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1. Introduction < [Formatted:lndent: Left: 0.25"

Background: The use of structured data in the judicial system is essential for maintaining accurate
records and ensuring efficient legal processes. Currently, there is no data sharing system being used
between the State Judicial Branch and the Municipal courts. Each court is collecting and keeping
their own data without sharing it with other courts, which is causing many inefficiencies. Some of
the issues coming across are as follows:

e Double booking of clients: Client might have a court appearance scheduled in more than 1
court location on the same day at the same time and there is no communication between
the courts, meaning one of the appointments will be missed.

e Aclient may have their probation revoked in one court and the other courts may never
know.

e Other courts need to know a client’s probation officer.

e Municipal, County, and State courts need to know the status of a client’s caseload across the
state.

Purpose of Report: This report aims to explore the potential options for read-only data sharing N [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"

within the various courts only and still maintain data integrity, access control, availability, scalability,
recurring updates, and cost efficiency within the judicial system and provide insights into its
implementation.

Read-only access: a specific level of access or permission granted to individuals or organizations to
view data, from structured data sources, but they are not allowed to make any changes,
modifications, or updates to the information they access. It ensures that only authorized individuals
can make changes to records and documents, while others are allowed to view the information
without the risk of unintentional or unauthorized modifications. This concept is particularly
important in the legal field due to the sensitive nature of legal information and the need to maintain
data integrity and security. Here are some key purposes of read-only data sharing in a judicial
system:

Access for Legal Professionals: Read-only data sharing allows court employees, such as judges,
clerks, and court staff to access relevant case files, court records, and other critical information
required for their work. They can view case histories, and open case status without altering the
original data.

Transparency and Accountability: By providing read-only access to relevant parties, the judicial
system can enhance transparency and accountability. This access ensures that authorized individuals
have visibility into case-related information, promoting fairness and accountability in legal
proceedings.

Information Visibility: Read-only data sharing simplifies the visibility of legal information. Legal
professionals can quickly access and review statutes, regulations, and case law to support their legal
arguments and decision-making.



Data Verification: Judges, attorneys, and other stakeholders can verify and cross-reference
information in legal proceedings. This is crucial for ensuring the accuracy and consistency of legal
data, which is vital in any highly functioning court system.

Preventing Unauthorized Changes: By restricting users to read-only access, the system can prevent
unauthorized or accidental changes to critical legal data, maintaining data integrity and preventing
tampering with evidence or legal records.

Reducing Risk: By limiting the actions that can be performed on data, read-only access can reduce
the risk of data breaches, unauthorized alterations, and data loss, thereby enhancing data security.

Consistency in Legal Records: Read-only access can help maintain consistency in legal records. Users
can access the latest version of information without accidentally creating multiple versions or
altering existing records.

Overall, read-only data sharing in a judicial system ensures that the right people have access to the
right information while maintaining data integrity and protecting the sensitive nature of legal data. It
plays a crucial role in supporting legal professionals and upholding the principles of justice and
accountability within the judicial system. This is what we are recommending for whichever data
sharing strategy is decided upon.

Mandating] the Data Sharing Approach: It is vital for every court to participate with the data sharing Commented [jh1]: This is the area that may change with
initiative for the following reasons. discussions later this week

Comprehensive Data Sharing: Mandating data sharing ensures that all relevant data is shared as a
matter of requirement, leaving no room for omissions or selective sharing. This can help in achieving
a holistic view of cases.

Consistency: A mandated approach ensures a consistent level of data sharing across the entire
judicial system, reducing the risk of data silos and ensuring data uniformity.

N [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"
Efficiency: Mandated data sharing can expedite case processing and reduce the administrative
burden on legal professionals by automating certain data-sharing processes.
2. The need for data sharing.
Importance of data sharing: Data sharing in a judicial system is essential for a variety of reasons, as « [ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"

it serves multiple needs and purposes that are integral to the effective functioning of the legal and
justice system. Here are some key reasons, along with the ones above, for the need for data sharing
in a judicial system:



Efficiency: Sharing data among different departments and agencies within the judicial system
streamlines administrative and operational processes. It reduces duplication of effort, eliminates
data silos, and improves the overall efficiency of case management and court administration.

