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Provided by  

Thomas & LoCicero, PL 
on behalf of the

News Media Coalition

December 10, 2018  

REPORT: 

Tour of Florida Courthouses 

to Access Court Records 



Introduction 

 For several years, the Thomas & LoCicero law firm has represented a large coalition of 
media organizations1 focused on ensuring that principles underlying the constitutional rights of 
access to the records of the judicial branch remain a priority in our state, particularly as the 
courts transition to e-filing and court clerks push the public to look for court records online rather 
than at the courthouse.   

 Recently, in order to demonstrate how access is working on the ground in Florida’s 
courts, an experienced journalist, Ryan Abbott, the regional bureau chief for Courthouse News, 
took a tour through courthouses at the southern and northern ends of the state, while also 
gathering information from the middle swath.  Access, both online and at the counter, is 
routinely delayed.  Here’s his description of what happened: 

Key West 

  Mr. Abbott started at the southernmost point of the state, in early October.  At the Key 
West courthouse for Monroe County Circuit Court, he walked into the clerk’s office and politely 
asked to inspect a complaint in a case that had been filed the day before, based on a docket 
record seen on a public terminal at the courthouse.  A counter clerk told him the complaint was 
in the Odyssey case management system but not publicly available.  She told him the only way 
to see the complaint was to print it out for the price of one dollar per page.  So Mr. Abbott paid 
six dollars for a printout. 

  From there he drove to the Marathon branch of the court where the counter clerk told him 
that new cases must first be docketed, redacted and then assigned a case number, a process that 
takes a day or two.  She said a new case can only be inspected if a case number is provided first. 
Since there were no public terminals through which to find case numbers for recent filings, Mr. 
Abbott left without reviewing a filing. 

 At the Plantation branch of the court, Mr. Abbott asked to see the new complaints filed 
that day.  The counter clerk told him that her office had three days to docket and open a new file.  
The clerk said the journalist must wait for the docket to appear on the court’s website, then call 
the branch with a case number, pay over the phone by credit card, and then wait for a copy of the 
complaint to be delivered via email.  She said that in order to inspect the case for free at the 

1 The coalition includes The Associated Press; The Bradenton Herald, Inc.; Courthouse News Service; the 
First Amendment Foundation, The Florida Press Association; TEGNA Inc. (d/b/a WTLV-TV/WJXX-TV, 
and WTSP-TV); Gannett Co., Inc. (d/b/a Florida Today, Indian River Press Journal (Treasure Coast 
Newspapers-Vero Beach), Naples Daily News  The News-Press, PNJ.com/Pensacola, The Stuart News 
(Treasure Coast Newspapers, Fort Pierce), Tallahassee Democrat; Gatehouse Media, LLC (d/b/a The 
Apalachicola Times, Crestview News Bulletin, Daily Commercial, Herald-Tribune, Holmes County Times 
Advertiser, News Chief, Northwest Florida Daily News, Ocala StarBanner, Palm Beach Post, Panama 
City News Herald, Santa Rosa’s Press Gazette,  The Daytona Beach News-Journal, The Destin Log, The 
Florida Times-Union, The Gainesville Sun, The Ledger, The Mirror, The Star, The St. Augustine Record, 
The Walton Sun, and Washington County News); Miami Herald Media Company; The New York Times 
Company; Nexstar Media Group, Inc. (d/b/a WFLA-TV, WKRG-TV and WMBB-TV); Orlando Sentinel 
Communications Company, LLC; Scripps Media, Inc. (d/b/a FOX4, WFTS-TV and WPTV-TV); and 
Sun-Sentinel Company, LLC. 

 
 

                                                           



counter, a reporter must wait for the filing to be docketed and opened online, record the case 
number, then return to the clerk’s office and ask for the cases to be printed out.  No images were 
available online, and there were no public terminals at the courthouse.  Mr. Abbott left without 
reviewing a filing. 

Miami 

  He then drove north to the courthouse for Miami/Dade County Circuit Court and asked a 
counter clerk for a copy of a complaint filed two court days earlier.  The complaint had been 
docketed but an icon representing the image of the complaint was grayed out, meaning it could 
not be opened. 

The counter clerk said he could not allow Mr. Abbott to review the case for free.  Mr. 
Abbott then asked if he could pay for a printout at a dollar per page.  The counter clerk said 
normally that would be the case, but this complaint could not be printed.  A supervisor then 
invited the journalist into his office to explain that the document had not yet been sent over to his 
office from “tech services,” which handles redaction by automated software.  The supervisor 
further explained that the redaction software regularly breaks down, but tech services does not 
inform the rest of the clerk’s office of the breakdown.  When the software is not broken, and a 
complaint image is successfully sent over to the clerk’s office, it must be hand-redacted by court 
personnel before it becomes public.  The supervisor expressed frustration with what he termed “a 
broken system” and rhetorically asked what could be expected from a county that could not even 
pay for his business cards. 

In reviewing the court’s records, Mr. Abbott observed that the current delay for free 
inspection of new complaints filed in Miami is roughly eight court days.  In other words, the 
court is withholding new filings for eight court days after the day of filing.  In the paper era, in 
the same court, new civil actions could be inspected as soon as they crossed the counter.  As a 
matter of routine on the courthouse beat, journalists in Miami/Dade checked the stack of new 
civil complaints at the end of the day and looked through the filings from that same day.  

Mr. Abbott stopped for the evening in Davie, Florida to attend a fund-raising dinner for 
the First Amendment Foundation.  Columnists Dave Barry and Carl Hiaasen spoke on the theme 
of public access to government records, training their wit on the electoral process in Florida and 
the Division of Elections. 

Fort Lauderdale 

 In the morning, Mr. Abbott set out for Broward County Circuit Court.  In the clerk’s 
office, he asked to look at the most recent civil complaints.  He was sent to the “copy window” 
where two window clerks told him new filings could not be seen until they were “validated.”  
Validation, they explained, is the process of reviewing the documents and redacting any 
confidential information.  They said validation is not done on request.  Once validation occurs, 
the filings are available on the court’s website and the clerk’s office public terminals at the same 
time. 

Based on observation, the amount of delay ebbs and flows in Broward, at times falling 
behind by three or four days and then being caught up to one day.  In order to review the flow of 
filings – the electronic equivalent of the paper stack of new filings – a reporter needs to pay $1 
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for a search of a series of case numbers.  During his visit, the most recent filing Mr. Abbott could 
inspect was from the previous day.  

Palm Beach 

 At the counter in the clerk’s office in Palm Beach County Circuit Court, Mr. Abbott 
asked to inspect a series of recent cases based on docket information from public terminals at the 
courthouse.  He was told by a counter clerk that images of new records were “locked” until they 
are reviewed by a court employee, uploaded, and then available for review remotely and at 
courthouse terminals, at the same time. 

The counter clerk said the whole process takes “up to three days,” an estimate that was 
confirmed through observation.  The docket is generally posted one day after the filing and 
redaction takes one to two days more.  

Okeechobee 

 From Palm Beach, Mr. Abbott drove to Okeechobee Circuit Court, entered the clerk’s 
office on the first floor and asked to review recent civil complaints.  He was directed to a nearby 
room with public terminals and found that the most recent docketed complaint was three days 
old.  The docket entry included an image that could be opened up.  A counter clerk told him that 
any new case must be accepted and reviewed before it can be seen. 

Mr. Abbott asked if there was any way to see more recent complaints, through an intake 
log, for example.  The counter clerk said, “Before acceptance, we do not know a file exists.”  Mr. 
Abbott was unable to see any new complaints less than three days old. 

Osceola 

Mr. Abbott then drove north on a beautiful sunny afternoon to Osceola Circuit Court, 
where he entered the clerk’s office and found a more chilly environment.  On the third floor, he 
was met outside the elevator door by a desk clerk handing out number tickets.  The clerk sent 
him to a windowless room with a TV monitor displaying ticket numbers.  His number came up 
and he went to the designated window to meet a combative clerk.  When Mr. Abbott asked how 
he could inspect new complaints, she answered, “You can’t do that.” 

He said he was a reporter and was confident that he was asking for public records.  The 
clerk told him to go online, where, she said, access was “instantaneous.”  In fact, online access to 
the complaints themselves is running between three and four court days behind the day of filing.  
The reporter asked the window clerk if there were public terminals in the courthouse, and she 
sent him to the “information room.” 

