental question is whether the Judicial Department should continue privatizing 
access to the data/information contained in the Department’s case management system, or 
should it begin the process of migrating away from a vendor solution by bringing these 
applications in-house.  The report will present the business needs for this project, the various 
project alternatives, an assessment of the skillsets to complete a migration to the Judicial 
Department’s environment, and a cost-benefit analysis for each alternative.   
 
This feasibility study will not fully examine all alternatives, but will simply focus on the request of 
the JBC to assess what it would take to bring the current vendor supported public access to 
data system in-house. 
 

5.2 Historical Development 
For the last thirty years, courts around the country have wrestled with the problem of providing 
the general public and other entities with access to their case management systems (CMS).  
This problem touches on the related questions of who gets access to what data at what time 
and using what method(s).  It is a very complicated scenario that balances the courts’ 
responsibilities to be accountable for their actions by making their decisions public, while at the 
same time protecting the privacy of individuals involved in litigation as required in some case 
types and situations by statute, caselaw and court rules (e.g., cases that have been sealed).  
Many of these same problems exist in the paper world but take on a whole new character in the 
electronic world given its ease of availability—especially through the Internet.  Finally, courts, 
like the Colorado state funded courts, which are heading toward a paper on demand 
environment, need to find ways to provide electronic access for the public to this same 
information in the absence of paper. 
 
The State funded Colorado Courts have been addressing these issues systematically, for over a 
decade, in the electronic world.  The timeline, in Chart 1, below identifies the major mile markers 
in this journey.  The events displayed above the timeline represent RFPs, vendor contracts and 
deployment dates.  The events displayed below the timeline represent significant and relevant 
Chief Justice Directives, state statutes, and national policies. 
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Chart 1:  Timeline of Public Access Events in the Colorado Judicial 

Department 
 

 
 
This ten year journey was preceded by an extended effort to complete a unified Statewide court 
and probation case management system (i.e., CMS).  That effort culminated in a system called 
ICON (i.e., Integrated Colorado On-Line Network) which was deployed Statewide, in all state 
funded county and district courts, by December 1997.  Prior to that deployment, the State Court 
Administrator’s Office handled requests for data on a case-by-case basis.   
 
By 1998, it became clear that the State Courts needed some written policies in this area.  The 
Chief Justice of the Colorado Supreme Court began this effort by issuing CJD 98-05 which 
provided some guidance and established a Public Access Committee (i.e., PAC) to develop 



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 16 

more details and procedures to support the general policy.  Shortly thereafter, Public Access 
Policies 98-01, 98-02 and 98-03 were issued by the PAC. 
 
ICON was the first Statewide CMS in the country to fully integrate court case processing, 
probation case processing and a financial system, and as such became a magnet for requests 
by the public, other governmental entities, the media and numerous background search 
companies.  Satisfying these requests was still a manual process that was soon overwhelming 
staff of the State Court Administrator’s Office (i.e., SCAO) and staff in the local courts.  JBITS, 
currently a division within the SCAO comprised of the former IT unit (formally known as IIS 
during the referenced time frame) and the Court Services unit (which has housed the public 
access function for the past nine years) was not staffed to handle these requests, nor were they 
in a position to obtain the experience necessary to prepare a web based system that would 
allow access to information/data in ICON that could be made public.   
 
Given the need for a self-serve, web based system for real-time access to data/information in 
ICON, JBITS (formally IIS) working with the Planning and Analysis Division, prepared and 
distributed an RFP for a vendor based solution.  This RFP was distributed in October 1999.  The 
mandate was very simple—The Colorado Judicial Department has no funds to develop or 
maintain a real-time, electronic system for the public to access ICON’s data, therefore, it is 
willing to partner with a vendor to provide such a solution and act as the Department’s agent in 
maintaining the system.  The vendor would have to charge the users a modest access fee to 
fund this effort.  The following were the basic specifications of the RFP: 
 
A. The Judicial Department should not have to expend any resources on hardware. 
B. The Judicial Department should not have to expend any resources on networking or 

telecommunications. 
C. Networking must comply with State standards on telecommunications (contact the 

Information Management Commission for a copy of these standards). 
D. The Judicial Department should not have to expend any resources on software applications. 
E. Access to the Name Index and ROA must be 24 hours a day 7 days a week—except for 

routine maintenance.  Court staff must have electronic access to the Name Index and ROA. 
Court access to these documents must not cost the local court or the Judicial Department 
anything.  Court access must reside in the clerk of court’s office and in each judge’s 
chambers who would participate in the program 

F. The Public should not be able to access the AS/400 model 730 (production platform).  
G. The system(s) must be Windows 95 and Windows 98 compatible. 
H. The solution(s) must provide for Internet access to the information. 
I. All information must be stored in read-only format. 
J. Sealed and/or suppressed cases must be secure.  Bidders must propose a method for 

ensuring this security. This must include a mechanism regarding the process for removing 
cases from the display and from the database when the court orders them sealed. It must 
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also include methodology for notifying other vendors that receive aggregate information to 
remove sealed cases from their databases. 

K. Bidder must maintain a detailed transaction log by user ID. 
L. The bidder must provide the firewall between their system and ICON. 
M. Access to the system must be by user ID and must be password protected.  User passwords 

must change every 30 days. 
N. Data will be provided by real time replication. Bidder must provide a platform for the 

replication. 
O. Bidder must provide information regarding how access is provided to users using either the 

Internet (preferred) or dial-up access. 
P. Register of Actions (ROA) information must be displayed on an individual case basis only. 

No user should have query capability, except for name searches.  
Q. The data is the property of the Colorado Judicial Department. No sale of bulk data will be 

allowed to either the bidder or any customer of the bidder. 
 
The main components were:  the Judicial Department only wanted to deal with a single vendor; 
the vendor would be the agent for the Judicial Department; there was to be no bulk data 
distributed to be consistent with a recent Colorado Supreme Court decision; the data had to be 
current and real-time; this could not cost the Judicial Department anything; and access to the 
system had to be free for all staff and Judicial Officers within the Judicial Department, as well as 
any other approved governmental entity within Colorado.  Acxiom (which produced CoCourts) 
was awarded the bid, and they entered into a contract with the Judicial Department.  The 
CoCourts system went live on November 17, 2000.   
 
At the end of the Acxiom contract, the Judicial Department issued another RFP on November 
16, 2004.  The following specifications were identified in that RFP: 
 
A. Exclusive Agent for Public Access

B. 

. The bidder shall act as exclusive agent for the 
Department to provide access to the approved court data to the public, to approved 
government agencies and to other vendors. This is an exclusive award to a single vendor, 
and the successful vendor is expected to act as exclusive agent for the Department for the 
purpose of providing access to the data to other vendors at a reasonable cost and in a timely 
manner.  
Costing

C. 

.  This system will be funded by fees that are charged the general public and private 
entities for case by case access to the data.  In addition, the Department will also impose a 
cost recovery fee on a per transaction basis. The Department reserves the right to audit, at 
any reasonable time, the agent’s financial records related to user fees and cost recovery 
fees charged for services provided under the Agreement. 
Level of Data to be Distributed.  This data access system awarded under this RFP, must 
allow access to data only on a case by case basis, and only in real-time.  The Department 
will provide real time copies of its ICON/Eclipse database to its exclusive agent.  The 
exclusive agent is only allowed to provide access to the data provided by the Department to 
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others only on a case by case basis.  Other vendors may allow their customers to pass-
through to the exclusive agent for case by case access.  Pricing under those circumstances 
should be negotiated between the exclusive agent and the third party vendor. 

D. General Public Access to the Name Index and ROA

E. 

.  The system must provide access to 
the data in ICON/Eclipse which can be displayed for the general public and private sector.   
Free Access by Governmental Entities

F. 

.  The system must provide free access to the data in 
ICON/Eclipse to approved governmental entities.  Different entities can access different case 
classes.  Please see Attachment D for a copy of the matrix which outlines which entities can 
access what information. 
Free Access to the Entire System by Department Employees

G. 

.  The system must provide free 
access to the data in ICON/Eclipse to all employees of the Department.   
Specific Considerations

 
. 

1. CRS 24-37.7-101 et. seq. requires that ultimately this public access to court data 
must comport with standards set by the Portal Authority.  The Portal Authority has 
not adopted standards nor established compliance dates as of the writing of this 
RFP. Should the Portal Authority set standards, the bidder is on notice that their 
system will need to comply with those standards at no cost to the Department. 

2. The system must comport with all of the provisions of the Department’s policies on 
access to ICON/Eclipse.  

3. The proposed system must have the capability to display a name search 
alphabetically, which shall include the name, DOB, case number, casetype, court 
location and case status.  

4. The proposed system must be able to search by at least name and case number 
(the standard 16 character docket number/and its variations). Users should be 
able to refine search by using court location, DOB, and case class. 

5. Users of the system must also have the capability to move between viewing the 
name index and viewing the Register of Actions (“ROA”). 

6. The Department should not have to expend any resources on hardware or 
software applications. 

7. The Department should not have to expend any resources on networking or 
telecommunications. 

8. Networking must comply with State standards on telecommunications (contact the 
Information Management Commission for a copy of these standards) 

9. Access to the name index and ROA must be 24 hours a day 7 days a week—
except for routine maintenance.   

10. The system must be Windows compatible. 
11. The system must provide a graphical user interface (GUI). 
12. The system must provide for Internet access to the information and must be 

browser neutral. 
13. All information must be stored in read-only format. 
14. The system should be able to print; screen printing is not an acceptable solution. 



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 19 

15. The Agent must maintain a detailed transaction log by user ID.  This log should 
include contact information on the user who accessed the system, the date/time 
stamp of the access, and the information accessed. 

16. Access to the system must be by user ID and must be password protected.  User 
passwords must change every 30 days. 

17. Data will be provided by real time replication. Bidder must provide a platform for 
the replication.  The type of replication is negotiable. 

18. Register of Actions (ROA) information must be displayed on an individual case 
basis only. No user should have query capability, except for name searches. 
Some name search refinements (like DOB or court location) may be used. 

19. The data is the property of the Colorado Judicial Department. No sale of bulk or 
composite data will be allowed by either the bidder or any customer of the bidder. 

21. Sealed and/or suppressed cases must be secure.  Bidders must propose a 
method for removing cases from the display and from the database when the court 
orders the cases sealed.  

22. Special Connectivity and Data Transfer. Bidders must propose methods for 
transferring data without cost to the Department’s electronic filing provider. If the 
proposed application uses XML tagging, it must be able to support the XML 
Standards as adopted by the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee. 

23. The bidder must provide a complete description of the security that will protect the 
system.  This description should include hardware (firewalls), control over user IDs 
and passwords.  The security system must also fully describe how the system will 
handle cases that are sealed or protected by Statute or Public Access Policy.  The 
proposed security system must comply with existing Chief Justice Directives on 
security and software licensing. The bidder must agree that security will be subject 
to audits by the Department and/or its designees. 

24. The server transaction time for searches must be less than three seconds. 
 

LEXIS/CourtLink (LNCL) was awarded a five year contract on August 20, 2005, and was also 
bound by all of the practices and policies announced in CJD 05-01 which was issued between 
the RFP and the contract signing.  CJD 05-01 used the CCJ/COSCA Public Access Guidelines.  
The LNCL contract was broken into four increments—the first was for two years, and then a 
series of one year renewals until the five year period had expired.  The Colorado Judicial 
Department is currently in the 2nd Renewal contract which expires on June 30, 2009.  At that 
point there is the possibility of one final one year renewal until June 30, 2010—at which point a 
new RFP would need to be issued.  In addition to the contractual obligations mentioned above, 
LNCL also responded positively in producing a separate access program for governmental 
entities due to the fact that these governmental entities are given access to certain data fields 
and casetypes that the general public cannot access.  In addition, this system has not only 
served the function as a public/governmental access system for data/information normally 
displayed in a court register of actions, but it has, on occasion, also served as a back-up display 
only system when the regular production system was unavailable. 
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This entire public access system has been invaluable to the courts by:  reducing the number of 
phone calls to the clerk’s office, reducing the front counter research requirements as people can 
gather that information through the public access system, reduced traffic within congested 
courthouses, and reducing paper costs in reproducing copies of the register of actions.  At the 
same time it provides the general public, background research companies, governmental 
entities and the media quicker access to information about what has happened in particular 
court cases and proceedings. 
 
The pricing schedule for public access is currently governed by CJD 08—02.  The costs include 
a service fee for LNCL, as well as a cost recovery fee for the Judicial Department.  This fee was 
attached in FY03, with the expectation of the Colorado Legislature that the funds for hardware 
replacement in FY04 and beyond would otherwise be acquired through such cost recovery user 
fees.  Cost recovery fees are also applied in a variety of other situations (e.g., private probation 
access to ICON/Eclipse, and e-filing transaction fees). 
 

5.3 Current System Overview 
 
Table 1 provides a brief overview of the current LNCL public access system. 
 

Table 1:  Current Overview of the LEXIS/CourtLink Public Access System 
 
System Name CourtLink 
Business Owner LexisNexis 

Description 

CourtLink is a web based system that allows the general public, private 
entities and governmental entities real-time access to data/information 
that resides in the Judicial Department’s CMS (i.e., ICON/Eclipse).  
There are fundamentally two modules in this system: (1) A basic system 
that is accessed by the general public, the media and private sector 
companies; and (2) A separate system that provides access for 
governmental entities.  The primary distinguishing factors between 
these two modules are the extent to which the data needs to be 
protected/sealed or otherwise restricted, and the fees charged for the 
service.   
The basic system has more restrictions on who can access the data 
than the governmental system does due to statutes, court rules and 
caselaw restrictions (e.g., sealed cases), and the governmental system 
is free to all governmental users.  The basic system costs the general 
users based on the third party vendor, volume of searches, and whether 
it is a one time, single user search (please see CJD 08-02).   
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This is a display only system that allows users to search based on 
name and other personal identifiers (e.g., date of birth).  The user can 
also search on case number and court location.   