Interoperability: Data sharing is necessary to ensure that various software applications, systems, and
databases used within the judicial system can work together seamlessly. Interoperability enables the
exchange of information and functionality between different components, leading to a cohesive and
efficient system.

Data sharing helps judicial systems comply with legal and regulatory requirements for record
keeping. Accurate and accessible records are essential for audits, legal reviews, and compliance with
data protection laws.

What is Structured Data: Structured data refers to information that is organized and formatted in a
way that allows for easy storage and analysis. This usually means stored in a database format and
does not include items such as hand-written notes, documents, or presentations. Structured data is
typically categorized and arranged into well-defined fields, columns, and rows, making it highly
organized and machine-readable. This structured format is essential for efficient data management,
reporting, and analysis within the judicial system. Here are the minimum viable data items:

- Name

- Date of Birth

- Court type (Municipal vs State District)
- Court Name/Location

- Case Number

- Charges

- Future Event Date/Time

- Future Event Appearance Type

- Warrant Flag

- Open/Closed Status

- Past Events status (FTA, appeared, etc.)
- Asof Date

The following are optional data items that could also be shared:

- Court Room Number

- Judge/Magistrate Name

- Party Names (Council only)
- Current Probation Indicator
- Probation Officer

- Pleadings

- Bond Type

Structured data is typically stored in databases, spreadsheets, and other systems that facilitate easy
querying, searching, and reporting. This structured format is crucial for maintaining data consistency
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and supporting data sharing and analysis in the judicial system. It contrasts with unstructured data,
which lacks a predefined format and may include text, images, audio, and video content that is not
easily organized into rows and columns.

3. Data Sharing Task Force

The Task Force was created to help aid with coming up with recommendations for a Data Sharing
approach. The members were only required to meet a maximum of 6 times before January 8", 2024,
and the first meeting had to occur no later than July 17, 2023. The Task Force was required to report
its findings and recommendations to the judiciary committees of the house of representatives and
the senate, or any successor committee, on or before January 8, 2024.

The Task Force consisted of the following: <

e Three representatives from the state judicial department, one of whom must be a chief judge
who will serve as the chair of the committee, appointed by the judicial department.

e The state court administrator or the administrator's designee, appointed by the judicial
department.

e Five representatives from municipal courts, with at least one representative from the Denver N
county court, at least one representative from a municipal court in a municipality with a
population of fifty thousand to five hundred ninety-nine thousand nine hundred ninety-nine, at
least one representative from a municipal court in a municipality with a population of eight
thousand to forty-nine thousand nine hundred ninety-nine, and at least one representative from
a municipal court in a municipality with a population of fewer than eight thousand. one
municipal court representative must serve as the vice-chair of the committee. each of these
representatives is appointed by a statewide organization of municipalities.

e A representative who works as a municipal prosecutor, appointed by a statewide organization of
municipalities.

e Arepresentative who works as a municipal public defender, appointed by a statewide
organization of municipalities.

e A representative from the Colorado district attorneys' council, appointed by the office of the
district attorneys' council.

e A representative from the office of state public defender created in section 21-1-101, appointed
by the office of state public defender.

e Arepresentative from the office of the child protection ombudsman.

e A representative from the sexual assault community or from the domestic violence victim's
rights community.

This information-is can be researched in more detail directly from the HOUSE BILL 23-1132 at the <
following link. Colorado HB 2023a 1132 signed.pdf

The Colorado Judicial system consists of several levels:
e The lowest level are municipal courts and county courts, handling local matters.
e District courts, which are trial courts with general jurisdiction for larger cases. <
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https://leg.colorado.gov/sites/default/files/2023a_1132_signed.pdf

e The highest court is the Colorado Supreme and Appellate Courts which handle cases of
significant public interest or constitutional issues.