He found docket information for a case filed that morning, without an image attached.  
He proceeded to the reception desk in the information room and asked if he could see the 
document.  The desk clerk said it would need to be “unlocked.”  Because the end of the work day 
approached, he didn’t have the time.  He suggested that Mr. Abbott register online for access, but 
then added that registrants needed to be attorneys.  Online, a would-be registrant must indeed 
include a Florida bar number.  Mr. Abbott left without seeing any records. 
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Orlando 

In order to report on a court in the middle swath of Florida, Mr. Abbott asked reporter 
Marilyn Alvarez to visit Orange County Circuit Court and attempt to see any recent civil actions.  
In the clerk’s office on the third floor, a counter clerk told the reporter that the court must 
“accept and approve” a new civil filing before the docket can be seen both at the courthouse and 
online. 

The related documents must then go through a redaction program, the clerk explained.  
The goal is to redact new filings within 24 to 48 hours, she said, conceding that the office has 
fallen behind.  On the public terminal at the courthouse, a search for the most recent civil case 
available for inspection showed that the office was in fact withholding cases for six court days 
after the day of filing.  Noted the counter clerk, “Lots of documents, not enough hands.” 

Tavares 

Ms. Alvarez went to the information desk in Lake County Circuit Court, and was sent to 
the check-in window on the first floor, and from there to the reading room next door, a room 
with computer terminals.  A search for the most recent cases showed that a small drawing of a 
lock was superimposed on the document icons.  In order to see a new complaint, she was 
required to enter her email address and click request. 

She then went back to the check-in window and asked if it was possible to see the 
complaints that were locked or any that were filed that day.  The counter clerk said that unless 
the reporter was a party to the case, she must request the new complaint and wait for it to be 
redacted.  The request goes to the IT department for redaction, and it usually takes two to three 
business days.  The documents are not redacted unless someone makes a request for the 
document. 

DeLand  

At the courthouse for Volusia County, Ms. Alvarez was directed to three public computer 
terminals on the second floor.  On a tab titled “daily cases filed circuit civil,” no cases from the 
same day were visible.  She went to the counter and talked with a counter clerk and her 
supervisor who explained that if a new complaint is not available on the computer terminal, it 
cannot be reviewed. 

They further explained that an efiled case first goes into a queue where its reviewed and 
accepted by a clerk in the courthouse call center and then goes into a second queue where it is 
reviewed by the civil department which also checks that the fees are paid and hand redacts the 
document.  The document is then machine redacted when it is opened by a member of the public.  
They said the clerk’s goal is to have documents publicly available within three business days.  
Actual delays vary from day to day but that estimate was about right overall.  

 
Yulee 

In late October, Mr. Abbott returned to visit courts along Florida’s northern border.  He 
took a car for hire to the clerk’s office in Nassau County Circuit Court.  At the clerk’s counter, 
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he spoke to a clerk behind a glass window who turned her own terminal around, explaining that 
it was the court’s public terminal.  She passed a mouse under the glass to Mr. Abbott and 
directed him to the court’s website. 

While she watched, he attempted to open the court’s search page but was met by a 
display saying the page was unresponsive.  The clerk said she would call the “tech people” and 
left a message with them.  While the reporter and the clerk waited, she explained that the clerk 
must first “accept” a new case, at which point docket information becomes available on the 
court’s website.  The images, however, are held for “review.”  Once a clerk manually reviews the 
filing, the clerk explained, the document becomes public. 

She said a particular case can be requested “on demand,” which will move that filing to 
the head of the redaction line.  “We have three days,” she said, to complete the redaction.  After 
waiting for roughly 20 minutes, Mr. Abbott left the courthouse without having inspected any 
new filings, recent or otherwise.  On the way to pick up a rental car, his rideshare driver 
explained to a fellow fisherman that he successfully fishes for smallmouth bass in culverts by the 
side of the road while he waits to be pinged for his next fare.  

Jacksonville 

A rental car secured, Mr. Abbott drove due south to the massive courthouse for Duval 
County Circuit Court where he proceeded to the clerk’s office on the ground floor.  He pressed a 
button to speak by microphone to an apparently disgruntled counter clerk on the other side of 
thick glass.  The clerk refused to answer any questions about the process, sending him instead to 
the law library on the second floor where he was able to get on a public terminal. 

A kindly librarian there instructed him to open an internet browser and go to the court’s 
website.  The most recent docket records were for cases filed two days earlier.  Each docket was 
accompanied by a document icon upon which was superimposed the word “LOCKED.”  Mr. 
Abbott went back downstairs to the clerk’s office and explained that the images were locked.  
The clerk told him that the public cannot look at the documents “unless you are a party.” 

Mr. Abbott countered that the records are public and asked for a supervisor.  The clerk 
returned without a supervisor and explained that Mr. Abbott should sign up online for an 
account.  After two days, if the request for an account is granted, he could then ask online for a 
case to be “unlocked,” a process which generally requires a full court day.  Mr. Abbott left 
without being able to inspect any case. 

Macclenny 

Mr. Abbott then headed west to Baker County Circuit Court.  He walked into a traditional 
clerk’s office where he was able to talk directly to a clerk at a long counter.  He was directed to a 
public computer terminal where he opened a program called “Clericus” and was able to search 
for new cases. 

In a low volume court, the most recent case was from the previous day.  The icon was not 
locked and the associated document opened for review.  He then went to the counter to inquire 
about procedure for making new filings public.  The clerk’s IT employee overheard the 
conversation, approached and shook hands with Mr. Abbott.  He explained that when a case is 
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filed in paper or electronic form, the documents can be seen on Clericus right away, while access 
on the court’s website is delayed by one day. 

He also described a security matrix that allows court officials to see documents without 
clerk redaction but excludes the public and the press.  If the document clears an initial automated 
review, he said, it is available right away on Clericus.  If it does not, anyone can come to the 
counter and ask to see a document which will be promptly reviewed and posted. 

He then asked if the reporter was involved with the First Amendment Foundation to 
which Mr. Abbott replied that he had attended a function for the foundation a couple weeks 
earlier.  The court employee expressed strong approval of the foundation’s work. Mr. Abbott 
explained that the court was providing the best access he had yet encountered in Florida.  The 
Court Clerk herself then came forward and introduced herself.  In the course of a conversation, 
she expressed frustration with the redaction rule, saying that one court employee’s entire work 
day was dedicated to redacting every document that came into the courthouse.   

Lake City 
 

Mr. Abbott then drove southwest to Columbia County Circuit Court.  He found a public 
terminal in the clerk’s office and clicked on the Clericus icon, but it required a user name and 
password.  He went up to a counter clerk who summoned an official who told Mr. Abbott, “You 
can’t use Clericus.” 

She said the program was restricted to clerks processing complaints.  She told Mr. Abbott 
to use the public terminal to open an internet browser and go to the court’s website, in order to 
search for new filings.  On the court’s website, the most recent docket was for a case filed the 
previous day.  But the image icon was grayed out, meaning it would not open.  Affixed to the 
public terminal was a printed message that said, “In order to protect confidential information that 
may be contained in otherwise public records, certain cases are available only after specific 
request and additional clerk inspection.” 

Mr. Abbott returned to the counter.  A few steps back from the counter, three clerks sat at 
desks.  In the manner of a chorus, they explained that all the complaints are “locked” and remain 
locked until a specific unlocking request is made.  Then it takes 24 to 48 hours to unlock a 
complaint, they said, because there is only one clerk to redact documents for the entire building.  
Mr. Abbott then picked up an order of sushi and spent the night at Holiday Express in Lake City. 

Jasper 

In the morning, he drove through a terrain of woodlands and open fields to Hamilton 
County Circuit Court.  He entered a small courthouse and found his way to the clerk’s counter.  
In response to a request to see recent civil complaints, the counter clerk looked puzzled and 
referred him to the processing clerk. 

She explained that she processes new filings once a day and the docket can then be 
reviewed online.  She said images of documents are “mostly on demand.”  She explained that a 
security matrix allows judges and clerks to see the documents right away but members of the 
public and reporters must request that the documents be “unlocked.”  
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She said the unlocking request is made online and that she is notified “on the computer,” 
pointing to her terminal.  She then reviews the documents and unlocks them generally on the 
following work day.  Because the clerk’s office had no public terminals, Mr. Abbott was not able 
to search for the most recently filed case and left without being able to inspect any recent filings.  

Madison 

Driving due west, Mr. Abbott proceeded to the big, traditional courthouse for Madison 
County Circuit Court.  When he started asking questions, a counter clerk called the Court Clerk 
on a phone, explaining that a reporter wanted to see some new complaints.  The Clerk arrived a 
short time later, shook hands with Mr. Abbott, and brought him over to talk with the lone 
processing clerk in the court’s records room, which was filled with large bound volumes of 
docket ledgers. 

The processing clerk explained that she keeps a handwritten intake log on a yellow pad, 
listing the date, case number and parties for each new complaint as it comes in. Mr. Abbott asked 
to see the most recent case on the intake log. The processing clerk walked to a shelf, pulled a 
paper file, looked over the document inside, and handed it to Mr. Abbott. 