User System Costs 

User costs are based on two fees:  (1) A fee LNCL applies per name 
search; and (2) A small cost recovery fee that the Judicial Department 
applies.  These fees are outlined in detail in CJD 08-02.  Once a name 
search has been completed, the system returns a list of possible hits.  
The user can then search each of those hits to display the register of 
actions (i.e., ROA) until the user locates the specific individual at the 
root of the initial name search.  There are no additional fees for 
displaying the ROAs for all possible hits resulting from a single name 
search. 

Location of 
Data/Hardware 

Currently, the Lexis data center which houses their networking 
infrastructure, application and database servers is located in Tacoma, 
Washington.  There is a plan underway to move the datacenter to the 
LEXIS headquarters in Dayton, Ohio. 

System Architecture 

CourtLink is a web application built upon a Microsoft .net framework in a 
clustered environment with SQL server as the primary database.  Using 
IBM’s DataMirror product, Colorado State Judicial and LexisNexis are 
able to electronically and securely transmit real-time data 
asynchronously from both the case management system 
(ICON/ECLIPSE) and LNCL applications.   

Systems Functions & 
Modules 

The Lexis PAS provides the following functions and modules: 
1. Search Functions 

a. Name plus other identifiers, date range, location and case 
class 

b. Location and case number 
2. Results List 
3. Name/Case Specific Register of Actions 
4. Print capability 
5. Payment engine based on credit card information and a user 

profile 
6. Application security that controls what user can access what 

types of information 
a. A general public module 
b. A governmental module (Access can vary based on entity) 

7. There is an XML pass-through access that was created for other 
vendors to access the system (real-time) and provide seamless 
access to the name searches and Register of Actions for their 
clients. 

Supported Case 
Types 

All case types in District Court and County Court that are available to 
the general public in the paper world (e.g., excludes Juvenile, Mental 
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Health cases, sealed cases, etc) are available on LNCL.  Additionally 
they provide access to limited access case types (e.g., Juvenile) and 
sealed cases to appropriate government entities. 

Application Scope 

All twenty two district courts in Colorado and all state funded county 
courts in Colorado (63 of the 64 counties) and Broomfield and Ft 
Morgan municipal courts. Denver County Court information is identified 
separately. 

System Users 
The general public, private sector entities, and the media can access 
the public access module, and any approved governmental entity in the 
State of Colorado can use the governmental module for no charge. 

System Use 
In FY08, there were over one million name searches of the Colorado 
data/information.  CourtLink also maintains court data/information for 
numerous other national jurisdictions. 

Security 
They use SSL to encrypt data and images between the client and their 
server.  Existing applications reside behind a firewall and there is user 
credential authentication. 

Disaster Recovery 
Plan 

 LexisNexis does not currently have a disaster recovery site or plan.  If a 
decision is made to bring e-filing in-house, the goal of JBITS would be 
to incorporate the PAS into our existing disaster recovery plan and build 
into our system architecture a disaster recovery site.  We currently have 
a disaster recovery site located at e-Fort for our major applications 
(ICON/ECLIPSE, Microsoft Exchange Server, and multiple in-house 
applications) and included within the cost/benefit analysis are the 
hardware and software required to ensure readiness in the event of a 
disaster. 

Networking 
Requirements 

Any network that supports a web based application will work with this 
application. 

Other Systems 
Affected None 

Status Operational with many enhancements required. 

 

5.4 Summary of Business Needs 
 
The business needs for the ability of the public to access court data are well documented and 
do not need extensive evaluation.  During the last decade, the Judicial Department has begun 
to realize the value of a paper-on-demand business environment for both the efficiency of the 
courts as well as the convenience of the courts, the private sector and other governmental 
customers.  Public and governmental access to court data help to facilitate that general vision, 
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and these benefits include: 
 
 Improved data quality resulting from knowledge of public access 
 Improved accountability to the public 
 Improved public safety because of easily available information for background checks 
 Reduced dependency on paper and associated costs by the courts 
 Reduced court staff time spent retrieving and storing physical files 
 Reduced court staff time spent responding to phone calls and written requests 
 Improved accessibility in terms of hours and days of operation 
 Improved response time to inquires by the public 
 Improved Judicial Officer efficiencies by having remote access to court data 

 
Although there are significant advantages to a web driven, electronic method of access to court 
data, this newly founded access must be balanced with respecting the privacy of the parties in 
the case. The fact that information which once was “practically obscure” when it resided in the 
bowels of the courthouse in paper form, are now easily accessible by anyone, at any time of the 
day through a simple name search on the Internet.  This only highlights the need for more 
scrupulous data integrity efforts to ensure that protected data is in fact protected and secured. 
 
The business needs of this feasibility study are fundamental to the funding of the project, 
reducing user costs, facilitating additional development, and supporting the stability of the 
technical infrastructure and disaster recovery requirements.  Satisfying these needs is 
fundamental to the realization of the more routine business benefits mentioned earlier.  The 
Judicial Department is identifying five major business needs that could be addressed by 
migrating this application in-house and merging its development with the ongoing development 
of the new CMS (i.e., jPOD).  These five basic business needs are outlined below. 
 

1. Independent funding opportunity 
2. Reducing costs to the users 
3. Opportunity to gain improved control over application development  
4. More control over the stability of the technical infrastructure environment 
5. More control over the ability to deploy a disaster recovery system 

 
The following discussion provides a more in depth description of these problems/business 
needs and how they may or may not have an impact on: (1) the organizational structure; (2) 
organizational staff; (3) the manner in which business is conducted; (4) the extent to which new 
application development can take place; (5) the way in which the existing application interfaces 
with other software applications; and (6) the technical infrastructure including the network, the 
server environment and the desktop/laptop configurations.   
 

5.4.1  Need for more independent funding opportunities:  JBITS is currently 
understaffed, by any national standard, to continue its maintenance and development 
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practices of the past.  Although current staff make valiant efforts to continue 
development, deployment and maintenance, under no circumstances is JBITS currently 
staffed to take on the development of any major new applications.  Additional resources 
would be needed, and the likely source of the revenue is general funds.  The budget 
reality within the State of Colorado, however, presents a gloomy picture for the next 
couple of years, and therefore, in the absence of general funds no new development of 
the type discussed in this feasibility study is likely.  Other sources of revenue would be 
required to continue to expand its application development.  An in-house system will 
require a separate team within JBITS that will report directly to the CIO, which is not 
dependent upon existing resources to develop and maintain.   
 
5.4.2  Need to reduce costs to the users:  Although the current costs associated with 
name searches on a Web based application is inexpensive, the goal would be to lower 
that cost even more in order to increase access to these data by individuals and entities 
who might not have otherwise used this service.   
 
5.4.3  Need to gain improved control over the application’s development:  Over the 
past several years it has been an extremely arduous and drawn out process to obtain 
application enhancements and fixes.  The Judicial Department is at the mercy of the 
vendor’s other customers and their needs/wants, the resources the vendor is willing to 
put into enhancements, and the overall priority the vendor associates with Colorado’s 
needs/wants.  Although there is no doubt that the LEXIS/CourtLink application is the 
most comprehensive in the world, there are some features that are incomplete and 
LEXIS has not been able to satisfy those needs over the past several years (e.g., 
integration with the e-filing system, etc).    
 
5.4.4  Need for more control over the stability of the technical infrastructure 
environment:  The Judicial Department has experienced significant down time of the 
LEXIS/CourtLink application over the past couple of years—some of this has been 
unexpected, and some of it has been routine maintenance.  Controlling the technical 
infrastructure in terms of servers and the network will allow the Judicial Department more 
control and an ability to stabilize the environment and minimize down time.  As the need 
for background checks in society continues to grow, downtime can, in some situations, 
jeopardize public safety.   
 
5.4.5  Need to deploy a disaster recovery system.   As the Judicial Department and 
other governmental entities continue to wean themselves from paper business 
environments, they become increasingly dependent on electronic data.  In some 
business situations, users and staff are destroying paper, which makes it mandatory on 
the custodian of the data to provide electronic backups of the data’s availability through a 
disaster recovery system.  LNCL has not been able to provide such a system despite its 
contractual obligation to do so.   
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5.5 Proposed Solutions/Alternatives 
 
This report reviews two alternatives: 
 

PA - Alternative 1:  The current environment with the Judicial Department continuing to 
partner with LNCL in providing their current web based Public and Government Access to 
ICON/Eclipse data; 
 
PA - Alternative 2:  The Judicial Department pursuing the development and deployment 
of its own Public and Government Access to ICON/Eclipse data. 

 
Since PA-Alternative 1 (i.e., the current partnership with LEXIS) was described earlier in this 
study, the following analysis and potential impact will focus on PA-Alternative 2 which will be 
referenced as the In-house Public Access solution. 
 

5.6 In-House Public Access Solution Description 
 
Chart 2 below provides a high level understanding of the hardware architecture/cluster 
necessary to implement a public access system.  It begins with a Cisco firewall and all other 
appliances behind the firewall such as a web application firewall with load balancing and proxy 
capabilities, BladeCenter H with 3 or more HS21 blades, an M50 iSeries server, a storage 
library for the iSeries server, and a NetApp (SAN Storage) to store imaged documents that are 
unable to be transformed into electronic forms.  The HS21 blade servers will function as the web 
application server and is where the public access application would reside.  Data originally filed 
through e-forms would populate the M50 iSeries PAS server, and that information would be 
transferred real-time to the 550 iSeries production server using DataMirror.  Similarly, data that 
is originally keyboard entered into the 550 iSeries production server by the court users, would 
be transferred real-time to the M50 iSeries PAS server for availability by the general public. 
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Chart 2:  System Architecture for In-House Public Access System 
 

 
 

5.7 In-House Public Access Projected Improvements 
 
Below is a high-level overview of the major tasks of a proposed project schedule with the 
necessary control accounts and some planning packages to complete PAS-Alternative 2.  If a 
decision is made to implement PAS-Alternative 2, the Judicial Department understands that a 
thorough project management plan will need to be constructed with a much more in-depth 
project schedule to include additional planning packages, a work breakdown structure (WBS), 
staffing, precedent tasks, durations and milestone due dates. 
 

Table 2:  High Level Task List for Public Access In-House 
1 Public Access 
1.1 Develop Project Charter 
1.2 Develop Project Scope Statement 
1.3 Procure & Acquire Hardware 
1.4 Install & Configure Software within Internal Network 
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1.5 Planning & Design of Public Access Modules 
1.5.1 System Security 
1.5.2 Application Security Module 
1.5.3 Public Registration Page 
1.5.4 Contract with Financial Institution 
1.5.4.1 Transaction Integration Planning 
1.5.4.2 Security of Credit Card Information 
1.5.5 Litigant Search Home Page 
1.5.5.1 By Case Number 
1.5.5.2 By Case Person(s) 
1.5.5.3 By Business 
1.5.5.4 By Date Filed 
1.5.5.5 By Court Location 
1.5.5.6 By Case Type(s) 
1.5.5.7 Denver City & County Court 
1.5.6 Search Results Page 
1.5.6.1 Redaction Business Rules 
1.5.6.2 Pagination 
1.5.6.3 Column Sort Functionality 
1.5.6.4 Printer Friendly Functionality 
1.5.6.5 Results/Page Selection Option 
1.5.6.6 Drop Downs to Narrow Search Results 
1.5.7 Person Results Page 
1.5.7.1 Structure of Information to be Displayed 
1.5.7.2 Printer Friendly Functionality 
1.5.7.3 Drop Down Menu of Register of Action Items 
1.5.8 Government Access 
1.5.9 Design Database Structure 
1.6 Execute Planning & Design 
1.6.1 Implement System Security 
1.6.2 Develop Application Security Module 
1.6.3 Implement Database Structure 
1.6.4 Develop Public Registration Page 
1.6.5 Develop Litigant Search Page 
1.6.6 Develop Search Results Page 
1.6.7 Develop & Implement Government Access 
1.6.8 Integrate Public Access & E-Filing Modules 
1.7 Quality Control 
1.7.1 Analyst Quality Control Testing 
1.7.2 Control and Monitor Risks 
1.8 Training 
1.8.1 Develop Training Materials 
1.8.2 Market/Promote Website & Training Materials 
1.9 Install & Configure Hardware & Software at Data Center 
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5.8 In-House Public Access Solution Impact 
The following discussion provides a more in depth description of how the proposed solution will 
impact the five problems/business needs identified earlier in this report, and by inference the 
solution’s impact on the following characteristics of the Judicial Department:  (1) the 
organizational structure; (2) organizational staff; (3) the manner in which business is conducted; 
(4) the extent to which new application development can take place; (5) the way in which the 
existing application interfaces with other software applications; and (6) the technical 
infrastructure including the network, the server environment and the desktop/laptop 
configurations.   
 

5.8.1  Independent funding opportunity.  The first alternative provides no additional 
funding for the Judicial Department.  The only money collected by the Judicial Department is 
the seventy five cents of cost recovery funds currently collected per name search.  LNCL 
collects these funds for Judicial and sends the Judicial Department a check for these 
amounts monthly.  This fee has not changed in years and is not expected to change in the 
near future.  PAS-Alternative 2 would allow the Judicial Department to collect the full name 
search fee—some of which would be used to further enhance IT funding in lieu of general 
funds. 