Interviews and Surveys

“ [ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"

Seven interviews were conducted with many of the Task Force members, and a statewide survey was
sent out to all courts, which yielded 75 responses. The interviews and surveys were meant to
investigate the following:

e Investigate the current data sharing and access to Court Data Systems < [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"

e Consider processes for sharing data and providing access to Court Data Systems
e Consider safety measures of integration of systems to promote sensitive data in court systems.

The results from both the interview and the survey showed that each court either uses their own “ [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"

CMS or does not have one due to being too small. There are currently no data sharing agreements.
Some of the courts use the same systems, but independently (e.g.: Full Court, E Court, Tyler
Technologies, Tyler Incode, ACTION system). The number of cases range from 100 cases to 10,000
cases per month, depending on size of jurisdiction.

4. Optionl: Decentralized Data Sharing Approach

This report explores the advantages and challenges of adopting a decentralized approach to “ [Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.25"

structured data sharing within a judicial system. In a world that is increasingly reliant on digital
information, a decentralized model for sharing structured data can enhance the efficiency,
transparency, and security of legal processes. This report discusses the key components of such an
approach, the benefits it offers, and the considerations for its implementation.

What is a decentralized approach: A decentralized approach involves providing direct read-only
access to court case management systems utilizing a central hub. This hub would provide an
organized set of links and portals to the multitude of systems throughout the state. Each jurisdiction
would maintain their own security access and data sharing agreements for all other court systems in
the state. This option is likely the easiest to implement yet provides some clear difficulties.

Advantages of a Decentralized Approach:

Increased Transparency and Trust: Decentralization promotes transparency and trust as multiple« [ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0.5"

stakeholders can independently verify and access the data. This can enhance the integrity of
judicial data.

Reduced Risk of Data Manipulation: Decentralized systems reduce the risk of unauthorized data
manipulation or tampering. Changes are more difficult to make without consensus among
network participants.

Efficient Data Retrieval: Authorized users can access the data directly from distributed sources,
which can reduce latency and improve efficiency in data retrieval.

Resilience and Redundancy: Data is stored across multiple nodes, increasing system resilience.
In the event of a failure in one node, data remains accessible from other nodes.



Enhanced Data Privacy: Decentralized systems can be designed to protect sensitive data and
offer fine-grained control over access permissions, thereby enhancing data privacy.

Inclusiveness and Accessibility: Decentralization can make data accessible to a wider range of
participants, including legal professionals, litigants, and researchers, potentially improving access

to justice.
Disadvantages of a Decentralized Approach: [ Formatted: Font: Bold
Complexity and Maintenance: Decentralized systems require that all individuals with permission< [Formatted: Indent; Left: 0.5"

have the skills to navigate all versions of case management. This ability alone can be
insurmountable for organizations.

Data Consistency and Integrity: Maintaining data consistency across a decentralized network
can be difficult, especially when dealing with legal records where accuracy is crucial. Similar
words may have different meanings between all siloed justice systems.

Interoperability: Ensuring that different systems and participants can interoperate can be
challenging. Standardization may be required.

Resource Intensive: Running decentralized networks can be resource-intensive, requiring
computing power and network bandwidth. This can increase costs. Additionally, each group
would be required to maintain their own systems of security for access, which typically is a full
person in an IT organization. Survey results indicate that most jurisdictions would not have the
resources to provide this security and access.

Data Security Concerns: While decentralization can enhance data security, it also introduces
new risks with the increase on points of access and requires robust cybersecurity measures.

Complex Governance: Decentralized networks often require complex governance structures to
ensure data sharing and access are well-regulated. Without a centralized set of rules and
definitions, much of the information may be interpreted incorrectly.

In summary, a decentralized approach offers transparency, reduced manipulation risk, and data
resilience but may introduce complexity, consistency challenges, and interoperability issues. The
decision to adopt a decentralized data sharing approach in a judicial system should be made only
with a thorough assessment of the specific requirements, technological capabilities, and potential
trade-offs. It's crucial to balance the advantages and disadvantages to meet the unique needs of the
judicial system.