The records room in Madison was like a fossil reminder of the excellent paper access 
once provided in Florida’s courts, and it was the only remaining example of traditional access 
found by Mr. Abbott on his voyage through the courts of Florida. 

Monticello 

Proceeding west, with news radio reporting that a Florida man had been arrested over a 
recent spate of mail bombs, Mr. Abbott drove towards Monticello.  In a small town with 14,000 
people, the traditional courthouse for Jefferson County Circuit Court sits in the very middle of 
town at the center of a traffic circle. 

At the clerk’s counter, an employee showed Mr. Abbott to the “vault records room,” 
about the size of a large closet and filled with the aroma of dusty books.  While an antiquated 
computer terminal was fired up, the counter clerk explained that dockets and document images 
could be seen online.  She said the new filings must be redacted before they can be inspected.  
She said the clerk’s office has Clericus, but it doesn’t work. 

From the public terminal, Mr. Abbott conducted a search for the most recent case which 
had been filed ten days earlier in the very low-volume court.  He was able to review the 
document itself.  

Tallahassee 

Driving west towards his final stop on the Florida tour, Mr. Abbott arrived at Leon 
County Circuit Court, directly across from the state Capitol, on the first day of early voting.  In 
the center of the foyer for the circuit court clerk’s office was a room extending out from the 
clerk’s counter titled “HELP ROOM” and containing a row of public terminals.  He was able to 
find dockets for new complaints filed earlier that same day, but no documents could be opened. 
A box next to each docket item said “req,” standing for “request.”  
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Mr. Ryan approached a counter clerk's window and explained that the documents tied to 
the docket records were locked, and he wanted to see them.  She answered that, in order to look 
at them, he must make a request through the clerk’s website.  The clerk’s office must then review 
the document and unlock it.  However, he could also fill out an application, have it notarized and 
send it back to the clerk, she told him.  

After the application was accepted, Mr. Ryan was able to review a small number of cases 
from the same day while most were delayed until the following day.  That registered access is the 
same at the courthouse and online.  Without registering, Mr. Abbott could either fill out a written 
form at the courthouse, or make an email request on a courthouse terminal.  An automated reply 
to any such email states, “It may take up to seven business days to fulfill this request.”  

Mr. Abbott then left for the airport, stopping first by a tavern next to Florida State 
University on the eve of a football game. 

8 
 



NEWS MEDIA COALITION APPENDIX

EXHIBIT 2

Correspondence from Supreme Court Clerk John Tomasino

(January 31, 2019)



~upreme cteourt of jflortba 

CHARLES T. CANADY 

CHIEF JUSTICE 

RICKY POLSTON 

JORGE LABARGA 

C. ALAN LAWSON 

BARBARA LAGOA 

JUSTICES 

500 South Duval Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1925 

January 3 1 , 20 19 

The Honorable Lisa T. Munyon, Chair 
Florida Courts Technology Commission 
Ninth Judicial Circuit Court 
425 N. Orange Avenue, Suite 1130 
Orlando, Florida 32801-1515 

Mr. Eduardo I. Sanchez, Chair 
Rules of Judicial Administration Committee 
United States Attorney's Office 
99 N.E. 4th Street Suite 800 
Miami, Florida 33132-2131 

Re: Access to Court Records 

Dear Judge Munyon and Mr. Eduardo: 

JOHN A. TOMASINO 
CLERK OF COURT 

SILVESTER DAWSON 

MARSHAL 

At the direction of Chief Justice Canady, I am writing you, as the chairs of 
the Florida Courts Technology Commission and the Rules of Judicial 
Administration Committee, to request that the Commission, or appropriate 
subcommittee, and the RJA Committee conduct an expedited review and 
evaluation of the issues concerning apparent delays in access to court records 
addressed in the enclosed letter from Carol LoCicero and identified in the enclosed 
report on access to court records in clerks' offices across the state. 

In considering these important issues, you should seek input from the 
Florida Court Clerks and Comptrollers Association. The Commission and the RJA 
Committee should work together to determine whether amendments to Florida 



The Honorable Lisa T. Munyon 
Mr. Eduardo I. Sanchez 
January 31, 2019 
Page:2 

Rule of Judicial Administration 2.420 are warranted. If you will be proposing rule 
amendments, they should be presented to the Court in a joint out-of-cycle report, 
filed under Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.140(f), and should be 
published for comment prior to being filed with the Court, as required by rule 
2.140( e )(2). The Commission should provide any recommendations that do not 
involve rule amendments in a separate report that the Court will consider and act 
on administratively. 

You should report back to the Court on these issues by June 3, 20 19. If you 
will be filing a joint rules report, the joint report should be filed with my office by 
that date, with copies to Justice Polston, the Court's liaison to the Commission and 
the RJA Committee, and Deborah Meyer, the Court's director of central staff. If 
the Commission will be submitting non-rules related recommendations, that report 
should be submitted to the Chief Justice by the stated due date, with a copy to 
Justice Polston. If you should determine that more time is required to adequately 
address these issues, please submit a request for extension of time to my office, 
indicating when your report or reports can be submitted. 

Thank you in advance for your immediate attention to this matter, and please 
do not hesitate to contact me or Justice Polston, if you have any questions. 

JAT/dm/sb 

Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Charles T. Canady, Chief Justice 
The Honorable Ricky Polston, Liaison, ·FCTC & RJA Committee 
v1\1s. Carol Jean LoCicero, Thomas & LoCicero PL 
Ms. Krys Godwin, Bar Staff Liaison, RJA Committee 
Mr. Roosevelt Sawyer, State Courts Technology Officer 
Ms. Deborah J. Meyer, Supreme Court Director of Central Staff 
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Florida Clerks Position on 
Rule 2.420 RJA 

 
 
Court records often contain a person’s most private, sensitive, and personal 
information.  Medical and mental health records, financial data, Social Security numbers, and 
information about domestic violence and child abuse can routinely be found in civil and criminal 
court filings.  For many years, in accordance with Florida law and court rules, Florida Clerks of the 
Court have worked tirelessly to protect the most intimate details in court files.  
  
In late 2010, Rule 2.420 of the Florida Rules of Judicial Administration, a rule drafted by the 
Florida Bar rules committee and approved by the Florida Supreme Court, was implemented and 
required all filers of court records to give the Clerk specific, written notice that confidential 
information is contained within a document.  However, in recognition that filers of court 
documents might not always comply with this requirement, Rule 2.420 also placed an affirmative 
duty on the Clerk to redact confidential information whether filers met their obligation or not.  
  
The 22 items explicitly referenced in Rule 2.420(d)(1)(B) are but a fraction of the 1,100 items the 
Florida Legislature has deemed confidential or exempt from public records. These 22 items were 
carefully identified over the years as those that could be readily identified by Clerks and which, if 
released, could lead to unnecessary and irreparable harm, damage, or embarrassment for the 
affected individuals.  These items include such sensitive information as HIV test results, identities 
of sexual offense victims, and information about victims of child abuse, as well as Social Security 
and bank account numbers.  It is easy to see why those who drafted and approved the rule 
concluded that the redaction of these 22 items was critical and required the Clerk’s protection.   
  
The numerous lawyers, judges, and justices who drafted and approved Rule 2.420 and its 
subsequent amendments over the years steadfastly recognized the importance of striking a 
balance between the public’s right of access to court records with the individual’s right of access 
to the courts and, perhaps even more importantly, the right to privacy in their most personal, 
sensitive, and confidential information.  As a result, the significant and indispensable role of the 
Clerks in this process has not been diminished, and Clerks have made significant strides over the 
years using advanced technology to automate and speed up the redaction process.   The Clerks 
support the current rule and have hawkishly served as the primary protectors of confidential 
information, as the overwhelming majority of court filings are filed without the rule's required 
notice.  
 



 

 

 

Currently, there is a push to fundamentally change Rule 2.420 to eliminate the Clerk’s 
responsibilities for redaction and shift all responsibility of protecting sensitive, personal, and 
confidential information solely to the filers, the same filers who have historically ignored the Rule 
and given little regard to sensitive and confidential information.  Advocates of this shift argue 
that instant access to court records outweighs an individual’s rights to privacy and the Rule’s 
common sense protections from the irreparable harm that will inevitably result from the release 
of such sensitive, confidential information.  Some have even argued that the most sensitive, 
personal information in court records is “practically obscure” since many court records go unread 
by anyone other than those involved in a case. 
  