 
5.8.2   Reducing costs to the users.  PAS-Alternative 1 provides no relief to the user in 
terms of user fees.  The amount LNCL charges would remain the same, and the amount of 
the Judicial Department surcharge would go unaltered.  PAS-Alternative 2 would allow the 
Judicial Department to cancel its seventy five cent surcharge while still cutting the price of 
the LN fee in half for one time users (the fee for frequent users would likely remain the same 
(at about $2.50). 

 
5.8.3  Opportunity to gain improved control over application development.  PA-
Alternative 1 would likely maintain the status quo on application enhancements and fixes—
control over what gets developed outside of the contract and when it gets delivered will 
remain with LNCL with little ability of the Colorado Judicial Department to affect the outcome 
and delivery status.  This will likely result in the same set of continued problems described 
above.  PA-Alternative 2 would allow the Judicial Department to take control over what gets 
developed, and how fixes/enhancements get deployed.  The Judicial Department has 
maintained such control over almost all of its other applications, and has considerable 
experience in development, deployment, and maintenance of major software applications.  If 
properly self-funded, this would be sure to succeed as have its other software applications.  
This would allow improved and more timely change management operations in its public 
access application for both the private sector and other governmental entities. 

 
5.8.4  More control over the stability of the technical infrastructure environment.  
Alternative 1 would continue to render the Judicial Department helpless on ensuring that the 
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technical infrastructure of LNCL could support this application.  There is growing evidence 
that this expertise within LNCL is waning for a variety of reasons.  As indicated above, there 
have been various outages (both planned an unplanned) in this area.  Although LNCL is 
currently migrating its data center in the Seattle area to Dayton, Ohio, Judicial staff is 
convinced that this is happening more as a cost cutting measure than as a measure to shore 
up its technical expertise.  There has been significant bleeding of operational talent at LNCL 
over the last six months—with no relief for this problem in sight.  PAS-Alternative 2 would 
migrate server and network responsibilities to a seasoned staff that have been able to keep 
existing CMS and other in-house software fully operational on a 24-7 basis.  Although the 
Judicial Department would need to supplement this staff in order to not overwhelm existing 
staff, the current administrative talent at both the server and network levels would be 
invaluable assets in mentoring the new staff.  If the application was brought in-house, the 
Judicial Department’s IT division (i.e., JBITS) would have total control over the Judicial 
Department’s servers and network—both of which have experienced minimal unanticipated 
down time in the last decade.  In addition, JBITS would be better able to coordinate fix, 
enhance, and perform routine maintenance installs with those of its other applications to 
minimize application downtime on weekends (a problem which we continue to experience 
with LNCL).   
 
5.8.5  More control over the ability to deploy a disaster recovery system.  A disaster 
recovery methodology has always been required of the vendor, yet none is available under 
PAS-Alternative 1, and it is not promising that one would be available in the near future.  
PAS-Alternative 2 would enable the Judicial Department to adapt its current disaster 
recovery methodology to this problem.  As the cost benefit analysis demonstrates, the 
Judicial Department would be able to self-fund its disaster recovery plan to include the public 
access application with the additional resources and cost recovery methodologies. 

 
The impact on the five business problems/issues of the two alternatives can be summarized on 
Table 3 below. 

 
TABLE 3:  Alternatives Compared on Business Needs for  

Public Access In-House 
 

Objectives/Improvements 
Current LEXIS 

Partnering 
(PA-Alternative 1) 

In-House Public 
Access Solution 

(PA-Alternative 2) 
Independent Funding, 
i.e., enhanced revenue 
to the Judicial 
Department. 

No Yes 
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Reduced Costs to the 
Users No Yes 

More Functionality Not Promising Yes 
More Stable Technical 
Infrastructure with 
Disaster Recovery  

Not Promising Yes 

Deploy a Disaster 
Recovery System Not Promising Yes 
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5.9 Cost-Benefit Analysis 
 

 

5.9.1  Basic Concepts.  The intent of the cost benefit analysis is to provide a guide in 
evaluating the feasibility and cost effective measures associated with developing a public 
access system in-house.  It is an affective technique intended to improve the quality of 
decisions by developing a detailed list of tangible cost and benefits arising from a potential 
project. This particular cost benefit analysis (CBA) takes into account only the tangible costs 
and benefits necessary to implement public access system.  Although intangible benefits are 
important, it is extremely difficult to quantitatively translate and measure the financial 
benefits that would be returned in developing an in-house public access system.  It is worth 
repeating the numerous qualitative benefits associated with developing a PAS. 

a. 

b. 

The ability to take control of the technical infrastructure, which would improve the 
overall stability of the system. 

c. 
Reduced costs to the public. 

d. 

Improved court operations and fulfilment of projects as court staff are able to work 
more efficiently. 

e. 
Increased movement towards a greener technical support environment  

f. 

Greater flexibility to share data Statewide with the potential to grow regionally and 
nationally. 

g. 
Tighter integration with an e-filing solution. 

h. 
An improved ability to deploy a disaster recovery system for public access. 

 

The ability to ultimately link the public access system more directly with the e-filing 
system. 

  

The public access CBA provides the payback period of how long it will take to break even if 
PAS is to be implemented in-house.  It also calculates the year in which a PAS project’s 
investment costs are recovered.   

5.9.2  Basic Spreadsheet Design.  The cost benefit analysis workbook consists of four 
spreadsheets.  The first two spreadsheets represent two alternatives in implementing a 
public access system.  Both sheets include revenue, project, and operational cash flow 
analysis with total and cumulative cost/benefits.  Sheet one signifies a vendor based or 
outsourced approach that delineates the tangible costs and benefits associated with our 
current agent (LNCL) that represents PAS-Alternative 1.   The second sheet represents 
PAS-Alternative 2, with projected revenue and costs necessary to implement an in-house 
PAS.  The third sheet is summary of cost/benefits illustrating either a net savings or loss for 
each option, along with calculations to determine whether or not a payback period has been 
achieved and the fiscal year of the payback period.  The final sheet is a complete list of the 
positions and their respective salaries necessary to develop, implement, and grow an in-
house PAS.  The salaries, which include fringe benefits, assume a 3% increase each fiscal 
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year with the originating salary in FY09 being the average salary of the positions currently 
held in the Judicial Department. 

 

 

5.9.3  Making Revenue Projections.  The projected revenue for an outsourced PAS 
solution (PAS-Alternative 1) is based upon historical revenue collected from LexisNexis and 
assumes an 8% annual increase based upon the annual growth rate of name search 
transactions, which will be further explained below.   

 

The revenue forecasted in PA-Alternative 2, which is the Judicial Department’s proposed in-
house solution, was calculated using historical data on the number of name searches 
invoiced from LNCL.  There are currently three different sources of revenue, all of which are 
based upon a single name search and occur in three different public access systems.  The 
Colorado State Court Access system (CourtLink) collects $5.00 per single name search.  In 
addition, Background Information Systems (BIS) and Acxiom pay LexisNexis approximately 
$2.50 per name search from each of their individual systems.    

 

In order to accurately project future name search transactions, the numbers of transactions 
were totalled, for each vendor, on a quarterly basis for FY07 and FY08.  The percent 
increase was then calculated between each quarter and averaged, which resulted in a 9% 
increase for both BIS and LNCL transactions and a 6% increase for Acxiom transactions.  
Yearly growth rates, ranging from 10%-24%, were also considered.  However, these high 
numbers seemed a bit aggressive and the Judicial Department opted to take the more 
conservative estimates with a 9% annual increase for both BIS and LNCL transactions, and 
a 6% increase for Acxiom single name search transactions.  Annual revenue was then 
calculated by multiplying the projected increase in individual search transactions by a flat fee 
of $2.50. 

 

5.9.4  Estimating Cost Figures.  The cost figures are based upon recently acquired 
software and hardware, travel costs from previous years, and current expenditures on 
telecommunications, maintenance, and property leases.  Lease rates were estimated at 250 
square feet per full time employee at $22 per square foot. On October 6, 2008, JBITS staff 
also conducted a daylong meeting with a vendor to discuss the proper hardware and 
software infrastructure needs along with pricing to support an e-filing and public access 
system. 

Credit card transaction fees of 3% were only assessed on LNCL’s total revenue  since it is 
the sole vendor that represents credit card charges.  The revenue generated from BIS and 
Acxiom was not considered since both BIS and Acxiom collect their own revenue through 
other mechanisms.  The projected LNCL revenue was calculated by determining a growth 
rate from FY07 to FY08, and then applying the increase through FY2016.  Annual credit card 
fees reported on the expense part of the spreadsheet where then calculated by multiplying 
the annual increases in revenue by 3% for each of the out years. 
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5.9.5  Revenue-Expense Comparisons Over Time.  The basic summary of the revenue 
expense comparison between FY09 and FY16 is illustrated in Chart 3 below.  After the first 
year of expenses, revenue far exceeds expenses in the out years—and these are based on 
the conservative projections made above, maintaining existing cost recovery expenses in the 
hardware replacement line and cutting the cost to the public  in half.  

 

Chart 3:  Projected Revenue/Expense Comparisons for an In-House 
Public Access System, FY09-FY16 

Note:  This chart is based on data compiled in Public Access Cost/Benefit Analysis 
spreadsheet which can be found in Appendix B. 

 

 

5.10 Risk Factors for Two Major Public Access Alternatives 
 

 

Table 4 below identifies the major risks, their severity, their likelihood, their total risk score 
and a brief mitigation strategy. 

 
Table 4:  Risk Identification and Mitigation 

Alternative/Risk Risk 
Severity 

(RS) 
(1-5 with 

1 low 
and 5 
high) 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(RL) 
(1-5 with 1 
low and 5 

high) 

Risk 
Score 

RS * RL 

Brief Mitigation Strategy 

 Alternative 1:    
1a.  The continued 3 3 9.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 

$-

$2,000,000 

$4,000,000 

$6,000,000 

$8,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$12,000,000 
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Expenses
Revenue



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 34 

Alternative/Risk Risk 
Severity 

(RS) 
(1-5 with 

1 low 
and 5 
high) 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(RL) 
(1-5 with 1 
low and 5 

high) 

Risk 
Score 

RS * RL 

viability of LN in this 
area 

Brief Mitigation Strategy 

documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

1b.  LN Organizational 
Changes 

4 3 12.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

1c.  LN Organizational 
Priority Changes 

4 4 16.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

1d.  Change in 
vendors after 3rd 
renewal option expires 
in 2010 when Judicial 
is forced to do an RFP 

4 3 12.00 Be sure that LN can extend the existing 
contract if a new vendor is selected until the 
new vendor is ready to execute.  Be sure to 
have real time copies of all documents with 
an easy access method. 

 Alternative 2:    
2a.  Budget 
uncertainties 

4 5 20.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2b.  Lack of seed 
money for FY09 

4 4 16.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2c.  No new FTE staff 
in FY09 

4 4 16.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2d.  Cannot do with 
existing staff model 

5 5 25.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2e.  LN would cancel 
contract as soon as 
plans were unveiled 

5 2 10.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

2f.  Maintaining the 
system not a priority 

3 3 9.00 Do not start the process. 

2g. Transaction 
numbers are not 
accurate. 

5 2 10.00 Although the revenue projections are 
conservative given those numbers, reduce 
the revenue projections by 20% to ensure 
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Alternative/Risk Risk 
Severity 

(RS) 
(1-5 with 

1 low 
and 5 
high) 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(RL) 
(1-5 with 1 
low and 5 

high) 

Risk 
Score 

RS * RL 

minimum revenues.   

Brief Mitigation Strategy 

2h.  BIS and CoCourts 
cancel contracts 

5 2 10.00 Plan an aggressive marketing campaign to 
get their customers to switch over to Judicial. 

2i.  LN fails to enter 3rd 
party contract 

4 2 8.00 Plan an aggressive marketing campaign to 
get their customers to switch over to Judicial. 

2j.  Programming XML 
data streams with 3rd 
party vendors 

3 3 9.00 Move start date to January 1, 2010 and 
reduce FY10 revenue proportionately. 

2k.  TABOR presents 
funding problems 

3 4 12.00 Move to an Enterprise model or continue with 
Alternative 1. 

2l.  Concern about 
competing with the 
private sector 

3 2 6.00 Private industry will still provide 
comprehensive background reports based on 
judicial data.   

2m.  JBC does not 
allow Judicial to retain 
additional revenue 

4 2 8.00 Continue with Alternative #1. 

2n.  Inability of JBITS 
to produce 
enhancements 

3 2 6.00 Obtain resources necessary to complete the 
project. 

2o.  Inability of JBITS 
to produce acceptable 
user response time. 

3 2 6.00 Obtain resources necessary to complete the 
project. 

2p.  Inability of JBITS 
to maintain tech 
infrastructure 

3 2 6.00 Obtain resources necessary to complete the 
project. 

2q.  Requirements for 
use of Statewide 
Portal 

4 3 12.00 Continue with Alternative #1. 

2r.  Inability  to get 
free costs to the users 

3 3 9.00 Try and keep costs to a minimum. 

2s.  Account for Credit 
Card fees 

3 2 6.00 

 

Arrange for invoicing. 
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6. E-Filing System 

6.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this e-filing feasibility study is to determine, using a comparative cost-benefit 
approach, whether developing an in-house e-filing system will be more cost effective, reduce 
costs to the public users, allow for more flexibility in fixing issues and designing new features, 
maintain a reliable technical infrastructure, or more easily expand the scope of the application 
than the current vendor would likely accomplish.  
 