5. Option 2: Centralized Data Sharing Approach with an off-shelf system

This option examines the benefits and considerations of adopting a centralized approach for
structured data sharing within a judicial system. A centralized model with plug-in Application
Programing Interfaces (APIs) allows for efficient, controlled data sharing while maintaining data
integrity and security. This approach also allows the courts to continue using their current CMS’s
without being disturbed, but still have the necessary information shared through a centralized
approach using an API. An off-the-shelf product that is ready to install and configure would enable



the most efficient use of time and resources while also providing for reduced future maintenance.
This report discusses the key components, advantages, disadvantages, and implementation
considerations of this approach.

What is a centralized data sharing approach: A centralized approach to data sharing involves
consolidating data sources from the several courts to within a single platform. Both automated and
manual APIs are utilized for flexibility amongst the courts to transfer their data to this centralized
database. That ingested data is normalized, converted, a conformed to a single set of rules and
definitions within a data governance architecture. A singular user interface is then used to display
and navigate the data for individual clients.

Key Components: Centralized off-the-shelf data repositories, APIs, and security measures are
essential components of this approach.

Advantages of a Centralized Approach with Plug-In API Capabilities:

Efficient Data Management: Centralization allows for efficient data management, making it
easier to access, maintain, and control structured data in a single repository.

Improved Data Quality: Centralized data often leads to improved data quality and consistency,
as it's easier to enforce data standards and validation rules.

Streamlined Data Sharing: Centralized systems provide a clear and structured framework for
data sharing, making it easier to share data with authorized parties while maintaining security.

Data Security: Centralized systems can be designed with robust security measures, including
encryption and access controls, to protect sensitive legal data.

Scalability: Centralized systems can be scaled as needed to accommodate growing data volumes
and additional features, thanks to plug-in API capabilities.

Interoperability: Plug-in APIs facilitate integration with external systems, allowing for the
seamless exchange of data and functionality with other applications and services.

Reduced Redundancy: Centralization minimizes data duplication, leading to more efficient
storage and data maintenance.

Simplified Data Access: Authorized users can access data from a single, well-organized source,
which simplifies data retrieval and reporting.

Flexibility: This option would allow courts to utilize automation when available for data sharing.
Additionally, those courts that lack network and web connectivity would still have a modality to
regularly share and upload their data sets based on their own unique court timelines.

Disadvantages of a Centralized Approach with Plug-In API Capabilities:

Single Point of Failure: Centralized systems create a single point of failure, and if the central
repository encounters issues, it can disrupt the entire data sharing system.



Resource Intensive: Setting up and maintaining a centralized system, especially with plug-in API
capabilities, can be resource-intensive in terms of hardware, software, and human resources.

Integration Complexity: Integrating external systems and applications via plug-in APIs can be
complex, requiring careful planning and potentially necessitating custom development.

Scalability Limits: While centralized systems are scalable, they may reach limitations in terms of
performance and scalability as data volumes grow.

Data Silos: Centralized systems can still develop data silos, especially if not adequately designed
for interdepartmental or interagency data sharing.

In conclusion, a centralized approach with standardized and automated data interfaces provides
efficient data management, high data quality, and streamlined data sharing. However, it has some
limitations, including concerns about single points of failure, and resource intensity. The choice
between centralized and decentralized approaches should be based on the specific needs,
capabilities, and constraints of the judicial system, and it may involve a balance of centralized and
decentralized elements to achieve optimal results.

6. Option 3: Custom Master Data Management System Approach

This option presents a comprehensive analysis of the development and implementation of a custom-
built Master Data Management (MDM) system with integrated full-time data connections amongst
all courts of the judicial system. This innovative approach streamlines data sharing, enhances
efficiency, and provides a secure framework for judicial data management. The report covers the
development process, benefits, potential challenges, and recommendations for successful adoption.