Like those advocating for this change, Florida Clerks believe that the public has a right to access 
public records, but Clerks do not share the overly optimistic and unsubstantiated opinion that 
filers will suddenly start complying with the requirements of Rule 2.420.  Nor do Clerks believe  
that the right to immediately access court files takes precedence over an individual’s right to be 
free from the harm that will occur from the release of their most sensitive and confidential 
information to the general public.  Clerks also do not share the opinion of some that it is 
acceptable for a person’s most private, personal information to be publicly available on the 
Clerk’s website just because it “probably” won’t be easily found by the public or media.  It 
certainly does matter to that individual, and it should matter to anyone who cares about 
individual privacy as much as they care about the public’s right of access.     
     
Based on the data analyzed by Clerks, it is an inexorable conclusion that placing sole responsibility 
for redaction on filers will result in sensitive information being made public.  If the public's right 
to know is discussed in the same breath as the individual’s right to privacy, keeping the Clerk's 
role in the redaction process, as has been the successful model for decades, is undoubtedly the 
Best Practice. 
     
Alternatively, if the Florida Supreme Court decides to adopt this fundamental shift in Rule 2.420 
and limit the redaction obligation strictly to the filer, the rule should include language expressly 
prohibiting Clerks from redacting, be limited to certain case-types (CA, CC, and SC) that are least 
likely to contain confidential or exempt information, and impose severe sanctions for a filer’s 
failure to appropriately safeguard the most personal, private, and sensitive information in the 
court records they submit.  Without these common sense additions to the rule, there will be 
confusion among filers and Clerks and a higher likelihood of filers, particularly Pro Se litigants, 
releasing confidential information.  
  
As always, Clerks stand ready to faithfully implement and abide by the Court's rule.     
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RESPONSE OF FLORIDA COURT CLERKS & 
COMPTROLLERS TO THE NEWS MEDIA COALITION’S 

REPORT - “TOUR OF FLORIDA COURTHOUSES TO ACCESS 
COURT RECORDS” 

 

I. Introduction 

Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers (FCCC) submits this response to the report 
provided by Thomas & LoCicero on behalf of the News Media Coalition (NMC).  

The “Tour of Florida Courthouses to Access Court Records” describes reporter 
Ryan Abbott’s visits to various courthouses throughout the State of Florida to test 
how “access is working on the ground in Florida’s courts.” The report apparently 
concludes, although it doesn’t explicitly say so, that access is not adequate for 
NMC’s purposes. In fact, the “report” is not a report, as that term is traditionally 
used in the court system for the purpose of deciding such an important issue; a 
report would usually have pros and cons, and would not be a one-sided document. 
This report is nothing more than one person’s anecdotal recollections of his 
interaction with various Clerks’ offices to make a limited and specific request for 
one type of filing. When this issue was last reviewed by the Court, five separate 
reports were issued over a seven year period: 
https://www.floridasupremecourt.org/News-Media/Reports-on-Privacy-Access-
Court-Records. Any across-the-board conclusion that Clerks are denying timely 
access to court records is not supported by the “report,” given the limited nature of 
the requests made and the complete lack of follow up by the reporter.  

Florida’s Clerks work to provide timely access to court documents, particularly to 
the media, and to protect the public trust, as required by law or Florida Supreme 
Court rule. The public at large might have a legitimate claim that the media has 
actually enjoyed preferential treatment from Clerks for many years. Clerks have 
nothing to gain by withholding public information from the news media. Clerks 
believe in the Sunshine Laws and the First Amendment. The Florida Supreme 
Court has previously concluded that the right of access must be balanced against 
the constitutional right to privacy.  

FCCC is a partner of the First Amendment Foundation and actively takes part in 
Sunshine Week concepts and promotions. As noted on FCCC’s website: “Court 

https://www.floridasupremecourt.org/News-Media/Reports-on-Privacy-Access-Court-Records
https://www.floridasupremecourt.org/News-Media/Reports-on-Privacy-Access-Court-Records
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Clerks have been upholding government transparency and defending citizens' right 
to access information for nearly two centuries, since the Florida Constitution was 
signed and established them as elected public trustees. Florida’s Clerks promote 
transparency and open government year-round, especially during Sunshine 
Week … in partnership with the First Amendment Foundation.” 

A major complaint throughout the report is that court records are not immediately 
available. That is true. Access to documents is not instantaneous. As the joint 
committee is well aware, court files contain enormous amounts of private 
information about Florida’s citizens, such as Social Security numbers, financial 
information, and even the identities of minors who have been victims of sexual 
assault. The volume of documents filed every day is staggering. More than 
10,000,000 new pages are filed every month and filings come in 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week.  

There is an orderly, time-tested process in place as a result of the previous reports, 
that Clerks are required under Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.420 to 
follow to ensure proper handling of documents filed with the court. The first 
priority is to review for docketing and then docket the document. Before the 
document can be made public, the Clerk must screen the document to protect any 
private or confidential information they are responsible for protecting. Although 
the redaction process can be labor intensive and time consuming, Clerks work 
diligently to protect the public and to ensure that no confidential information is 
released in error. 

It is clear that not all information held by a government agency is available to the 
public. Common law has long commanded that document custodians protect 
confidential information. Likewise, the Florida Supreme Court through Florida 
Rule of Judicial Administration 2.420 delineates what case types, documents and 
information within documents are confidential. The Florida Supreme Court, 
however, is not authorized to make information confidential without statutory 
authority. Thus, the judicial branch reviewed each exception to the public records 
created by the Florida Legislature and reviews all new exceptions to the public 
records created by the Florida Legislature to determine what information should be 
protected within judicial branch records. Although Clerks do not determine what 
information is public, they do protect the information and documents that the 
Florida Supreme Court has determined must be kept confidential in judicial branch 
records.  

http://floridafaf.org/
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Critically in this matter, no Clerk failed to provide a document as requested. The 
reporter left if he could not get instant access to documents. The reporter did not 
follow up with the Clerk’s office in instances where documents were not 
immediately available. The requests were not in writing, as required by Rule 2.420. 
Neither the report nor the information Clerks provided indicate that the reporter 
stated there was a time-sensitive need for access—or if there was, what it was. 

FCCC fully recognizes that the allegations and implications contained within the 
report are serious. FCCC asked each Clerk who was visited to provide a response 
so the joint committee would have the benefit of both sides of the story. It is 
apparent many Clerks had a different viewpoint of the interaction than did the 
reporter. It is imperative that any analysis of the adequacy of access to court 
records be reviewed by balancing the right of access against the duty to protect 
confidential information. In this light, it is unreasonable to expect instantaneous 
access to court records as Clerks have to protect confidential information in a vast 
amount of filed documents. It is clear from the responses below that each Clerk’s 
office visited attempted to fulfill the reporter’s request within a reasonable amount 
of time under the circumstances. As indicated above, the Clerks’ offices take their 
role as records custodians, as well as the public’s right to access the records within 
its court custody seriously. They do so by balancing the appropriate factors in 
determining whether a response to a court records request is completed in a 
reasonable amount of time.  

 

II. Clerk Responses 

 

Key West (Monroe County) 

Claim: “At the Key West courthouse … a counter clerk told him the complaint 
was in the Odyssey case management system but not publicly available. She told 
him the only way to see the complaint was to print it out for the price of one dollar 
per page.”  

In the Marathon branch, “the counter clerk told him that new cases must first be 
docketed, redacted, and then assigned a case number, a process that takes a day or 
two. … Since there were no public terminals through which to find case numbers 
for recent filings, Mr. Abbott left without reviewing a filing.”  
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In the Plantation branch, “Mr. Abbot asked to see the new complaints filed that 
day. The counter clerk told him her office had three days to docket and open a new 
file. The clerk said the journalist must wait for the docket to appear on the court’s 
website, then call the branch with a case number, pay over the phone by credit 
card, and then wait for a copy of the complaint to be delivered via email.” 

County’s response: 

The report accurately described the encounter in the Monroe County Clerk’s 
Office; however, there are times within the report where the reporter was 
misinformed about the proper process for obtaining court records.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

The Clerk has between two and four days, depending on case type, to accept the 
filings according to the Florida Clerks of Court Operations Corporation’s (CCOC) 
timeliness standards. The filing then runs through a redaction process, which takes 
up to two days. Filings are processed as quickly as possible, and are available 
within one to five days, depending on staffing levels.  

 

Miami (Miami-Dade County) 

Claim: “In reviewing the court’s records, Mr. Abbott observed that the current 
delay for free inspection of new complaints filed in Miami is roughly eight court 
days. In other words, the court is withholding new filings for eight court days after 
the day of filing.” 

County’s Response:  

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Miami-Dade County 
Clerk’s Office.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

All filings are available for view upon retrieval of the case docket, except for 
documents that have not completed the redaction review process and/or have been 
determined to be confidential. Manual redaction of documents is occasionally 
performed upon request. Depending on the size of the documents requested, 
customers are advised as to whether the request can be completed immediately or 
will require up to 72 hours for the process to be finalized. The time required for 
documents to be filed, accepted, reviewed and redacted, and made available for 
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public view fluctuates. Factors that can impact the processing timeline include 
intake volume of complaints and pleadings, as well as technical complications.  