It is also worth the Judicial Department’s time to demonstrate how the technological skill set 
within JBITS (i.e., Judicial Business Integrated with Technology Services formally known as IIS) 
division of the State Court Administrator’s Office has grown since the inception of e-filing in 
1999 to a unit where an unparalleled e-filing system can be produced within time and resource 
constraints.  The intent of JBITS would be to reduce e-filing and service costs with an e-filing 
system that is responsive, provides a rich and secure user interface, while maintaining a self 
funded hardware line (and perhaps other components of the JBITS budget). 
 
Additionally, by taking control of an e-filing system internally, the Colorado Judicial Department 
can easily enhance the user experience ad hoc, substantially reduce the time necessary to 
implement enhancements and fixes, and architect a system that utilizes pure data through e-
forms rather than imaging exclusively. 
 
Through this feasibility study, the Joint Budget Committee will be able to work with the Judicial 
Department to determine which of the possible alternatives best suits the needs of the State.  
The fundamental questions are whether the Judicial Department should continue privatizing its 
e-filing system, or should it begin the process of migrating away from a vendor solution by 
bringing these applications in-house.  The report will present the business needs for this project, 
the various project alternatives, an assessment of the skillsets to complete a migration to the 
Judicial Department’s environment, and a cost-benefit analysis for each alternative.   
 
This feasibility study will not fully examine all alternatives, but will instead focus on the request 
of the JBC to assess what it would take to bring the current vendor supported e-filing in-house. 
 

6.2 Historical Development 
For over twenty years, courts around the nation have been cognizant of the problems and high 
costs associated with receiving, storing, and retrieving documents, along with the encumbered 
costs of distributing documents such as copy fees, courier costs, and postage costs.  These 
problems are increasing exponentially due to a stagnate economy and reduced budgets that 
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limit the resources necessary to work efficiently in a non-automated environment.  Chart 4 
below is a timeline which displays the major events in the journey of Colorado’s state funded 
courts down the e-filing path.  The events above the timeline, in red, represent RFPs, vendor 
contracts, and deployment dates.  Events below the timeline, in blue, represent Chief Justice 
Directives, rule changes, and national events related to e-filing.  
 

Chart 4:  Timeline of Major Events in Colorado’s E-Filing Efforts 
 

 
 
In 1998, the Colorado Judicial Department recognized many of the problems mentioned above 
and sought a statewide solution, despite limited State revenue. The solution was an electronic 
document management system that would allow attorneys to file their documents electronically, 
reduce traffic in the courthouse, electronically feed the court case management system with 
filing information/data, post filing fees to the court case management system, reduce the overall 
cost of filing a case, make filing easier for attorneys, reduce costs associated with managing 



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 38 

paper, increase the reliability and speed of retrieving documents, reduce the number of lost 
documents, reduce the time to distribute court orders, and allow court staff to focus on projects 
and operational needs of the court. 
 
The practical budget problem in Colorado, however, was that there were no State funds 
available to implement such a program. The Colorado Courts could only proceed if another 
entity had a vested interest to develop the system without appropriated State funds.  An RFP 
was designed and issued in 1998 to address the funding problem, reduce the cost associated 
with managing paper documents, allow court staff to work more efficiently, and give attorneys 
an efficient method for filing documents with no major expenditure of State general funds. 
 
The RFP included the following requirements: 

• Funding for the development and maintenance of the project had to come from a non- 
State funded source such as filing fee surcharges. 

• It had to be an Internet-based application. 
• The e-filing system would first deal with general jurisdiction civil, domestic relations, 

probate and water court cases (other case types would be added at a later date). 
• Data from the e-filing system had to electronically populate ICON (the Colorado court 

case management system). 
• Regular filing fees would be collected by the vendor, automatically post to ICON, and be 

distributed to the courts by the vendor in a timely manner. 
• There could be no charges incurred by the court to access the system. 
• The system was to accommodate incoming filings as well as outgoing orders and 

service. 
• The vendor must supply support to the bar and courts for training and maintenance. 
• Court clerks must have an electronic workflow process to review documents and decide 

whether to accept or reject them. 
• Filings must include the entire life of a case, including original filings and subsequent 

filings in all existing and new cases. 
• The system must provide users with the ability to sort, query, view, print, and organize 

electronic files. 
• Manage security viewing issues required by sealed cases and other statutorily required 

protections (e.g., victims, etc). 
• The word processing functionality must be interoperable, i.e., it must work with any word 

processing program. 
• The vendor must translate documents in PDF format. 

It must work with any browser such as Internet Explorer and Netscape (The RFP was 
issued in 1998 when the Internet was still an infant.  As time passed, it also needed to 
work with Firefox which was released in November 2004, and Safari which wasn’t 
released by Apple until January 2003). 
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After an evaluation of the proposals by the Colorado Bar Association, the project was awarded 
to Law Plus in mid 1999.  Shortly thereafter, Law Plus merged with JusticeLink and a contract 
was finalized in July 1999 with JusticeLink. In May of 2000, JusticeLink merged with CourtLink.  
These corporate exchanges were incredibly disruptive to the development process--
nevertheless work continued at an aggressive pace.  An important part of the deployment was 
the development and approval of Rule 121-1-26 of the Rules of Civil Procedure, which identified 
the processes for e-filing in the pilot courts.  Later that year, in July of 2000, the Arapahoe 
County District Court went live with the new system as the pilot site in four major case classes 
(Civil, Domestic Relations, Probate and Water).  Since 1999, the Colorado courts have dealt 
with four companies in this effort.  The system was Statewide in all Colorado District Courts (i.e., 
courts of general jurisdiction) by February 2001.  On September 13, 2001, the Judicial 
Department negotiated its first contract renewal which would be in effect for three years. 
 
Shortly after the first renewal contract, Lexis/Nexis acquired Courtlink on November 1, 2001.  
LNCL continued to develop the product with an infusion of capital, which probably saved the 
product.  The second 3-year renewal with LNCL was effective on June 1, 2005.  Shortly after 
that contract was signed, the Chief Justice of the Colorado Supreme Court issued CJD 06-02 
which identified the rules and procedures for the e-filing pilot in Colorado’s County Courts (i.e., 
courts of limited jurisdiction).  The Boulder County Court went live as the pilot on November 1, 
2006.  Several months later, the remaining State funded County Courts had e-filing available to 
them in limited casetypes (i.e., money and evictions). 
 
E-filing migrated to the Colorado Court of Appeals on July 1, 2008 and should be available to 
the Supreme Court by the end of 2009.  CJD 08-02 was also issued in August of 2008 which 
identifies the various cost recovery fees for e-filing in all courts (and for other aspects of cost 
recovery, e.g., public access fees).  
 
It is important to note, and Chart 4 clearly indicates, that this has been a long process that has 
spanned a decade of innovation and challenges.  This process did not occur overnight—it 
represents an incredible culture change that is still underway.  The Supreme Court knew, in its 
wisdom, that it would be a mistake to force this new business process on the courts and the 
attorneys; therefore the Supreme Court would not make this new business method mandatory in 
the beginning.  The Court’s assumption was that if the product was good enough it would sell 
itself.  Although the Supreme Court wanted to provide attorneys and the trial courts the 
opportunity to e-file, it was a local decision as to whether or not to make it mandatory for all 
parties (see Rule 121 amended on April 17, 2003).  As e-filing became more popular, judges 
were faced with cases in which some of the parties e-filed their documents, while others 
continued to file them in a paper format.  These dual systems became difficult to manage, which 
lead some judges and judicial districts to make it mandatory (with a few exceptions).  A list of 
those jurisdictions that have made e-filing mandatory can be found on the Judicial Department’s 
website http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/JBITS/Mandatory_E-
File_Courts_102008.pdf  

http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/JBITS/Mandatory_E-File_Courts_102008.pdf�
http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/JBITS/Mandatory_E-File_Courts_102008.pdf�
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As of September 2008, over 95% of all civil filings in the Colorado District Courts, that could be 
e-filed, were e-filed.  Colorado boasts the only successful, and most economical Statewide e-
filing system in the country that is fully integrated with its court case management system—it 
serves as the national model with little cost to the taxpayers of Colorado and marginal costs to 
the users.  Table 5 below illustrates how the Colorado System is among the least expensive of 
those jurisdictions that charge for this service (see CJD 08-02 for Colorado pricing).  The current 
project’s success and large adoption rates by attorneys is due in large part to the low pricing 
and the functionality for that low pricing.  As more attorneys bought into this new filing method, it 
became easier for local judges to make e-filing mandatory in order to rid themselves of the last 
vestiges of paper in what was becoming a completely automated process. 
 

Table 5:  Cost Comparisons Among E-Filing Jurisdictions  
That Charge Users for their E-Filing Service 

 
Jurisdiction LEXIS/NEXIS Pricing  E-Filing Pricing by Other Vendors in 

Other Jurisdictions 

Maricopa County Superior Court (AZ); 
Pima County Superior Court (AZ); 
Contra Costa County Superior Court 
(CA); San Francisco County Superior 
Court (CA);  Shasta County Superior 
Court (CA); Fulton County Business 
Court (GA);  Fulton County Superior 
Court (GA); DuPage County Circuit 
Court (IL); Ramsey County Circuit Court 
(MN);  Ottawa County Circuit Court 
(MI); Beaver County Court of Common 
Pleas (PA); Lancaster County Court of 
Common Pleas (PA); Montgomery 
County Court of Common Pleas (PA); 
Chelan County Superior Court (WA) 

$10.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $12.00 per 
online service transaction 

Texas Online (Bearing Point)   
eFiling Portal:  $6.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $7.50 per online service 
transaction.  
Case File Express:  $16.00 per e-filing; 
$7.50 per online service transaction.  
Court File America: $11.00 per e-filing; 
$9.50 per online service transaction. 
Efile4Court, LLC:  $10.00 per e-filing; 
$7.50 per online service transaction. 
eLaw Services:  $10.00 per e-filing; 
$13.50 per online service transaction. 
My File Runner.com:  $11.50 per e-filing; 
$13.00 per online service transaction. 
One Legal:  $15.95 per e-filing; $17.45 
per online service transaction. 

Delaware Chancery Court (DE); 
Delaware Superior Court (DE); 

$8.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $10.00 per 
online service transaction 

Superior Court of District Columbia (DC) 
- Case File Express:  $10.00 per e-filing; 
$5.00 per online service transaction. 

Pasco County Circuit Court (FL)  $8.00 per e-filing 
transaction.  

Clark County District Court (NV) WizNet:  
$6.00 per e-filing; $10.00 per online 
service 

Jurisdiction LEXIS/NEXIS Pricing  E-Filing Pricing by Other Vendors in 
Other Jurisdictions 

Fulton County State Court (GA) $11.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $13.00 per 

Contra Costa and San Mateo County 
Superior Courts (CA) – One Legal, LLC; 
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Jurisdiction LEXIS/NEXIS Pricing  E-Filing Pricing by Other Vendors in 
Other Jurisdictions 

online service transaction $9.95 per e-filing; $9.95 per online 
service transaction. 

Marion County Superior Court (IN) $15.00 per e-filing/online 
service transaction. 

DuPage County Circuit Court (IL) – 
Wiznet:  $5.00 per e-filing; $8.00 per 
online service transaction. 

Baltimore City Circuit Court (MD) $6.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $10.00 per 
online service transaction 

Maricopa County Superior Court (AZ) – 
WizNet:  $5.00 per e-filing; $8.00 per 
online service transaction. 

Butler and Lucas County Court of 
Common Pleas (OH); Cuyahoga County 
Court of Common Pleas (OH);  

$13.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $8.00 per 
online service transaction 

 

Jefferson and Montgomery County 
District Courts (TX) 

$11.00 per e-filing 
transaction; $13.00 per 
online service transaction 

 

 

6.3 Current System Overview 
 
Table 6 provides a brief overview of the current LEXIS/File&Serve E-Filing System. 
 

Table 6:  Current Overview of the LEXIS/File&Serve E-Filing System 
 
System Name File & Serve 
Business Owner LexisNexis 

Description 

File & Serve is an electronic 24/7 filing service that enables courts and 
government agencies to improve litigation support and maximize their 
resources by gaining secure, real-time access to public court 
documents. Because the service is paid for with transaction fees, there 
is no charge to the courts or any other governmental entity.  
The process of e-filing contains three different components.  The courts 
or attorneys have the option to e-file only, e-serve only, or e-file and e-
serve.  E-service is the process of serving documents to opposing 
parties online, as well as distributing court orders to all parties.  The 
current e-filing service has been outsourced to LexisNexis for nearly ten 
years, which covers civil (District and State funded County Courts), 
domestic relations, probate,  non-criminal juvenile, limited County Court 
civil cases, and water cases. Lexis’s electronic filing process 
streamlines the workflow process for the courts and attorneys by 
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reducing paper via case management integration and saving attorneys 
from making trips to the courthouse.     

User System Costs 

User costs are based on two types of fees:  (1) A fee LEXIS applies; 
and (2) A small cost recovery fee that the Judicial Department applies.  
The current cost for e-filing only in District Court is $6.00 per e-filing 
transaction and $7.50 to electronically serve an unlimited number of 
parties in a case. E-filing fees for County Court are $6.85 per case and 
$6.35 per case for unlimited service.  There are no charges for viewing 
documents online, and there are no costs for the courts or other 
governmental entities.  Please see CJD 08-02 for more details. 

Location of 
Data/Hardware 

Currently, the Lexis data center which houses their networking 
infrastructure, application and database servers is located in Tacoma, 
Washington.  There is currently a plan underway to move the data 
center to Dayton, Ohio. 