What is a custom Master Data Management System Approach: A centralized approach to data
sharing with a fully integrated data stream that is always live data. As data changes within one court
the records are then pushed and pulled across several types of data connections to all other courts.
This type of system creates a master record for every client and then pushes notifications for any
changes to a client’s established facts to each other system to constantly maintain one version of the
truth.

Key Components: The system's core components, including data repositories, data models, and live
system connectivity.

Advantages of a Custom MDM System with Plug-In API Capabilities:

Tailored to Specific Needs: A custom MDM system can be designed to meet the unique data
management and sharing requirements of the judicial system.

Improved Data Quality: MDM systems enforce data standards and validation rules, leading to
improved data quality and consistency.

Data Integration: The MDM system can seamlessly integrate data from various sources,
including existing CMS systems, streamlining data access and sharing.



API Flexibility: Plug-in APIs allow for easy integration with external systems, enabling
interoperability and extending functionality. Direct connect capabilities are often encouraged or
enforced for successful implementations.

Centralized Data Repository: Centralization simplifies data storage, retrieval, and management,
reducing data redundancy and making it easier to control access and security.

Enhanced Data Security: Custom MDM systems can incorporate robust security measures,
including encryption, access controls, and audit trails to protect sensitive legal data.

Scalability: The MDM system can be scaled to accommodate growing data volumes, additional
features, and evolving needs.

Data Analytics and Reporting: A centralized MDM system can provide the necessary data
analytics and reporting tools for better decision-making and performance assessment.

Disadvantages of a Custom MDM System with Plug-In API Capabilities:

Complex Development and Maintenance: Building and maintaining a custom MDM system can
be complex and resource-intensive, requiring skilled IT professionals and ongoing support.

Integration Challenges: Integrating external systems and applications through plug-in APIs can
be challenging, and custom development may be needed for seamless integration.

Data Migration: Migrating data from existing CMS systems to the MDM system can be time-
consuming and may require data cleansing and transformation.

Cost: Custom development and ongoing maintenance of an MDM system can be costly,
potentially leading to budget constraints.

Data Privacy and Security Concerns: Ensuring data privacy and security in a custom MDM
system is essential, as mishandling sensitive legal data can have severe consequences.

Regulatory Compliance: Meeting regulatory and legal compliance requirements, especially in
the context of the judicial system, can be challenging and requires careful consideration.

Single Point of Failure: As with any centralized system, there is a risk of a single point of failure
that could disrupt data sharing and access if the MDM system encounters issues.

In summary, a custom MDM system with plug-in API capabilities offers tailored data management,
data quality, and centralized data sharing benefits. However, it comes with complexity, integration
challenges, cost considerations, and the need for careful attention to security and compliance. The
decision to transition from existing CMS systems to a custom MDM system should be made after a
thorough assessment of the specific needs, constraints, and goals of the judicial system. There is
often considerable investment and ongoing maintenance.

Task Force Recommendation



The Task Force Recommends Option 3 as the best option if funds and resources permit. Option 2 is
the second recommendation to meet the minimum viable solution. 6 meetings were not enough to
gather all the information that is needed to make a definite decision on which option would work.
The Key Imperatives are as follows:

e Allows both automated and manual approaches to increase inclusion of all courts.
e (Creates Data Sharing Agreements across participating courts.

e Establishes basic Data Governance standards.

e Incorporates security measures for sensitive data.

Exclusions:

Documents: we are recommending not to include any document sharing or un-structured data this
time. The cost for storage, security, and classification of adding documents could cause the whole
project to fail. We can consider sharing documents at a later phase.

7. Funded Mandate

Creating a funded mandate for data sharing is a significant step toward promoting efficiency,
transparency, and accountability within the legal system. Such a mandate should come from a well-
defined legal framework, funding allocation, and a clear set of objectives. Here are the key
components of a funded mandate:

Legal Framework: Establish a comprehensive legal framework that defines the scope, purpose, and
legal basis for data sharing within the judicial system. This framework should include provisions for
data protection, privacy, and data security. It should also outline the responsibilities of the various
stakeholders involved.