 

Fort Lauderdale (Broward County) 

Claim: “During his visit, the most recent filing Mr. Abbott could inspect was from 
the previous day.” 

County’s Response:  

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Broward County 
Clerk’s Office. 

The report indicates that filings were made available within one to four days. This 
supports CCOC’s finding that Broward County meets its performance standards 
for timeliness in all but two divisions. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Broward County’s goal is to stay within the CCOC performance standards for 
timeliness; i.e., two days for case filings and three days for supplemental filings 80 
percent of the time. 

 

Palm Beach (Palm Beach County) 

Claim: “[I]mages of new records were ‘locked’ until they are reviewed by a court 
employee…”  

County’s Response:  

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Palm Beach County 
Clerk’s Office.  

The report lacks details necessary to determine if or how the Clerk could have 
improved its response. Some statements made are inconsistent with the processes 
in place in Palm Beach County. For example, depending on the sensitivity of the 
case or the docket type, some documents are available immediately.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

When documents are not made immediately available, it is because they are being 
redacted. The redaction process is handled by the Clerk’s office, not by court 
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employees, as stated in the report. With the exception of the Viewable on Request 
(VOR) case types, all documents are viewable within the required docketing time 
standards. New cases are viewable within two days, and documents on existing 
cases are viewable within three days. Some electronic documents that are 
processed using AI technology are available almost immediately after being 
received from the e-Filing Portal (e-Portal).  

 

Okeechobee (Okeechobee County) 

Claim: “Mr. Abbott was unable to see any new complaints less than three days 
old.” 

County’s Response: 

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Okeechobee County 
Clerk’s Office. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

When a filing is accepted from the e-Portal, depending on size, it is available 
almost immediately. Pro se filers’ documents are processed when the filer is still at 
the counter. The documents are available almost immediately, depending on size. 
Documents are placed online after the redaction process has occurred.  

 

Osceola (Osceola County) 

Claim: “On the third floor, he was met outside the elevator door by a desk clerk 
handing out number tickets. … When Mr. Abbott asked how he could inspect new 
complaints, she answered, ‘You can’t do that.’ He said he was a reporter and was 
confident that he was asking for public records. The clerk told him to go online, 
where, she said, access was ‘instantaneous.’ In fact, online access to the complaints 
themselves is running between three and four court days behind the day of filing. 
…. He found docket information for a case filed that morning, without an image 
attached. He … asked if he could see the document. The desk clerk said it would 
need to be ‘unlocked.’ … He suggested that Mr. Abbott register online for access, 
but then added that registrants needed to be attorneys. Online, a would-be 
registrant must indeed include a Florida Bar number. Mr. Abbott left without 
seeing any records.”  
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County’s Response: 

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Osceola County 
Clerk’s Office. 

The report has either a factual error or typographical error. The Osceola County 
Clerk’s Office is located on the 2nd floor of the Courthouse. Court administration, 
which is not part of the Clerk’s office, is located on the 3rd. The report did not give 
enough information to verify the accuracy of its contents regarding encounters with 
office staff.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Electronic documents that are not considered confidential are processed within 
three business days; however, Osceola Clerk of Court staff make every effort to 
process documents as quickly as possible. 

The Osceola Clerk of Court’s Office has a department dedicated to redacting court 
record information and VOR requests for required documents. Web access 
available to the public contains documents that are made available immediately 
after redaction and others are placed in VOR status. 

 

Orlando (Orange County) 

Claim: “The related documents must then go through a redaction program, the 
clerk explained. The goal is to redact new filings within 24 to 48 hours, she said, 
conceding that the office has fallen behind.” 

County’s Response: 

The report accurately described the encounter in the Orange County Clerk’s 
Office. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Documents are made available to the public after redaction. This process generally 
takes between two and four business days when the office is fully staffed and 
experiencing average volume.  
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Tavares (Lake County) 

Claim: “In order to see a new complaint, she was required to enter her email 
address and click request. … The counter clerk said that unless the reporter was 
party to the case, she must request the new complaint and wait for it to be redacted. 
The request goes to the IT department for redaction, and it usually takes two to 
three business days. The documents are not redacted unless someone makes a 
request for the document.” 

County’s Response: 

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Lake County Clerk’s 
Office. 

When a document is marked as VOR, it is redacted upon request for the document. 
The VOR page indicates that providing an email address is optional. It says, in 
part, “…if you would like to be notified by email when the image is viewable, 
please enter your email address in the box below. … If you prefer not to enter your 
email address, please leave the email box blank…” Redaction requests are directed 
to the Courts Management Division, not the IT department.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

More than three quarters of filings are docketed in the case maintenance system 
(CMS) within one business day, while more than 90 percent are completed within 
two business days. Docket entries are available immediately after the filing is 
accepted in the CMS. For the sake of efficiency, the Lake County Clerk of Court’s 
Office does not redact until requested; only 4 percent of all documents are ever 
requested. The average response time to a request for redaction is less than 24 
hours, but varies according to the nature of the request. 

 

DeLand (Volusia County) 

Claim: The counter clerk and her supervisor “said the clerk’s goal is to have 
documents publicly available within three business days. Actual delays vary from 
day to day, but that estimate was about right overall.” 

County’s Response: 

The report accurately describes the encounter in the Volusia County Clerk’s office.  
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How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Filings in existing cases are most often processed the same business day, and no 
longer than by the next business day. New suit filings can take up to three days. 

 

Yulee (Nassau County) 

Claim: “…a clerk behind a glass window … turned her own terminal around, 
explaining that it was the court’s public terminal.” 

County’s Response: 

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Nassau County Clerk’s 
Office.  

The office has public access computer terminals at every customer service counter 
for access to court records. The clerk did not give the requestor access to their 
computer or login. The clerks are instructed to have requestors view redacted 
versions of records with a secure login. This login gives customers access to 
records as if they were a registered user, or access levels similar to those for a 
walk-in requestor.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Filings are processed as quickly as possible, and are generally available within one 
to three business days.  

 

Jacksonville (Duval County) 

Claim: “After two days, if the request for an account is granted, he could then ask 
online for a case to be ‘unlocked,’ a process which generally requires a full court 
day.” 

County’s Response: 

As the description in the LoCicero report did not identify the department visited by 
Mr. Abbott, the Duval County Clerk’s Office cannot verify whether the report 
accurately described his visit. The description given does not conform to the 
office’s standard policies concerning public records. Additionally, the time frame 
mentioned for being granted access to the Duval Clerk’s online records portal, 
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known as CORE, is not accurate. As soon as a user registers for a free CORE 
account, they can begin requesting documents immediately.  

 

Macclenny (Baker County) 

Claim: “In a low volume court, the most recent case was from the previous day. … 
Mr. Abbott explained that the court (sic.) was providing the best access he had yet 
encountered in Florida. The Court Clerk herself then came forward and introduced 
herself. In the course of a conversation, she expressed frustration with the 
redaction rule, saying that one court employee’s entire work day was dedicated to 
redacting every document that came into the courthouse.” 

County’s Response: 

The report accurately described the encounter in the Baker County Clerk’s Office. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Documents are normally available by the next working day by computer, or 
immediately when requested.  

 

Lake City (Columbia County) 

Claim: “[T]hree clerks sat at desks. In the manner of a chorus, they explained that 
all the complaints are ‘locked’ and remain locked until a specific unlocking request 
is made. Then it takes 24 to 48 hours to unlock a complaint, they said, because 
there is only one clerk to redact documents for the entire building.” 

County’s Response: 

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Columbia County 
Clerk’s Office. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Documents arriving through the e-Portal are generally processed the day they are 
received, though times may vary based on staffing and may take up to two days. 

Documents requested in person are processed promptly. As soon as a customer 
requests the new document, the Columbia County Clerk’s Office will produce the 
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document. However, if it is an old case and is stored off-site, it may take longer—
normally a business day. 

 

Jasper (Hamilton County) 

Claim: “She explained that a security matrix allows judges and clerks to see the 
documents right away but members of the public and reporters must request the 
documents be ‘unlocked.’” 

County’s Response:  

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Hamilton County 
Clerk’s Office. 

While the office does not have a public terminal available, the reporter was 
instructed that he could request a specific case and it would be pulled for him. He 
was also told that recent Civil Complaints were available online, and the security 
matrix was never mentioned during the interaction.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Any non-confidential document, whether received via the e-Portal or in paper, that 
is not labeled “On Demand” would be made available within 24 hours. Any other 
document would be available upon request.  