System Architecture 

File & Serve is a web application built upon a Microsoft .net framework, 
in a clustered environment with SQL server as the primary database.  
Using IBM’s DataMirror product, Colorado State Judicial and LexisNexis 
are able to electronically and securely transmit real-time data 
asynchronously from both the case management system 
(ICON/ECLIPSE) and File & Serve applications.  This allows for real-
time integration between the two systems and is what defines JBITS’s 
strategic view of reducing paper management costs, increased staffing 
efficiencies, and the ability to provide 24/7 real-time access to attorneys 
and court staff.  Additionally, this real-time integration is what sets 
Colorado apart from other States and is more than an electronic 
facsimile system. 

Systems Functions & 
Modules 

The Lexis e-filing system provides the following functions and modules: 
     New Cases In-Bound from Attorneys 
     Subsequent Filings in Existing Cases In-Bound from Attorneys 
     Single Filing or Transaction Based 
     Immediate or scheduled transactions 
     Clerk Review 
     Judge Review 
     Outbound Court Orders 
     Integration with ICON/Eclipse 
Service 
     New Cases 
     Subsequent Filings in Existing Cases 
     Application Security  
Document Management System 
     View Documents 
     Sort Documents by a variety of fields 
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     Print Documents 
     Alerts 
     Redaction 
     Searches (i.e., person, case, transaction) 
User In-box 
User Billing 
User and Organizational Profiles 
Application Security 

Supported Case Types District Court civil, domestic relations, probate and water.  County Court 
money and evictions. 

Application Scope File & Serve is a major application within the Colorado Courts with 63 
counties participating in e-filing.   

System Users Attorneys, Governmental Entities, State Funded Court Staff and Judicial 
Officers in Colorado.   

System Use 

File & Serve is used by more than 70,000 court personnel and legal 
professionals nationwide, who file and serve an estimated 21 million 
documents annually into more than 1 million cases.  During fiscal year 
2008, Colorado had a combined total of 1,133,667 transactions filed 
and served for both District and County Court. 

Security 
LNFS uses SSL to encrypt data and images between the client and 
their server.  Existing applications reside behind a firewall and there is 
user credential authentication. 

Disaster Recovery 
Plan 

LexisNexis does not currently have a disaster recovery site or plan.  If a 
decision is made to bring e-filing in-house, the goal of JBITS would be 
to incorporate the e-filing system into our existing disaster recovery plan 
and build into our system architecture a disaster recovery site.  We 
currently have a disaster recovery site located at e-Fort for our major 
applications (ICON/ECLIPSE, Microsoft Exchange Server, and multiple 
in-house applications) and included within the cost/benefit analysis are 
the hardware and software required to ensure readiness in the event of 
a disaster. 

Networking 
Requirements 

The existing File & Serve e-filing system at minimum requires a T1 
circuit in order to function quickly and efficiently.  We currently have 
several rural counties utilizing a DSL/Cable network, which causes 
significant latency problems due to the volume of large imaged 
documents.  There are a few exceptions where a DSL/Cable lines are 
not an issue.  This includes web pages that strictly render data to and 
from the application server and database to the presentation layer. 

Electronic Forms 
The File & Serve application does not currently offer electronic forms.  
As mentioned earlier, there are a few exceptions where some of the 
pages submit data to a database, but the majority of case information is 
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captured within imaged documents.  Our strategic view is to produce 
electronic forms based upon XML technology that would allow us to 
move away from imaging into a pure data centric architecture. 

Other Systems 
Affected None 

Status Operational with many enhancements required. 

6.4 Summary of E-Filing Business Needs 
 
The business needs for e-filing and e-service are well documented and do not need extensive 
evaluation.  During the last decade, the Judicial Department has begun to realize the value of a 
paper-on-demand business environment for both the efficiency of the courts as well as the 
convenience of the courts, the private sector and other governmental customers.  These 
benefits include: 
 
 Reduced dependency on paper and associated costs. 
 Reduced court staff time spent retrieving and storing physical files. 
 Reduced court staff time spent responding to phone calls and written requests. 
 Reduced postage and associated mailing costs. 
 Reduced staff time spent entering data into case management systems. 
 Automatically posting filing fees to the court’s financial CMS eliminating the need to 

handle cash/checks. 
 Improved response time for inquires. 
 Reduced time to service. 
 Reduced time to get court orders to relevant parties. 
 Reduced storage space and affiliated costs for the physical files. 
 Improved Judicial Officer efficiencies by having remote access to court files. 
 Reduced delays in court proceedings by avoiding lost files and/or documents. 
 Improved ability of the attorneys to meet filing deadlines by allowing e-filing until 11:59pm 
 Reduced costs to litigants by reducing travel time, travel costs, postage costs, overnight 

delivery costs, courier costs, phone calls, etc for both the litigants and their attorneys. 
 Significantly reduced costs for electronic service and a more timely delivery of electronic 

service, i.e., one fee will serve all the parties of a case. 
 Providing attorneys with an opportunity to take advantage of a full service document 

management system for a nominal fee. 
 Providing attorneys with access to that DMS in the courtroom, thereby reducing the need 

to bring paper in the courtroom, and making document searching more readily available. 
 
The business needs of this feasibility study are fundamental to the funding, additional 
development, integration with a CMS database and basic infrastructure needs of a file and 
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serve system.  Satisfying these needs is therefore paramount to the realization of the more 
routine business benefits mentioned earlier.  The Judicial Department identifies eight major 
business needs that could be addressed by migrating the EFS in-house and merging its 
development with the ongoing development of the new CMS (i.e., jPOD).  These eight business 
needs are outlined below. 
 

1. Independent funding opportunity 
2. Reducing costs to the users 
3. Opportunity to Interface more directly with the Judicial Department’s jPOD (i.e., 

CMS replacement for ICON/Eclipse) 
4. Avoid imaged based document management systems in e-filing  
5. Avoid network limitations 
6. Opportunity to gain improved control over application development  
7. Opportunity to gain more control over the stability of the technical infrastructure 

environment 
8. Opportunity to ensure disaster recovery for e-filing 

 
These eight business needs will be described in greater detail below.  The most important thing 
to remember is that clerks, judicial officers and administrators all know that e-filing and e-service 
will see their biggest benefits only when the courts and probation can reduce significantly the 
production and maintenance of paper.  Until that time, it can become a burden on the courts to 
maintain both electronic and paper systems.  The persistence of the eight business needs 
mentioned above forestalls the day when Judicial Department staff and Judicial Officers can do 
away with and not fear the demise of paper. 
 
The following discussion provides a more in-depth description of these problems/needs and 
how they may or may not have an impact on: (1) the organizational structure; (2) organizational 
staff; (3) the manner in which business is conducted; (4) the extent to which new application 
development can take place; (5) the way in which the existing application interfaces with other 
software applications; and (6) the technical infrastructure including the network, the server 
environment, and the desktop/laptop configurations.   
 

6.4.1  Need for more independent funding opportunities:  JBITS is currently 
understaffed, by any national standard, to continue its maintenance and development 
practices of the past.  Although current staff make valiant efforts to continue 
development, deployment, and maintenance, under no circumstances is JBITS currently 
staffed to take on the development of any major new applications.  Additional resources 
would be needed, and the likely source of the revenue is general funds.  The budget 
reality within the State of Colorado, however, presents a gloomy picture for the next 
couple of years, and therefore, in the absence of general funds no new development of 
the type discussed in this feasibility study is likely.  Other sources of revenue would be 
required to continue to expand its application development.  An in-house system will 
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require a separate team within JBITS that will report directly to the CIO, which is not 
dependent upon existing resources to develop and maintain. 

 
6.4.2  Need to reduce costs to the users:  Although the current costs associated with 
e-filing on a Web based application is inexpensive, the goal would be to lower that cost 
even more in order to increase access to these tools by individuals and entities that might 
not have otherwise used this service. 
 
6.4.3  Need to interface more directly with the Judicial Department’s CMS (i.e., 
jPOD):  The Judicial Department is currently rewriting ICON/Eclipse in a system called 
jPOD (i.e., Judicial Paper on Demand).  LNFS has yet to fully integrate with the appellate 
modules of jPOD and no plans to execute that part of the contract for at least another 
twelve months.   This integration will become even more problematic as the trial court 
modules are produced.  The plan has always been to significantly reduce the 
Department’s dependency on paper by redirecting court filings to a data warehouse 
environment.  This environment feeds jPOD, and therefore reduces data entry work by 
the clerks and improves user response time in accessing the data/information.   Since 
this integration function already exists with the ICON/Eclipse CMS, failure to provide this 
same functionality in the new system would be devastating to the court user community. 
Failure to integrate would create more data entry for the clerks and an inability to access 
documents from the CMS.   
 
6.4.4  Need to avoid imaged based document management systems in e-filing.  
Although the current LNFS system has some marginal data integration with 
ICON/Eclipse, for the most part it is an imaged based e-filing system that depends on 
scanned/converted documents.  These documents are stored as .pdf documents with 
limited/to no searching capabilities other than by some selected indexed fields (e.g., 
transaction number).  This imaged based system requires larger bandwidth in the 
network, larger servers for increased document storage and CPU capacity to process the 
images, and more staff to manage the infrastructure demands.  Although existing imaged 
documents would need to be part of any new e-filing system, a system built around data 
(i.e., e-forms), rather than imaged documents, would significantly reduce the demands on 
the infrastructure. 
 
6.4.5  Need to avoid network limitations:  Eighty percent of Lexis’s current e-filing 
architecture is comprised of imaged documents that are stored on servers and 
transferred through multiple domain networks.  This type of system has major 
drawbacks—it is dependent on a robust network that will soon exceed the capacity that 
T1 circuits can offer as a minimum requirement to maintain productivity within the courts.  
As the number of cases filed electronically grows, and the application’s popularity 
continues to increase, T1s will not be able to satisfy the need resulting in increasing 
telecom and related hardware costs.  This problem is compounded by the fact that 
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imaged documents also consume more and more storage space on the servers, and 
require larger and more powerful servers than would be required in a database (i.e., e-
forms) solution.  Although the Judicial Department has broached the subject with LEXIS 
on the need to move away from imaged based solutions to an e-forms solution, LEXIS 
has not demonstrated any capacity to move in that direction. 
 
6.4.6  Need to gain improved control over application development:  Although there 
is no doubt that the LNFS e-filing application is the most comprehensive in the world, 
there are many features that are incomplete and LEXIS has not been able to satisfy 
those needs over the past several years (e.g., pro se litigants).  The most notable of 
these voids deal with the fact that:  (a) pro se litigants cannot e-file (self represented 
litigants account for almost half of the litigants in domestic relations cases); (b) most 
county court cases are not included in the LEXIS System; and (c) the most conspicuous 
by their absence are the cases where there is little opportunity for revenue (i.e., district 
court criminal cases, juvenile cases, mental health cases etc.).  In addition, LEXIS has 
been stalled on the development of a virtual docket which would eliminate the need for 
paper in the courtroom—a feature that could be developed with minimal effort that would 
reap significant savings.  Additionally,development of a document searching feature has 
been requested for years.   
 
6.4.7  Need for more control over the stability of the technical infrastructure 
environment:  The Judicial Department has experienced significant down time of the 
LNFS application over the past couple of years.  Controlling the technical infrastructure in 
terms of servers and the network will allow the Judicial Department more control and 
ability to stabilize the environment and minimize down time.  As the Judicial Department 
becomes more dependent on e-filing, minimizes its dependency on paper, and moves 
more toward an e-court environment, it cannot tolerate the down times that it has 
experienced in the last couple of years.  Significant downtime cripples the courts’ abilities 
to process cases effectively and in some situations may jeopardize public safety.  If the 
application were brought in-house, the Department’s IT division would have total control 
over its servers, its network and an ability to ensure that an adequate disaster recovery 
site has been established. 
 
6.4.8  Need to ensure disaster recovery for e-filing:  As the Judicial Department and 
other governmental entities continue to wean themselves from paper business 
environments, they become increasingly dependent on electronic data.  In some 
business situations, users and staff are destroying paper, which makes it mandatory on 
the custodian of the data to provide electronic backups of the data’s availability through a 
disaster recovery system.  LNFS has not been able to provide such a system despite its 
contractual obligation to do so. 
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6.5 Proposed Solutions/Alternatives 
 
This report reviews two alternatives: 
 

EFS-Alternative 1:  The current environment, with the Judicial Department continuing to 
partner with LNFS in the Department’s e-filing efforts; 
 
EFS-Alternative 2:  The Judicial Department pursuing an e-forms database approach to 
e-filing for most filings and forms while simultaneously imaging only those 
documents/exhibits etc that need to be scanned.   

 
Although the Judicial Department has considered a third alternative of trying to replicate the LN 
imaged based system, there is no doubt that any imaged based system comes with serious 
networking (bandwidth), server maintenance and growth issues, scanner ,and desktop 
consequences that the Judicial Department could not support or fund.  Therefore, that option 
will not be considered in this analysis. 
 
A fourth and final alternative of the Judicial Department to engage as many vendors as possible, 
rather than a single vendor solution, was also summarily rejected on face value.  Those 
jurisdictions that have tried this method have experienced the singular problems Colorado has 
experienced multiplied by the number of possible vendors.  Rather than replicate to a single 
vendor, and having the attorneys only deal with a single user interface, the Judicial Department 
would have those singular problems compounded unnecessarily.  A recent survey of 
jurisdictions around the country has demonstrated that most which opt for a vendor solution are 
implementing or designing systems with a single vendor.  The Judicial Department did not view 
this exercise as one of deciding between a single vendor or multiple vendors, but was 
specifically charged by the JBC with examining whether or not it was feasible to migrate the 
existing system from a vendor based system to an in-house system. 
 