Funding Allocation: Allocate dedicated funding and resources to support the implementation of the
data-sharing mandate. This funding should cover technology, personnel, training, and ongoing
operational costs. Furthermore, funding must be dedicated to both State and Municipal Courts.

Objectives and Goals: Clearly define the objectives and goals of the data-sharing mandate. These
objectives should align with the broader goals of the judicial system, such as improving case
management, reducing duplication of efforts, and enhancing the quality of legal decisions.

Stakeholder Collaboration: Encourage collaboration and cooperation among different courts. Ensure
that each stakeholder understands its role and responsibilities in the data-sharing process.

Data Standards and Interoperability: Define data standards and ensure interoperability between
different systems and databases used by courts. This will facilitate seamless data exchange and
integration.

Technology Infrastructure: Invest in the necessary technology infrastructure to support secure and
efficient data sharing. This may include the development of a centralized database, secure
communication channels, and data encryption.



Data Security Measures: Implement robust data security measures to protect shared data. This
includes encryption, access controls, authentication mechanisms, and regular security audits.

Data Privacy and Compliance: Ensure strict adherence to data privacy and compliance with relevant
data protection laws and regulations. Develop protocols for obtaining consent or authorization for
data sharing and redact or anonymize sensitive information.

Training and Capacity Building: Provide training and capacity-building programs for court personnel
to ensure they are well-versed in data-sharing protocols, data protection, and best practices.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Establish a system for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of the
data-sharing mandate. Regular assessments should be conducted to measure the impact on case
management, efficiency, and legal outcomes.

Accountability and Oversight: Appoint an oversight body or authority responsible for ensuring
compliance with the mandate and addressing any issues that may arise. This body should also
manage the allocated funding.

Continuous Improvement: Commit to a culture of continuous improvement, adapting the data-
sharing mandate as technology evolves and new challenges emerge.

A funded mandate for data sharing in a judicial system can lead to significant improvements in the
administration of justice, making the legal system more efficient and accountable while safeguarding
data privacy and security.

8. Data Governance

This Data Sharing initiative will also need to be accompanied by Data Governance. Data governance
is a comprehensive framework that organizations use to manage and control their data assets. It
encompasses the processes, policies, classification, standards, and practices that ensure data is
collected, stored, processed, and used effectively, securely, and in compliance with relevant
regulations. Data governance is crucial for organizations of all sizes and across various industries as it
helps maintain data quality, integrity, and availability while reducing data-related risks. Key
components of data governance typically include:

Data Policies: Establish clear and documented data policies that outline how data should be
managed, including data collection, storage, usage, sharing, and retention.

Data Stewardship: Assign responsibility for data management to data stewards or data owners who
oversee specific datasets and ensure they are managed in accordance with data policies.

Data Quality: Implement processes and standards to ensure data quality by validating, cleaning, and
enhancing data as needed. This ensures that the data is accurate, reliable, and consistent.

Data Security and Privacy: Implement security measures and protocols to protect sensitive and
confidential data. Compliance with data protection regulations, such as CJIS, PCl, or HIPAA, is an
integral part of data governance.



Data Architecture: Define and maintain a data architecture that specifies how data is structured,
stored, and accessed across the organization.

Data Lifecycle Management: Establish processes for managing data throughout its lifecycle, from
creation and acquisition to archival and disposal.

Data Cataloging and Metadata: Maintain a data catalog that provides a comprehensive inventory of
all data assets within the organization, along with metadata that describes data attributes and usage.

Data Access and Authorization: Implement access controls and permissions to ensure that only
authorized individuals can access and modify data. This includes role-based access control and data
classification.

Data Compliance and Regulation: Ensure compliance with data-related regulations and industry
standards and monitor changes in regulations to adapt data governance practices as needed.