 

Madison (Madison County) 

Claim: “The records room in Madison … was the only remaining example of 
traditional access found by Mr. Abbott on his voyage through the courts of 
Florida.” 

County’s Response: 

The report accurately describes the encounter in the Madison County Clerk’s 
Office. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

From the time a filing is received from the e-Portal, or in paper from a pro se filer, 
the document is available for viewing within two to three days. 
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Monticello (Jefferson County) 

Claim: “… the ‘vault records room’ [was] about the size of a large closet and 
filled with the aroma of dusty books. While an antiquated computer terminal was 
fired up, the counter clerk explained that documents could be seen online. … She 
also said the Clerk’s Office has Clericus, but it doesn’t work.” 

County’s Response: 

The report did not accurately describe the encounter in the Jefferson County 
Clerk’s Office. 

The deputy clerk informed the reporter that Clericus was not set up for the public 
to view the file. However, all requested information was available online. 

The report further miscategorized the Jefferson County historic records vault and 
described the public terminals inaccurately. Both public terminals are in good 
working order, up to date, and frequently used by members of the public.  

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

Documents are redacted and made available within 24 hours.  

 

Tallahassee (Leon County) 

Claim: “He was able to find dockets for new complaints filed earlier that same 
day, but no documents could be opened. A box next to each docket item said ‘req,’ 
standing for ‘request.’” 

County’s Response: 

The report accurately described the encounter in the Leon County Clerk’s Office. 

How long does it take for a document to be made available to the public? 

It takes two business days for docketing and up to five days for redacting specific 
documents, as required under Rule 2.420. However, staff may expedite the 
redaction process at the customer’s request.  
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III. Conclusion 

The Clerks’ responses show that they did exactly what they were required to do 
under Rule 2.420, including the Access Security Matrix, and the Supreme Court 
Administrative Orders that cover electronic access to court files. They informed 
the reporter that before they could provide the requested documents from the court 
file, the documents had to be docketed and then reviewed for redaction. The 
reporter was not denied any document.  

The average time across the state for Clerks to docket a document is a day and a 
half. That time has remained consistent over the past few years, despite drastic 
budget cuts and concomitant reductions in Clerk staff. The reporter did receive 
some documents, but did not follow up in any instance when he was told it would 
take some time to docket and redact the documents. We will never know how long 
it would have taken to produce the requested document in those instances.  

Florida’s Clerks are fully committed to make documents available as soon as is 
reasonably possible under the circumstances, which is the current standard for 
requests for documents pursuant to Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. Those 
circumstances have to include time to docket and time to redact. Making 
documents from a court file instantly available is potentially very dangerous to the 
public, as well as to litigants.  

Although FCCC and the individual Clerks will gladly participate in examination of 
these issues, we see no opportunity for a quick fix. FCCC shares the goal of 
continuing to improve efficiency and uniformity with this process, as evidenced by 
recent trainings offered to all Clerks and their staff. During the most recent training 
sessions, FCCC conducted a class in making court records more easily available 
and focused on timeliness. Another such session is planned for the next educational 
sessions.  

The Florida Supreme Court’s official motto, “Sat Cito Se Recte,” which translates 
roughly to, “soon enough if done rightly,” should not be forgotten.  

As the joint committee is well aware, the People of Florida recently amended 
Florida’s Constitution and adopted Amendment 6, which is commonly referred to 
as Marsy’s Law. The intent of that amendment was to protect the victims of 
crimes. Crimes involve court files. What the Supreme Court will ultimately decide 
about this mandate from the public is difficult to predict, but the constitutional 
change is a fundamental one. Access to court files may also fundamentally change.  
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FCCC respectfully urges the joint committee to retain in Rule 2.420 the critical 
role Clerks play in protecting personal and confidential information of the citizens 
of Florida. 
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December 30, 2019 
 
 
John Tomasino 
Clerk of Court 
Supreme Court of Florida 
500 South Duval Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1925 
 
RE: Access to Court Records – No Action Report 
 
Dear Mr. Tomasino: 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
On January 31, 2019, the Supreme Court of Florida directed the Florida Courts Technology 
Commission (Commission) and The Florida Bar Rules of Judicial Administration Committee 
(Committee) to “conduct an expedited review and evaluation of the issues concerning apparent 
delay in access to court records addressed in the enclosed letter . . . and identified in the enclosed 
report on access to court records in clerks’ offices across the state.”  The Commission and 
Committee were further directed to “determine whether amendments to Florida Rule of Judicial 
Administration 2.420 are warranted.”  Further, the Commission was directed to “provide any 
recommendations that do not involve rule amendments in a separate report that the Court will 
consider and act on administratively.”  See Appendix A–1 and A-2. 
 
The Commission and Committee were originally directed to report back to the Court by June 3, 
2019, but an extension of time until December 31, 2019, was subsequently granted. 
 
A joint subcommittee, including representatives from the Commission, the Committee, and the 
Florida Court Clerks & Comptrollers, was created and met regularly throughout the year.  
Supporting documents to this report are attached for the Court’s information as Appendix A. 
 
As further discussed below, the final recommendation of the joint subcommittee is that no Rule 
of Judicial Administration should be amended. 
 



 
 
SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE 
 
The concern raised by the News Media Coalition, as presented in a letter dated December 13, 
2018, from their attorney Carol LoCicero, is that there appear to be “problems related to delays 
in access [that] remain a costly, system-wide issue that the coalition has been unable to resolve.”  
According to Ms. LoCicero, the delays appear to be based on clerks’ “perceived responsibility 
for reviewing and redacting every filing prior to permitting access.” See Appendix A–3 through 
A-7. 
 
MAJORITY POSITION 
 
After many months of meeting, researching, and deliberating on the concern, the subcommittee 
voted 6–5 to not amend Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.420 (Public Access to and 
Protection of Judicial Branch Records).  
 
The core consideration is appropriately balancing public access to case records with ensuring 
that confidential information is not improperly released.  As a result of clerk processing time, 
court records are not always immediately accessible, even though technological means exist that 
would otherwise afford immediate access.  According to the July 9, 2019, Florida Clerks of 
Court Operations Corporation’s “List of Performance Measures Reports and Standards,” for all 
case types, “timeliness” for 80% of new cases being filed is from 2 to 4 business days, and 
“timeliness” for 80% of docketing cases is from 3 to 4 business days.  Redaction by the clerks 
may contribute to the delay in filings being docketed.  However, a majority of the joint 
subcommittee felt that “a change to [Rule] 2.420 which shifts the responsibility of maintaining 
confidential information only to the filer, would increase the likelihood that confidential, 
sensitive and private information will be released, made available online, and adversely impact 
public safety and privacy rights.” See Appendix A–17. 
 
MINORITY POSITION 
 
A minority of the joint subcommittee “want to eliminate the clerk’s responsibilities for redaction 
and shift all responsibility for protecting confidential information solely to filers.”  See Appendix 
A–21. 
 
The minority believes that since the Supreme Court’s 2010 opinion adopting the amendments to 
Rule of Judicial Administration 2.420 and the elimination of the prior moratoria on electronic 
access to court records, clerks have assumed a “protectionist” role, described as their 
“independent affirmative duty … to redact confidential information regardless of whether filers 
met their obligation [to redact or file a Notice of Confidential Information].”  See Appendix A-
19 and A-22.  The minority does not believe that sufficient information was presented to 
substantiate that the inadvertent release of sensitive and confidential information would be 
widespread or more likely in the absence of the clerks’ independent redaction role. 
 



 
 
Accordingly, the minority proposes three alternative amendments to revised Rule 2.420(d) 
(Court Records),1 including: (i) no independent redaction in any case type where the filer is an 
attorney; (ii) no independent redaction in “traditional” civil cases;2 or (iii) no independent 
redaction in traditional civil cases where the filer is an attorney.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Both the majority report and minority alternative rule amendments were shared with the Rules of 
Judicial Administration Committee at its October 2019 meeting.  The Committee accepted the 
majority report without a vote as no rule amendment was proposed by the majority.  The 
majority report and minority alternative rule amendments were subsequently shared within the 
Florida Courts Technology Commission at its November 2019 meeting, and the Commission 
accepted the majority report.  The majority and minority reports were then shared with The 
Florida Bar Board of Governors at its December 2019 meeting, where the majority report was 
approved and the minority alternative rule amendments were recognized by a vote of 43–0.  
 