Table 7 below identifies those jurisdictions with e-filing around the country, and which of them 
have in-house vs. vendor supported systems.  It is important to understand that the nature of 
the e-filing system is important when comparing these jurisdictions, but often times the exact 
nature is not discernible.  For example, some refer to an e-filing system as one where anyone 
can FAX a document to a court, while for others, an e-filing system is one where an on-line 
system is accessed, a document is attached and is sent to the court or its representative and 
the data fully integrates with the court’s CMS—it should also consist of an e-service component 
and allow outbound as well as inbound filings.  Other variations occur in:  case types that are 
covered; whether it is limited to attorneys; how much they charge; and whether they are front-
ended by a single portal (EFM) and have multiple e-fling service providers—or some variation 
thereof. 
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Table 7:  Jurisdictions With E-Filing 
(Responding to CITOC Survey Summer 2008) 

 
Jurisdiction In-House 

Solution 
 

Single Vendor 
Solution 

Multiple Vendor 
Solution 

Courthouse 
News Finding 

on 
Jurisdiction 

Arizona--State  Final Selection 
Process 

  

Arkansas—State 
(Nothing Yet) 

    

California—Local San Bernadino 
County 

   

Idaho—State  Planning Stage   
Iowa--State   Preparing RFP  
Michigan--Local  Oakland Circuit 

and COA 
  

Minnesota—State  Limited   
Missouri—State  Planning   
Nebraska—State  Planning   
New Jersey—State Implemented    
New Mexico--State  Preparing RFP   
New York—Local Local Solutions    
Oregon—State  Supreme Court   
Pennsylvania Piloting Statewide    
South Dakota—
State (Nothing Yet) 

    

Texas—In 35 of 
254 Counties 

  In 35 of 254 
Counties 

 

Utah—Statewide   Moving Toward  
Vermont (Nothing 
Yet) 

    

Virginia Planning a 
System 

   

 
Since the Judicial Department was already strategically considering the second alternative as 
an intricate part of the development of jPOD (its new CMS), and since EFS-Alternative 1 was 
described earlier in this study, the following analysis and potential impact will focus on EFS-
Alternative 2, which will be referenced as the In-house E-Forms solution. 
 



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 50 

6.6 In-House E-Forms Business Solution Description 
The Colorado Judicial Department strongly believes that purely imaged based e-filing systems 
are an inefficient way to organize these types of projects.  Purely imaged based systems 
consume: (1) unnecessary bandwidth on networks that are already stressed, (2) too much 
storage capacity which becomes difficult to manage, and (3) too much CPU capacity to manage 
those imaged documents.  Although some documents, evidence etc will need to be imaged (i.e., 
scanned) due to the nature of the document or circumstances which produce the document 
(e.g., a prisoner in a State Correctional Facility filing pro se), the proposed EFS will be e-forms 
based. 
 
EFS-Alternative 2 will focus on an e-forms based system that will allow the filer to complete as 
much of the document and or pleading as possible using standardized forms, or web based 
questions that will populate standardized forms.  The resulting data will be date/time stamped, 
stored as data, populate the current CMS whenever possible, be associated with a versioned 
template so that the form can be created again on-demand, and transferred electronically to any 
governmental entity that wants to store that data.  Data will likely be stored in a DB2 database 
and this project will be co-designed with the new jPOD CMS system currently underway.  
Whenever possible, data will be imported into the e-form from other sources (including but not 
limited to databases from major law firms that comport with national standards as approved by 
the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee and the ABA).  
 
The data and the virtual forms will need to be searchable, and users should be able to see the 
virtual forms from a traditional court register of actions. In addition, a payment engine will need 
to be designed (that will be modeled after the payment engine the Judicial Department has 
already implemented in its on-line payment system for fees and fines).   
 
The exact nature of the e-form will need to be studied in greater detail should this project be 
approved for funding.  There are a variety of possible methodologies.  This proposed project 
was priced out as an Adobe LifeCycle approach.  Other approaches will also be evaluated and 
a final decision will only be made after consultation and collaboration with the Colorado Bar 
Association who played a major role in the initial e-filing project over ten years ago.   
 

6.7 In-House E-Forms Technical Solution Description  
Chart 5 below provides a high level understanding of the hardware architecture/cluster 
necessary to implement an e-forms based e-filing system.  It begins with a Cisco firewall and all 
other appliances behind the firewall such as a web application firewall with load balancing and 
proxy capabilities, BladeCenter H with 3 or more HS21 blades, an M50 iSeries server, a storage 
library for the iSeries server, and a NetApp (SAN Storage) to store imaged documents that are 
unable to be transformed into electronic forms.  The HS21 blade servers will function as the web 
application server and is where the e-forms based e-filing application would reside.  Data 
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originally filed through e-forms would populate the M50 iSeries PAS server, and that information 
would be transferred real-time to the 550 iSeries production server using DataMirror.  Similarly, 
data that is originally keyboard entered into the 550 iSeries production server by the court users, 
would be transferred real-time to the M50 iSeries PAS server for availability by the general 
public. 
 
Chart 5:  System Architecture for In-House E-Forms based E-Filing System 

 
 

 
 

6.8 In-House E-Forms Projected Improvements 
Below is a high-level overview of the major tasks of a proposed project schedule with the 
necessary control accounts and some planning packages to complete EFS-Alternative 2.  If a 
decision is made to implement EFS-Alternative 2, the Judicial Department understands that a 
thorough project management plan will need to be constructed with a much more in-depth 
project schedule to include additional planning packages, a work breakdown structure (WBS), 
staffing, precedent tasks, durations, and milestone due dates. 
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Table 8:  High Level Task List for E-Filing System In-House 
 
1 Electronic Filing 
1.1 Develop Project Charter 
1.2 Develop Project Scope Statement 
1.3 Procure & Acquire Hardware 
1.4 Install & Configure Software within Internal Network 
1.5 Planning & Design of E-File Modules 
1.5.1 System Security 
1.5.2 Application Security Module 
1.5.3 Research Adobe or IBM E-Forms Solution 
1.5.4 Registration Page for Non-Users/Attorneys 
1.5.5 Home Page 
1.5.5.1 Clerk Review Module 
1.5.5.2 Monitoring Tools Module 
1.5.5.3 Search Functions 
1.5.5.4 Case & Party Management 
1.5.5.5 ACH Payments Listing 
1.5.5.6 Custom E-Forms/Documents Listing 
1.5.6 File & Service Module 
1.5.6.1 Create Case Functionality 
1.5.6.1.1 File New Case 
1.5.6.1.2 File/Serve in Existing Case 
1.5.6.1.3 File/Serve in Multiple Cases 
1.5.6.2 E-Form Selection/Document Upload 
1.5.6.3 Electronic Signatures 
1.5.6.4 Add/Edit Case Party Information 
1.5.6.5 Judgments 
1.5.6.6 Review & Submission 
1.5.6.7 Approval Workflows 
1.5.7 E-Service Module 
1.5.7.1 Contract with Vendor 
1.5.7.2 Design E-Service Interface between Vendor & Judicial 
1.5.8 Saved Transaction Plugin 
1.5.9 Scheduled Transaction Plugin 
1.5.10 Alerts 
1.5.11 Design Database Structure 
1.6 Execute Planning & Design 
1.6.1 Implement System Security 
1.6.2 Develop Application Security Module 
1.6.3 Implement Database Structure 
1.6.4 Develop Registration Page for Attorneys 
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1.6.5 Develop Home Page 
1.6.5.1 Clerk Review 
1.6.5.2 Monitoring Tools 
1.6.5.3 Search Functions 
1.6.5.4 Case & Party Management 
1.6.5.5 ACH Payments Listing 
1.6.5.6 Custom E-Forms/Documents Listing 
1.6.6 Develop File & Service Module 
1.6.6.1 Create Case 
1.6.6.2 E-Form Selection/Document Upload 
1.6.6.3 Electronic Signatures 
1.6.6.4 Add/Edit Case Party Information 
1.6.6.5 Judgments 
1.6.6.6 Review & Submission 
1.6.6.7 Approval Workflows 
1.6.7 E-Service Module 
1.6.8 Develop Saved Transaction Plugin 
1.6.9 Develop Schedule Transaction Plugin 
1.6.10 Implement Redaction Solution/Module 
1.6.11 Integrate E-Filing & Public Access Modules 
1.7 Quality Control 
1.7.1 Analyst Quality Control Testing 
1.7.2 Control and Monitor Risks 
1.8 Statewide Training 
1.8.1 Develop Training Materials 
1.8.2 Judges & Court Staff 
1.8.3 Attorneys 
1.9 Install & Configure Hardware & Software at Data Center 
 

6.9 In-House E-Forms Solution Impact 
 
The following discussion provides a more in depth description of how the proposed solution will 
impact the eight problems/business needs identified earlier in this report, and by inference the 
solution’s impact on the following characteristics of the Judicial Department:  (1) the 
organizational structure; (2) organizational staff; (3) the manner in which business is conducted; 
(4) the extent to which new application development can take place; (5) the way in which the 
existing application interfaces with other software applications; and (6) the technical 
infrastructure including the network, the server environment, and the desktop/laptop 
configurations.   
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6.8.1Independent funding opportunity.  Currently, the Judicial Department gets $1 in 
cost recovery for each e-filing transaction and for each electronic service.  This cost 
recovery goes to infrastructure enhancement necessary to maintain good user response 
time using an imaged based e-filing system.  Most of the funds, however, have been 
used to replace the general funds in the hardware replacement line that were cut by the 
JBC several years ago and never restored.   
LNFS receives approximately five times that amount of money which covers their costs 
and provides them a fair profit for their investment and risk.  The Judicial Department’s 
financial interests in bringing this in-house partially rests with an ability to cover its costs 
in providing the service and maintain the same cost recovery level it currently receives 
under EFS-Alternative-1.  The extent to which this can be accomplished is detailed in the 
cost benefit analysis in section 5.  It is anticipated that the experience accrued in this 
area over the last decade will enable the Judicial Department to provide the service, 
increase its revenue for hardware, software, network enhancement and other operational 
costs, while cutting the price in half for the attorneys and subsequently the litigants. 
 
6.8.2Reduced cost to users:  EFS-Alternative 1 provides no relief to the user in terms of 
user fees.  The amount LNFS charges would remain the same, and the amount of the 
Judicial Department surcharge would go unaltered.  EFS-Alternative 2 would allow the 
Judicial Department to cancel its dollar surcharge while still cutting the price of the LNFS 
fee in half. 

 
6.8.3 Opportunity to Interface more directly with the Judicial Department’s jPOD 
(i.e., CMS replacement for ICON/Eclipse).  EFS-Alternative 1 presents no new 
opportunity for integration with jPOD (in fact LNFS is already a year behind schedule in 
completing the integration with the appellate court modules of jPOD).  EFS-Alternative 2, 
however, provides us the opportunity to fully integrate with jPOD as we develop the new 
software at our pace and along with our schedule.  This new e-filing effort would be 
coupled with the Department’s jPOD development efforts over the next several years. 

 
6.8.4Need to migrate from an imaged based system to an e-forms e-filing system:  
EFS-Alternative 1 presents no opportunity to move to an e-forms data solution—it would 
continue to be imaged based documents.  EFS-Alternative 2, when coupled with the links 
to jPOD and the db2 database on the IBM iSeries would be an ideal way to further the 
links between a new e-forms data oriented e-filing system and jPOD. 
 
6.8.5Need to avoid network limitations:  EFS-Alternative 1 is still hamstrung with a 
document based imaging system that will continue to drag on the Judicial Department’s 
networking capacity.  EFS-Alternative 2, however, brings with it an e-forms based e-filing 
system that will be data based and brings with it significantly less technical overhead on 
the network. 

 



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 55 

6.8.6Opportunity to gain improved control over application development:  EFS-
Alternative 1 would likely maintain the status quo on application enhancements and 
fixes—control over what gets developed outside of the contract and when it gets 
delivered will remain with LNFS with little ability of the Colorado Judicial Department to 
affect the outcome and delivery status.  This will likely result in the same set of continued 
problems described above.  EFS-Alternative 2 would allow the Judicial Department to 
take control over what gets developed and when fixes/enhancements get deployed.  The 
Judicial Department has maintained such control over almost all of its other applications, 
and has considerable experience in development, deployment, and maintenance of 
major software applications.  If properly self-funded, this application would be sure to 
succeed as have numerous other software applications with the Department.  EFS-
Alternative 2 would allow improved and more timely change management operations in 
its public access application for both the private sector and other governmental entities.  

 
6.8.7More control over the stability of the technical infrastructure environment:  
EFS-Alternative 1 would continue to render the Judicial Department helpless to ensure 
that the technical infrastructure of LNFS could support this application.  There is growing 
evidence that the expertise within LNFS is waning for a variety of reasons.  As indicated 
above, there have been various outages (both planned an unplanned) in this area.  
Although LNFS is currently migrating its data center in the Seattle area to Dayton, Ohio, 
Judicial staff are convinced that this a cost cutting measure rather than a measure to 
shore up its technical expertise.  There has been significant bleeding of operational talent 
at LNFS over the last six months—with no relief for this problem in sight.  ESF-Alternative 
2 would migrate server and network responsibilities to a seasoned staff who have been 
able to keep existing CMS and other in-house software fully operational on a 24-7 basis.  
Although the Judicial Department would need to supplement this staff in order to not 
overwhelm existing staff, the current administrative talent at both the server and network 
levels would be invaluable assets in mentoring the new staff.  If the application was 
brought in-house, the Judicial Department’s IT division (i.e., JBITS) would have total 
control over the Judicial Department’s servers and network—both of which have 
experienced minimal unanticipated down time in the last decade.  In addition, JBITS 
would be better able to coordinate fix, enhance, and perform routine maintenance installs 
with those of its other applications to minimize application downtime on weekends (a 
problem which we continue to experience with LNFS). 
 