Data Governance Council: Form a council or committee responsible for overseeing and enforcing
data governance policies and practices. This body typically includes representatives from different
parts of the organization.

Data Training and Education: Provide training and education to employees to ensure they
understand the importance of data governance and their role in maintaining data quality and
security.

Data Auditing and Monitoring: Implement regular audits and monitoring of data governance
processes to identify and rectify issues, maintain compliance, and improve data management.

Data Strategy: Develop a data strategy that aligns with the organization's overall goals and
objectives. This strategy should guide decisions related to data collection, utilization, and
management.

Data Governance Tools: Employ data governance tools and software to automate and streamline
various data governance processes, including data lineage, metadata management, and data quality
assessment.

Effective data governance ensures that an organization's data assets are reliable, accurate, secure,
and used for informed decision-making. It also helps in reducing data-related risks, ensuring
compliance with data regulations, and improving overall operational efficiency.

9. Next Steps (Phase 2)

Once we've outlined the broad steps and considerations for implementing a data-sharing initiative
for a judicial system, the next step involves a detailed assessment and a deep dive into data
configuration requirements and tool selection. This phase focuses on identifying, selecting,
documenting, and scoping specific tools or technologies that align with the requirements and
objectives of the data-sharing initiative. Here's a step-by-step guide:

Vendor Selection: Conduct a thorough vendor selection process. Identify and evaluate vendors with
expertise in providing solutions for secure data sharing within judicial systems. Consider factors such



as the vendor's reputation, experience, track record with similar projects, and their ability to meet
specific requirements.

Request for Proposals (RFP): Develop a detailed Request for Proposals (RFP) document outlining the
project's scope, objectives, technical requirements, and evaluation criteria. Distribute the RFP to
potential vendors and allow them to submit proposals.

Vendor Presentations and Demonstrations: Invite shortlisted vendors to present their solutions and
conduct live demonstrations. Evaluate how well each vendor's solution aligns with the specific needs
of the judicial system, including user interface, security features, and integration capabilities.

Technical Compatibility: Assess the technical compatibility of each vendor's solution with existing
systems and technologies within the judicial system. Consider factors such as data formats,
communication protocols, and interoperability with other tools.

Security and Compliance: Ensure that the selected tool meets the highest standards of security and
compliance with data protection laws. Verify the encryption mechanisms, access controls, audit trail
capabilities, and compliance features.

Scalability and Performance: Evaluate the scalability of the chosen tool to accommodate future
growth and increasing data volumes. Assess the performance of the tool under different scenarios
and workloads.

Cost-Benefit Analysis: Conduct a thorough cost-benefit analysis to determine the total cost of
ownership, including licensing fees, implementation costs, maintenance, and support. Consider the
long-term value and return on investment (ROI) offered by each vendor's solution.

Contract Negotiation: Once a preferred vendor is identified, enter into contract negotiations. Clearly
define terms, conditions, deliverables, service-level agreements (SLAs), and support arrangements.

Discover and Scoping: The selected vendor would then execute a detailed scoping for every court in
the state to baseline all data mapping, technologies and services required for a solution. This
detailed inventory for every court would establish the basic parameters and requirements to be
included in the State’s future case management system architecture.

Training and Support: Ensure that the selected vendor provides comprehensive training for court
personnel on using the tool effectively. Establish a support and maintenance plan to address any
issues that may arise post-implementation.

By following these steps, the judicial system can go through a detailed and systematic process to
select a vendor and tool that best suits the specific requirements of the data-sharing initiative. This
approach helps ensure the successful implementation of the initiative while minimizing risks and
maximizing the benefits of the chosen solution.

The Colorado State Courts are also currently examining their own Case Management System for
pending replacement options. Any recommendation would need to align with the future system. It is
imperative that re-work of a major integration component be avoided.

Phase 3: Proof of concept



Phase 4: Phase Implementation of Data Sharing Approach

Phase 5: Unstructured Data and Documents to be added to the Data Sharing Approach