In conclusion, the Commission and the Committee do not recommend amendments to Rule of 
Judicial Administration 2.420 at this time.  If the Court has any questions regarding this No 
Action Report, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
/S/               
Josephine Gagliardi         Lisa Taylor Munyon 
Chair             Chair 
Rules of Judicial Administration Committee   Florida Courts Technology Commission 
(approved by Judge Gagliardi and submitted 
with a conformed signature to avoid delay) 
 
cc: Justice Ricky Polston, Supreme Court Liaison 
  Deborah Meyer, Director of Central Staff, Supreme Court 
 Joshua Doyle, Executive Director, The Florida Bar 
 Krys Godwin, Staff Liaison, The Florida Bar 

                                                 
1 Please note that the proposed amendment is based on the published rewrite version of Rule 
2.420 that will be filed within the Committee’s 2020 Regular-Cycle Report due February 1, 
2020.  The proposed amendment variations can be seen at Appendix A–51 through A-53. 
 
2  Defined as excluding family, probate, guardianship, sex abuse, medical malpractice, Jimmy 
Ryce Act, or juvenile cases. 
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Florida Courts E-Filing Authority 
Board

Portal Progress Report

December 2020
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Average Number Days to
Docket in December
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Active Portal Users by Filer
Role in December

Filer Role # of 
Accounts

# of 
Submissions

% of 
Submissions

Attorneys 82,375 1,134,611 78%

Judicial Circuit Filers 1,447 212,581 14.6%

Process Servers 1,865 24,765 1.7%

Self-Represented Litigants 222,989 12,701 0.9%

Law Enforcement 2,112 13,801 1.0%

State Agent 401 19,145 1.3%

Mediator/Arbitrator 1,306 3,249 0.2%

Court Reporter 878 1,059 0.07%

Mental Health Professional 1,521 6,575 0.5%

Local Agent 133 589 0.04%

Domestic ViolenceCase Initiator 20 36

ATTY/CLIENT AND WORK PRODUCT
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https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overvi

ew (last accessed on March 29, 2021) 

  



Select Language ▼ Home Receipt Lookup My Account 

Menu 

The Clerk's Office will be closed on Friday, April 2nd for Good Friday 

Is your court hearing being held via Zoom? Learn more about Remote 
Court Hearings by Zoom 

Home / Records Request 

Records Request 

Overview 

Electronic Certified Documents 

Court Records In-Person 

Court Records by Request 

Marriage Records Request 

Other Record Types 

AGENCY DOCUMENT REQUEST 

Overview 

Options for obtaining Court Documents 

https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/Home
https://www.browardclerk.org/web2/eReceipt
https://www.browardclerk.org/Web2/Account/Index
https://www.browardclerk.org/Home/
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/Miscellaneous#RemoteHearingsbyZoom
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/Miscellaneous#RemoteHearingsbyZoom
https://www.browardclerk.org/
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#ElectronicCertifiedDocuments
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#InPersonRecordsRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#CourtRecordsbyRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#MarriageRecordsRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#OtherRecordTypes
https://www.browardclerk.org/EmailForms/AgencyDocumentRequest


Below you will find various options on how to purchase or view recently filed electronic or older hard- 
copy paper court documents filed in the 17th Judicial Circuit of Broward County, Florida. 

Electronic Court Records Court Records 
Certified In-Person by Request 
Documents 

Court documents are Court documents are 
available for purchase or available for purchase or Electronically filed court 
viewing from the Archives viewing by completing a documents are available 
Division or Court Division Court Records Request. for purchase or viewing on 
in which the case is filed. the Clerk of Courts 

website. Read More 
Read More 

Read More Processing Time: 
Processing Time: 

Can take up to 2 
Processing Time: Depends on weeks once request 

availability of court is received. Immediately, once 
documents. order has placed 

Cost: and credit card has 
Cost: been processed. Copy Fee: $1.00 per 
Copy Fee: $1.00 per court document 

Cost: court document page 
page Certification Fee: $8.00 per electronic 
Certification Fee: $2.00 per court certified court 
$2.00 per court document document 
document Search Fee: $2.00 to 
Search Fee: $2.00 to search case per year Payment Methods: 
search case per year 

Payment Methods: American 
Payment Methods: Express Cashier's Check 
Cash Personal Check Master Card 
Cashier's or Money Order 

Visa Attorney's Check American Money Order 
Express 

American 
Master Card Express 
Visa Master Card 

Visa 

Payer using credit card 
must appear in-person 
with proper identification. 

How to obtain other Documents 

https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/OnlineServices/ElectronicCertifiedDocuments#PurchaseDocumentsOnline
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#InPersonRecordsRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#CourtRecordsbyRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#CourtRecordsbyRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#InPersonRecordsRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/OnlineServices/ElectronicCertifiedDocuments#PurchaseDocumentsOnline


Below you will find options on how to purchase non-court related documents. 

Marriage Records 

Other Agency Records 

Brenda D. Forman 

Clerk of Court 
Broward County 
17th Judicial Circuit 

More About the Clerk 

Connect with Us 

Courthouse Locations 

Contact Us 

Disclaimer Agreement 

Clerk Directory 

Tell Us What You Think 

Accessibility & Support 

ADA Notice 

Print 

A Text Size: A Reset 

Translate 

Main Courthouse Location 

201 SE 6th Street 
Fort Lauderdale 
Florida, US 33301 
Phone: (954) 831-6565 

https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#MarriageRecordsRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#OtherAgencyRecordsRequest
https://www.browardclerk.org/AboutUs/AboutTheOffice#AboutTheClerk
https://www.facebook.com/browardclerkofcourts/
https://www.browardclerk.org/AboutUs/HoursAndLocations#CourthouseLocations
https://www.browardclerk.org/AboutUs/AboutTheOffice#ContactUs
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/Miscellaneous#DisclaimerAgreement
https://www.browardclerk.org/AboutUs/HoursAndLocations#ClerkDirectory
https://www.browardclerk.org/Miscellaneous/ClerkSurveys
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/Miscellaneous#ADA
https://translate.google.com/


Public Records Custodian Pursuant to 119.12(2), F.S. 

Public Access to Judicial Records Pursuant To Rule 2.420 

Under Florida law, email addresses are public records. If you do not want your email address released in response to a public 
records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. 
Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing. 

© 2021 - All rights reserved 

https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/RecordsRequest#Overview
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/Miscellaneous#PublicRecordsCustodian
https://www.browardclerk.org/GeneralInformation/Miscellaneous#JudicialRecordRule
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49-State Survey of Court Records Confidentiality Obligations on Filers



 

 
 

49-STATE SURVEY OF COURT RECORDS CONFIDENTIALITY 
OBLIGATIONS ON FILERS 

 
Summary by the Numbers 

 
• 45 other states expressly place the responsibility for handling 
confidential information in court records on filers; many also specify 
that clerks are not responsible for confidential information in filings 

• 1 state (Alaska) makes no mention of confidentiality in its court rules 

• 2 states (Colorado & Tennessee) mention protecting confidentiality in 
court records, but do not clearly address who is responsible 

• 1 state (Vermont) makes filers and clerks dually responsible for 
protecting confidential information in court filings  

 
State-by-State Citations to Authority 

 
1.  Alabama  
 

Ala. R. of Civ. P. 5.1(f): “The attorney, party, or nonparty filing 
documents in the clerk's office or the electronic court record is 
responsible for making the redactions required by this rule. Neither 
the clerk nor any other official custodian of court records shall be 
responsible for reviewing documents filed with the court for 
compliance with this rule.”  
 

2.  Alaska 
 
Alaska is silent regarding the responsibility for the redaction of 
confidential personal information.  

 
3.  Arizona 
 

Ariz. R. Civ. P. 5.1(e)(2): “Responsibility with Filer. The responsibility 
for not including or redacting sensitive data rests solely with the 
person making a filing with the court. The clerk and the court are not 
required to review documents for compliance with this rule, or to seal 
or redact documents that contain sensitive data.”  

https://judicial.alabama.gov/docs/library/rules/cv5_1.pdf
http://www.courts.alaska.gov/rules/index.htm
https://casetext.com/rule/arizona-court-rules/rules-of-civil-procedure-for-the-superior-courts-of-arizona/commencing-an-action-service-of-process-pleadings-motions-and-orders-duties-of-counsel/rule-51-filing-pleadings-and-other-documents
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4.  Arkansas 
 

Ark. Ct. R. 5(c)(2)(B): “. . . It is the responsibility of the attorney for a 
party represented by counsel and the responsibility of a party 
unrepresented by counsel to ensure that confidential information is 
omitted or redacted from all case records that they submit to a court. 
It is the responsibility of the court, court agency, or clerk of court to 
ensure that confidential information is omitted or redacted from all 
case records, including orders, judgments, and decrees, that they 
create.”  
 

5.  California 
 
Ca. R. Ct. 1.201(b): “The responsibility for excluding or redacting 
identifiers identified in (a) from all documents filed with the court rests 
solely with the parties and their attorneys. The court clerk will not 
review each pleading or other paper for compliance with this 
provision.”  
 