6.8.8Need to ensure disaster recovery for e-filing:  A disaster recovery methodology 
has always been required of the vendor, yet none is available under EFS-Alternative 1, 
and it is not promising that one would be available in the near future.  EFS-Alternative 2 
would enable the Judicial Department to adapt its current disaster recovery methodology 
to this problem.  As the cost benefit analysis demonstrates, the Judicial Department 
would be able to self-fund its disaster recovery plan to include the public access 
application with the additional resources and cost recovery methodologies. 
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The impact on the eight business needs of the two alternatives can be summarized on Table 9 
below. 
 

TABLE 9:  Alternatives Compared on Objectives/Improvements 
 

Objectives/Improvements 
Current LEXIS 

Partnering  
(Alternative 1) 

In-House E-Forms 
Solution 

(Alternative 2) 
Independent Funding, 
i.e., enhanced revenue to 
the Judicial Department 

No Yes 

Reduced Costs to the 
Users No Yes 

Improved Interface with 
jPOD No Yes 

Migrate from Imaged E-
Filing to E-Forms E-filing No Yes 
Reduced Network 
Bandwidth Needs No Yes 

More Functionality Not Promising Yes 
More stable technical 
Infrastructure with 
Disaster Recovery  

Not Promising Yes 

Implement Disaster 
Recovery Not Promising Yes 
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6.9 Cost-Benefit Analysis for E-Filing System 
 

6.9.1  Basic Concepts.  The intent of the cost benefit analysis (CBA) is to provide a guide in 
evaluating the feasibility and cost effective measures associated with developing an 
electronic filing system in-house.  This particular CBA accounts for only the tangible costs 
and benefits (i.e., revenue) necessary to implement an electronic filing system.  It is worth 
repeating the numerous intangible or qualitative benefits associated with developing an in-
house e-filing such as: 
 
a. The ability to take control of the technical infrastructure, which would improve the overall 

stability of the system. 
b. Improved system performance through the use of electronic forms. 
c. Further application development in the areas of criminal, juvenile, mental health, and pro 

se modules, which would reduce court traffic and paper management. 
d. Reduced filing costs to the public and private attorneys. 
e. Improved court operations, enabling court staff to work more efficiently. 
f. Increased movement towards a greener technical support environment  
g. Tighter integration between an e-filing solution and a case management system. 
h. An improved ability to deploy a disaster recovery system for e-filing. 
i. The ability to ultimately link the e-filing system more directly with the public access 

system. 
 
The e-filing CBA estimates how long it will take to break even if an electronic filing system is 
to be implemented in-house.  It also calculates the year in which an e-filing project’s 
investment costs are recovered.   

  
6.9.2  Basic Spreadsheet (Workbook) Design.  The CBA workbook consists of four 
spreadsheets. The first two spreadsheets represent the two alternatives in implementing an 
EFS.  Both sheets include revenue, project, and operational cash flow analysis with total and 
cumulative cost/benefits.  Sheet one represents a vendor based or outsourced approach 
that delineates the tangible costs and benefits associated with the current e-filing system 
(LNFS) that represents EFS-Alternative 1.   The second sheet represents EFS-Alternative 2 
with projected revenue and costs necessary to implement an “in-house e-forms based e-
filing solution.”  The third sheet is the summary of cost/benefits illustrating either a net 
savings or loss for each option, along with calculations to determine whether or not a 
payback period has been achieved and the fiscal year of the payback period.  The final 
sheet is a complete list of the positions and their respective salaries necessary to develop, 
implement, and grow an in-house e-forms based electronic filing system.  The salaries, 
which include fringe benefits, assume a 3% increase each fiscal year from a base salary in 
FY09.  The base salary is the average salary of an employment class (e.g., programmers, 
analysts, etc) currently held in the Judicial Department. 
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6.9.3  Making Revenue Projections.  The projected revenue for an outsourced e-filing 
solution (EFS-Alternative 1) is based upon historical revenue collected from LNFS and 
assumes an 8% annual increase.  An 8% projected annual increase is a conservative figure 
given that Judicial received 32% increase from FY06-FY07, and a 20% increase in 
revenue/hardware recovery dollars from FY07-FY08.  The revenue collected from our 
existing e-filing system is part of a cash fund which is allocated to the hardware recovery line 
of the Judicial Department’s budget. 
 
The revenue forecasted in EFS-Alternative 2, which is Judicial’s proposed in-house solution, 
was calculated using historical transaction types of file only, serve only, and file and serve 
collected from LexisNexis.  Projections were based on the e-filed transaction type data 
provided by LNFS dating back to FY05 for District Civil cases and part of FY07 for County 
Civil cases.  The Court of Appeals did not adopt the current e-filing system until the 
beginning of the current FY09.   
 
Growth rates for District civil projections were calculated using the percent increase of the 
sum of the transactions for each of the three transaction types (file only, serve only, and file 
and serve) from FY06 to FY07 and FY07 to FY08.  The mean was then calculated using the 
growth rate figures from FY06 to FY07 and FY07 to FY08 for each of the three transaction 
types. Based upon these calculations, transactions within District Court are projected to 
increase by 18% for file only, 20% for serve only, and 10% for file and serve (F&S 
represents the bulk of the transactions).  Revenue was then calculated using the projected 
transaction increases based upon the growth rates and then multiplied by a flat filing and 
service rate of $3.50.   

 
Making projections for County Court was more problematic since data was only available 
since FY07 and the growth was exponential and not representative of the traditional growth 
patterns due to caseload growth, marginal improvements in adoption rates, and introduction 
of new casetypes.  Quarterly projections of around 50% were an anomaly given that within a 
year and half the adoption rate for money and forcible entry and detainer case types is 
approximately 95%.  Since we were unable to accurately calculate percent increases based 
upon the total transactions for County Civil cases, a conservative decision was made to 
project a 2% increase for both file only and file and serve transactions.  This allows for a 1% 
increase for growth in County Civil cases such as restraining orders and name changes.  
Additionally, Judicial has seen a 2% increase in County Civil case from FY06 to FY07 
http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/Planning_and_Analysis/Annual_St
atistical_Reports/2007/arfiles/fy07%20county%20court%20tables25.pdf  
 
The Court of Appeals recently adopted e-filing in FY09, and based upon historical trial court 
transaction data from LexisNexis, there is roughly a 50% increase in transactions (file only 
and file and serve) within the first three years.  Following the third year, Colorado Judicial 

http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/Planning_and_Analysis/Annual_Statistical_Reports/2007/arfiles/fy07%20county%20court%20tables25.pdf�
http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/Planning_and_Analysis/Annual_Statistical_Reports/2007/arfiles/fy07%20county%20court%20tables25.pdf�
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Department adopted a conservative approach of a 2% increase for file only and file & serve 
transaction types.  It is evident by looking at the e-filing cost benefit analysis spreadsheets 
that the majority of revenue will materialize from District Court cases. County Court and 
Court of Appeals revenue was also projected using the 2% projected increase in annual 
transaction types by a flat filing and service rate of $3.50. 
 
The proposed project will essentially follow the same funding model as is used in the current 
system, i.e., private attorneys and their clients will fund this effort through a reduced 
transaction cost that still accrues numerous off setting benefits—especially in the e-service 
area.  Governmental entities will still receive access to this e-filing system at no charge. 

 
6.9.4  Estimating Cost Figures.  The cost figures are based upon recently acquired 
software and hardware, travel costs from previous years, and current expenditures on 
telecommunications, maintenance, and property leases.  Lease rates were estimated at 250 
square feet per full time employee at $22 per square foot. On October 6, 2008, JBITS staff 
also conducted a meeting with a vendor to discuss the proper hardware and software 
infrastructure needs, along with pricing, to support an e-filing and public access system. 
 
6.9.5  Revenue-Expense Comparisons Over Time.  The basic summary of the revenue 
expense comparison between FY10 and FY16 is illustrated in Chart 6 below.  After the first 
three years of expenses (covered by excess revenue in the public access project), revenue 
far exceeds expenses in the out years—and these are based on the conservative projections 
made above, maintaining existing cost recovery expenses in the hardware replacement line 
and cutting the cost to the attorneys  in half.  

 
Chart 6:  Projected Revenue/Expense Comparisons for an In-House E-

Forms Based E-Filing System, FY09-FY16 
 

 
Note:  This chart is based on data compiled in E-Filing Cost/Benefit Analysis 
spreadsheet which can be found in Appendix C. 
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6.10 Risk Factors for E-Filing System 
 

 

Table 10 below identifies the major risks, their severity, their likelihood, their total risk score 
and a brief mitigation strategy. 

 
Table 10:  Risk Identification and Mitigation 

Alternative/Risk Risk 
Severity 

(RS) 
(1-5 with 

1 low 
and 5 
high) 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(RL) 
(1-5 with 1 
low and 5 

high) 

Risk 
Score 

RS * RL 

Brief Mitigation Strategy 

 Alternative 1:    
1a.  The continued 
viability of LN in this 
area 

3 3 9.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

1b.  LN Organizational 
Changes 

4 3 12.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

1c.  LN Organizational 
Priority Changes 

4 4 16.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

1d.  Change in 
vendors after 3rd 
renewal option expires 
in 2010 when Judicial 
is forced to do an RFP 

4 3 12.00 Be sure that LN can extend the existing 
contract if a new vendor is selected until the 
new vendor is ready to execute.  Be sure to 
have real time copies of all documents with 
an easy access method. 

1e.  Inability of LN to 
implement 
enhancements 
required by contract 

4 4 16.00 Invoke penalty clause of the contract that 
requires the price increase to revert to 
Judicial if it is not done by the deadline. 

 Alternative 2:    
2a.  Budget 
uncertainties 

4 5 20.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2b.  Lack of seed 4 4 16.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
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Alternative/Risk Risk 
Severity 

(RS) 
(1-5 with 

1 low 
and 5 
high) 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(RL) 
(1-5 with 1 
low and 5 

high) 

Risk 
Score 

RS * RL 

money for FY09 

Brief Mitigation Strategy 

income by 80%. 
2c.  No new FTE staff 
in FY09 

4 4 16.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2d.  Cannot do with 
existing staff model 

5 5 25.00 Begin project in FY10 and reduce FY10 
income by 80%. 

2e.  LN would cancel 
contract as soon as 
plans were unveiled 

5 2 10.00 Be sure to have real time copies of all 
documents with an easy access method.  
Check with LN about possibility of acquiring 
their code and system in the event they stop 
supporting the application.  By contract, LN 
must give 180 days notice of such an event. 

2f.  Too ambitious for 
September 1, 2009 
start date. 

3 3 9.00 Move start date to January 1, 2010 and 
reduce FY10 revenue proportionately. 

2g.  Maintaining the 
system not a priority 

3 3 9.00 Do not start the process. 

2h. Transaction 
numbers are not 
accurate. 

5 2 10.00 Although the revenue projections are 
conservative given those numbers, reduce 
the revenue projections by 20% to ensure 
minimum revenues.   

2i.  BIS and CoCourts 
cancel contracts 

5 2 10.00 Plan an aggressive marketing campaign to 
get their customers to switch over to Judicial. 

2j.  LN fails to enter 3rd 
party contract 

4 2 8.00 Plan an aggressive marketing campaign to 
get their customers to switch over to Judicial. 

2k.  Programming 
XML data streams 
with 3rd party vendors 

3 3 9.00 Move start date to January 1, 2010 and 
reduce FY10 revenue proportionately. 

2l.  TABOR presents 
funding problems 

3 4 12.00 Move to an Enterprise model or continue with 
Alternative 1. 

2m.  Problems with 
competing with private 
sector in this area 

3 2 6.00 Court filing is not traditionally a private 
function, but rather controlled by court rule. 

2n.  JBC does not 
allow Judicial to retain 
additional revenue 

4 2 8.00 Continue with Alternative #1. 

2o.  Inability of JBITS 
to produce 
enhancements 

3 2 6.00 Obtain resources necessary to complete the 
project. 

2p.  Inability of JBITS 
to produce acceptable 
user response time. 

3 2 6.00 Obtain resources necessary to complete the 
project. 

2q.  Inability of JBITS 3 2 6.00 Obtain resources necessary to complete the 
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Alternative/Risk Risk 
Severity 

(RS) 
(1-5 with 

1 low 
and 5 
high) 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(RL) 
(1-5 with 1 
low and 5 

high) 

Risk 
Score 

RS * RL 

to maintain tech 
infrastructure 

Brief Mitigation Strategy 

project. 

2r.  Requirements for 
use of Statewide 
Portal 

4 3 12.00 Continue with Alternative #1. 

2s.  Inability  to get 
free costs to the users 

3 3 9.00 Try and keep costs to a minimum. 

2t.  Account for Credit 
Card fees 

3 2 6.00 

 

Arrange for invoicing. 
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7. Staffing Capabilities 
 

JBITS staff are among the most qualified IT staff in the country.  They have produced an 
incredible amount of deliverables in the last 15 years, and their experience continues to 
grow.  Their software development team has developed the following: 
 

1. Statewide BackOffice applications like a leave system (sick and annual with 
timesheets) called PTO was developed in-house and has a private market value of 
approximately $3-$5 million with an annual maintenance fee of approximately 18% 

2. The only statewide CMS in the country that fully integrates all case types with all 
courts, and has a court case tracking, probation case tracking, and financial tracking 
modules.  These types of systems retail for approximately $25-$50 million depending 
on the size of the jurisdiction.  These systems traditionally have an 18% annual 
maintenance fee attached as well.  This was done in-house. 

3. A statewide staff performance evaluation system that is used to distribute pay for 
performance cash awards annually was developed in-house and has a private market 
value of approximately $3-$5 million dollars with an annual maintenance fee of 
approximately 18%. 

4. A statewide system which allows court appointed counsel to submit their invoices 
online was developed in-house with a market value of approximately $3-$5 million 
and an annual maintenance fee of approximately 18%. 

5. A statewide jury management system that is linked to its CMS.  These systems range 
in price from approximately $1-$5 million dollars and have 18% annual maintenance 
fees attached.  This was done in-house. 

6. The first statewide integrated criminal justice system in the country that is fully 
integrated with its CMS.  These types of systems traditionally sell for approximately 
$20-$50 million and have an annual maintenance fee of approximately 18%.  This 
was essentially done in-house and is currently being upgraded in conjunction with the 
other four agencies and CICJIS. 

7. The first statewide e-filing system that is fully integrated with its CMS.  This was jointly 
developed with LNFS. 

8. A statewide public access system that provides users with real-time access to data in 
a case that would normally appear in a paper court register of actions.  This was 
jointly developed with LNCL. 

9. An on-line system that allows users to make payments to the courts for any money 
owed the court from anywhere in the State.  This was developed in-house. 

10. The Judicial Department manages its own network at rates significantly less 
expensive that MNT rates. 

11. The Judicial Department manages its own production and backup servers at GGCC, 
Denver West and e-Fort. 
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12. The first and only statewide exchange of data with DHS in dependency and neglect 
cases in the country (i.e., SANCA).  This was developed in-house with a market value 
of approximately $3-$5 million dollars and an 18% annual maintenance fee.   

13. The first jPOD modules, designed with the programming and system architecture 
skills necessary to complete the existing projects, were fully deployed in the State 
Supreme Court and Court of Appeals in 2008.  This is the same CMS that is being 
modified and expanded for deployment in the trial courts as well over the next couple 
of years.  This has a fair market value of approximately $5-$10 million, with an annual 
maintenance fee of approximately 18%. 
 

Existing staff has become use to supporting a virtual 24/7 user demand.  CICJIS and other 
inter-agency data transfer programs, e-filing, electronic warrants, night courts, weekend 
courts, VPN and other remote telecom capacities require up time at all hours of the day.  
Management and technical staff are already equipped with Blackberries and other devices 
that allow remote connectivity to servers and the network.  The cost/benefit analysis and 
accompanying spreadsheets identify the additional staff for each of these projects that will 
also need to be prepared for 24/7 virtual support. 
 
Finally, three upper level management staff are PMI certified with PMP certificates.  JBITS 
staff serve on many national development committees—especially as they are related to 
data exchanges with other entities, and standards development for CMS applications.  The 
CIO is heavily involved in national IT work related to developing and implementing 
standards, and has served as the chairperson for the national judicial CIO organization 
called CITOC for the last three years.  JBITS staff hosts visitors from around the country and 
the world who want to see what the Judicial Department has done and learn how they did it.  
There is no doubt that the Judicial Department’s IT shop is capable of taking on these new 
projects and tasks as recommended in this feasibility study. 
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8. Final Recommendations and Rationale Public Access 
and E-Filing Systems 

 
The Judicial Department’s experience in software development coupled with the two vendor 
supported PAS and EFS systems, helps guide these revenue and expense projections.  The 
revenue/expense milestones on the top part of the timeline represent the proposed PAS.  The 
revenue/expense milestones on the bottom half of the timeline represent the proposed EFS.  
This chart represents the cost efficiencies that accrue from a joint effort, i.e., planning on a PAS 
and EFS where there are efficiencies of scale in the use of staff and hardware/software between 
the two projects.  The gross monthly revenue from the in-house PAS is likely to exceed 
$450,000 per month in FY09, and within a few months the Judicial Department would realize a 
ROI and begin to generate additional revenue that could be directed at the more long term 
development of an in-house “e-forms based e-filing” system (i.e., EFS).   
 

Chart 7:  Cost (Expenses) Benefit (Revenue) Timeline for  
Public Access and E-Filing In-House Project(s) 

 
Note:  This chart is based on data compiled in the combined Public Access and E-Filing 
Cost/Benefit Analysis spreadsheet which can be found in Appendix D. 
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The simpler of the two applications to bring in-house is PAS.  Table 7 displays how the PAS  
could be accomplished for an initial cost of approximately $740,000 during FY09.  If this seed 
money could be obtained in FY09, then with some additional minimal cost during the first three 
months of FY10, revenue could start to accrue from the PAS by October 1, 2009.  The new EFS 
would fully integrate with jPOD (the Judicial Department’s new and developing case 
management system).  Chart 7 illustrates that after the initial FY09 investment in the PAS, there 
are sufficient net revenues from the PAS for each of the following three fiscal years (i.e., FY10, 
F11 and FY12) to cover the costs of the EFS development and deployment. 
 
Chart 8 below further illustrates how the PAS net revenues would be used to fund the EFS until 
FY13 when both projects are completed.  At that point, their net revenues would grow annually 
to a point where four years after they are both completed, they would jointly net approximately 
$10 million annually. 
 
Chart 8:  Net Revenues for the Public Access and E-Filing Components of a 

Joint Project 

 
Note:  This chart is based on data compiled in the combined Public Access and E-Filing 
Cost/Benefit Analysis spreadsheet which can be found in Appendix D. 

 
Chart 8 also displays what happens if the projects are developed and deployed separately.  If 
public access were implemented by itself, it would see a return on investment within FY10, and 
a net revenue in excess of $3 million annually in the out years starting in FY11 (this is 
dependent on obtaining the seed money and FTE for FY09, and have assurances that TABOR 
would not affect other Judicial Department budget items).   
 
If “e-forms based e-filing” was implemented by itself, it would need approximately $2.5 million in 
seed money for each of FY10, FY11 and FY12, but would collect net revenue of approximately 
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$3.5 million annually in out years.  At that rate, it would take 6.75 years for its return on 
investment.   
 
If, however, both projects were developed and deployed as a single project, and revenues from 
public access system are used to fund e-filing, then in FY13, when both projects are completed 
and self-funded, the Judicial Department would begin to realize a combined net revenue of 
approximately $7.5 million annually.  These net revenues could be used to supplement the 
Judicial Department’s JBITS Division, which would reduce its dependency on general funds.  
The excess revenue would be deposited in the Judicial Cost Recovery Fund (§13-32-114 
C.R.S.).  This joint development, with project self-funding, is the preferred alternative—
assuming the seed money for FY09 is available, the FTE for staffing are available in FY09, and 
there are no TABOR implications for the remainder of the Judicial Department’s budget.   
 
The preferred method for obtaining the seed money would be to secure general funds.  
However, given the economic uncertainties, it is more feasible to borrow against the existing 
Judicial Technology Cost Recovery Fund.  The JBC would have to approve spending authority 
for that money as soon as possible for development work to begin on January 1, 2009.  Staffing 
up, preliminary planning and significant project scope and design work would be the top 
priorities prior to January 1, 2009.  FTE positions would also need to be associated with those 
funds.  JBC tentative approval would need to occur by mid November 2009.   
 
Should these dates be too aggressive, the project could be delayed until FY10—the final 
outcome would be delayed by eight months.  The seed money would be loaned to the project, 
by the project, within the same fiscal year.  This assumes that revenues, from PAS, would start 
being realized by April 1, 2010, i.e., the revenue collected after April 1, 2010 would be used to 
fund the development which occurred earlier that fiscal year.   
 
This delay, however, would begin to jeopardize the transparent completion of the EFS.  The 
current contract with LNFS expires in August 2011.  Even with the aggressive schedule starting 
on January 1, 2009, the project wouldn’t be completed until December 2012—which would 
require a contract extension—starting the project six months later than January 1, 2009 would 
further complicate the issues. While these legal and purchasing issues are not insurmountable, 
they could be time consuming and could lead to a break in e-filing capabilities within Colorado.  
This could have serious consequences given the dependencies many jurisdictions now have on 
e-filing and a paper-on-demand work environment.  For these reasons it is advised that work 
begin as close to January 1, 2009 as possible. 
 
Another alternative would be to continue collecting the cost recovery fees from the vendors, 
continue to allow the vendor(s) to collect their nominal access fee, and add nothing to the 
workload of the Judicial Department’s information technology division (i.e., JBITS).  The Judicial 
Department currently collects approximately $2.5 million annually that exclusively funds its 
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hardware replacement budget line, and contributes heavily to its operating, software 
maintenance, and telecommunications budget lines (see CJD 08-02).  
 
Chart 9 below compares the current annual cost recovery revenue dollars against the net 
annual revenue amounts from a combined PAS and EFS project.  In FY13, when the combined 
PAS and EFS project is completed, the new program will generate approximately $7.5 million in 
net revenues after a major effort and new assumed responsibilities for JBITS and the Judicial 
Department.  If, however, the Judicial Department, continues down the road of partnering with a 
vendor, and continues to collect its same cost recovery fee, it will collect more than half of the 
$7.5 million while exerting no additional effort—there is some intuitive appeal to this approach.    
 

Chart 9:  Current Annual Cost Recovery Revenues vs  
Net Annual Revenues from a Combined PAS and EFS, FY09-FY016 

For Reduced Single User Fees 
 

 
Note:  This chart is based on data compiled in the combined Public Access and E-Filing 
Cost/Benefit Analysis spreadsheet which can be found in Appendix D. 

 
To counterbalance the appeal to continue with the existing situation, is the fact that there are 
numerous intangible costs to maintaining the status quo (e.g., no control over application 
development efforts, the instability of the vendor’s current technical infrastructure and 
capabilities).    These intangible costs are powerful enough to cause the Judicial Department to 
reject the alternative of maintaining the status quo. 
 
A major benefit of this proposed effort is the reduced cost to the single user of either system.  All 
of the projections thus far in this study, are based on an approximate 50% reduction in single 
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user costs during this same time frame—this reduction in cost to the single user is a noble 
cause. However, in order to minimize the risks to bringing in sufficient revenues to cover costs 
associated with bringing these applications in-house, moving toward any reduction in cost may 
need to wait until revenue streams materialize and project costs are actually satisfied.    The 
user pricing schema would be re-examined after the development and full deployment of the 
system to assess whether the new systems could shoulder the burden of significantly reduced 
user costs.   
 
Chart 10 below, mimics Chart 9, with a new net-revenue line that represents the total combined 
net revenue if the user cost is maintained at the same level the vendor is currently charging.  
Users, however, would see some savings in not being charged the additional seventy five cents 
for a name search in the PAS, nor being charged the dollar for an e-filing or e-service 
transaction also currently being assessed by the Judicial Department.   
 

Chart 10:  Current Annual Cost Recovery Revenues vs. 
Net Annual Revenues from a Combined PAS and EFS, FY09-FY016 
For the Continued User Costs (Minus the Judicial Recovery Fee) 

 

 
Note:  This chart is based on data compiled in the combined Public Access and E-Filing Cost/Benefit 
Analysis Full Vendor Priced spreadsheet which can be found in Appendices D and E. 

 
Since most of the current revenue for PAS comes from significantly reduced rates for two major 
third party vendors due to their volume (approximately $2.50 per name search, which is what 
the new proposed rate is for a single name search), keeping the current user fees does not 
produce significantly more revenue until EFS comes online in FY13. 
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In summary, this feasibility study recommends the self-funding approach of a project that 
combines the development and deployment of both a PAS and a forms-based EFS—that would, 
in the long run, reduce the Judicial Department’s IT demands on general funds by providing 
another growth source of revenue, possibly cut the one time user costs by 50 percent, and 
provide innumerable non-tangible benefits.  To minimize risks to this effort, the Judicial 
Department would need to begin this effort no later than January 2009 in terms of both funding 
and FTE availability, and would need assurances that if implemented, TABOR would not affect 
the remaining Judicial Department budget items. 
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9. External Reference Documents 
 

Externally Referenced Documents 
CJD 08-02 on Pricing:  http://www.courts.state.co.us/Courts/Supreme_Court/Directives/08-
02.pdf  
CJD 06-02 on County Court E-Filing: 
http://www.courts.state.co.us/Courts/Supreme_Court/Directives/06-02.pdf  
CRCP Rule 121, January 1, 2006 
http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/JBITS/New_CRCP_121_1-
26_January_2006.pdf  
Justicelink Contract, July 29, 1999 (available upon request) 

Courtlink Contract, Sept 13, 2001 (available upon request) 

LEXIS/NEXIS Contract, June 1, 2005 (available upon request) 

LEXIS/NEXIS Contract, July 23, 2008 (available upon request) 
List of Courts that have issued Mandatory Orders.   
http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/JBITS/Mandatory_E-
File_Courts_102008.pdf  
 County Court E-Filing Rule 
http://www.courts.state.co.us/userfiles/File/Administration/JBITS/County_Court_06-
02(1).pdf  
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10. Appendix A:  National Center for State Courts Review 
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11. Appendix B:   
  



 

Public Access and E-Filing 
JBC Feasibility Study 

  

 74 

12. Appendix C:   
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13. Appendix D:   
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14. Appendix E:   
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