6.  Colorado 

Colorado law does not place the onus for redacting confidential 
personal information on either the filer or the clerk.  Co. Judicial 
Dept., Public Access to Court Records, Sept. 2014 Policy 
Amendment, § 3.70 (“A protected court record [i.e. record containing 
confidential information] is only accessible to the public after 
redaction . . .”); id. at § 4.60(a) (“Information in court records is not 
accessible to the public if federal law, state law, court rule, court 
order, case law or this policy prohibits disclosure of the information.”); 
id. at § 4.60(e) (“Requests for these protected court records shall be 
handled administratively and shall not require a court order . . .”).  
 

7.  Connecticut 

Conn. Sup. Ct. R. § 4-7(b)-(c):  
 
“(b) Persons who file documents with the court shall not include 
personal identifying information, and if any such personal 
identifying information is present, shall redact it from any 

https://rules.arcourts.gov/w/ark/arkansas-rules-of-civil-procedure#!fragment/zoupio-_Toc63238724/BQCwhgziBcwMYgK4DsDWszIQewE4BUBTADwBdoAvbRABwEtsBaAfX2zgDYBmAJi4A4A7DwAsASgA0ybKUIQAiokK4AntADk6iREJhcCRcrWbtu-SADKeUgCE1AJQCiAGUcA1AIIA5AMKOJpGAARtCk7GJiQA
https://www.courts.ca.gov/cms/rules/index.cfm?title=one&linkid=rule1_201
https://www.courts.state.co.us/Courts/Supreme_Court/Directives/05-01_Amended%202016%20Oct18%20Web.pdf
https://www.jud.ct.gov/Publications/PracticeBook/PB.pdf
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documents filed with the court, whether filed in electronic or paper 
format, unless otherwise required by law or ordered by the court. 
The party filing the redacted documents shall retain the original 
unredacted documents throughout the pendency of the action, any 
appeal period, and any applicable appellate process.  
 
(c) The responsibility for omitting or redacting personal identifying 
information rests solely with the person filing the document. The 
court or the clerk of the court need not review any filed document 
for compliance with this rule.”  
 

8.  Delaware 

Del. Ch. Ct. R. 10.2(9): “. . . Parties shall refrain from including, or 
shall redact where inclusion is necessary, . . . personal identifiers 
from all documents filed with the court, including exhibits thereto, 
unless otherwise ordered by the Court . . .  
 
It is the sole responsibility of counsel and the parties to be sure that 
all pleadings comply with the rules of this court requiring redaction of 
personal identifiers. The Clerk will not review each pleading for 
redaction.” 
 

9.  Georgia 

Ga. Uniform Super. Ct. R. 36.17(B): “The responsibility for omitting or 
redacting these personal identifiers rests solely with counsel and the 
parties. The clerk will not review filings for compliance with this rule.”  
 

10. Hawaii 

Hi. Ct. Records R. 9.1(a): “[A] party shall not include personal 
information in any accessible document filed in any state court . . .”  
 

11. Idaho 

Idaho. R. Civ. Proc. 2.6(a): “It is the responsibility of the filer to ensure 
that protected personal data identifiers are omitted or redacted from 
documents before the documents are filed. This responsibility exists 
whether the documents are filed electronically or conventionally, and 
even if the filer did not create the document. The responsibility to 

https://courts.delaware.gov/rules/pdf/SupremeCourtRules-11-1-19.pdf
https://www.gasupreme.us/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/UNIFORM-SUPERIOR-COURT-RULES-2021_02_25.pdf
https://www.courts.state.hi.us/docs/court_rules/rules/hcrr.pdf
https://isc.idaho.gov/ircp2.6-new
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redact also applies to documents that are initially exempt from 
disclosure but later become public pursuant to court rules. The clerk 
of the court will not review filings to determine whether appropriate 
omissions or redactions have been made.” 
 

12. Illinois 

Ill. Sup. Ct. R. Civ. Proc. 138(a): “[P]ersonal identity information shall 
not be included in documents or exhibits filed with the court . . .”  
Ill. Sup. Ct. R. Civ. Proc. 138(e): “Neither the court nor the clerk is 
required to review documents or exhibits for compliance with this rule. 
If the clerk becomes aware of any noncompliance, the clerk may call 
it to the court’s attention. The court, however, shall not require the 
clerk to review documents for compliance with this rule.”   
Ill. Sup. Ct. R. Civ. Proc. 138(g): “This rule does not require any clerk 
or judicial officer to redact personal identity information from the court 
record except as provided in this rule.”  
 

13. Indiana 

Ind. R. Trial. P. (87)(F)(3): “A user shall identify non-public access 
documents containing information that is excluded from public access 
with a header, label, or stamp identifying the document as excluded 
from public access.”  
 
Ind. R. Acce. Ct. Rec. 5(C): “Unless necessary to the disposition of 
the case, the following [confidential] information shall be redacted . . . 
If the information is necessary to the disposition of the case, the 
document containing the confidential information shall be filed on 
green paper (if paper filing) or filed as a confidential document (if e-
filing). A separate document with the confidential information shall be 
filed on white paper (if paper filing) or filed as a public document (if e-
filing) . . .”  
 
Inc. R. Acce. Ct. Rec. 5 commentary: “. . . The party or person 
submitting the confidential record is required to provide separate, 
written notice identifying the grounds upon which the exclusion is 
based.” 
 
 

http://www.illinoiscourts.gov/SupremeCourt/Rules/Art_II/ArtII.htm
https://www.in.gov/courts/rules/trial_proc/trial_proc.pdf
https://www.in.gov/courts/rules/records/index.html#_Toc60038836
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14. Iowa 

Iowa R. of Civ. Proc. 1.422: “It is the responsibility of counsel and the 
parties to ensure that protected information is omitted or redacted 
from documents or exhibits filed with the court. The clerk of court will 
not review filings to determine whether the required omissions or 
redactions have been made.” 
 

15. Kansas 

Kan. Sup. Ct. R. 123(3)(b): “Unless otherwise required by law or court 
order, parties and their attorneys must not include—or must partially 
redact when inclusion is necessary— . . . personal identifiers from all 
documents and accompanying exhibits filed with the court . . .”  
 
Kan. Sup. Ct. R. 123(3)(c): “A party and the party’s attorney are 
solely responsible for redacting personal identifiers. The clerk will not 
review a document for compliance with this rule.”  
 

16. Kentucky 

Ky. R. Civ. P. 7.03(1): “Unless the court orders otherwise, in a civil 
filing with the court . . . that contains certain personal data . . . an 
attorney or party making the filing must redact the document so the 
following information cannot be read . . .”  
 
Ky. R. Civ. P. 7.03(5): “The clerk is not required to review filings with 
the court for compliance with this rule. The responsibility to redact 
filings rests with counsel and the party making the filing . . .”  
 

17. Louisiana 

La. Sup. Ct. R. XLII, Electronic Filing, § 4(f): “[Attorneys] must refrain 
from including, or must partially redact where inclusion is necessary, 
any personal data identifiers from all documents electronically filed, 
including exhibits, unless otherwise ordered by the Louisiana 
Supreme Court.” 
 
 
 
 

https://www.legis.iowa.gov/docs/ACO/CourtRulesChapter/12-31-2020.1.pdf
https://www.kscourts.org/Rules-Orders/Rules/Cover-Sheet;-Privacy-Policy-Regarding-Personal-Ide
https://casetext.com/rule/kentucky-court-rules/kentucky-rules-of-civil-procedure/pleadings-and-motions/rule-7-pleadings-motions/rule-703-privacy-protection-for-filings-made-with-the-court
https://www.lasc.org/Supreme_Court_Rules?p=RuleXLII
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18. Maine 

M.R.E.C.S. 12: “It is the responsibility of the filing party to ensure that 
sealed, impounded, or nonpublic cases, court records, data, 
documents, and information are redacted before submission . . .”  
 
M.R.E.C.S. 38(A): “Parties are responsible for omitting or redacting 
nonpublic information in documents filed into the [Electronic Filing 
System], whether filed electronically or conventionally. With the 
exception of in camera reviews, the court will not review any 
documents to ensure compliance with this rule and is not responsible 
or liable for the inclusion of nonpublic information in any filed 
document.”  
 

19. Maryland 

“Md. R. 1-322.1(b): “Except as otherwise provided in this Rule, 
required by law, permitted by court order, or required to implement a 
court order, the filer of any paper or electronic filing with a court shall 
not include . . . personal identifier information . . .”  
 

20. Massachusetts 

Mass. Sup. Judicial Court R. 1:24(7): “The filer is responsible for 
redacting personal identifying information. The clerk will not review 
each filed document for compliance.”  
 

21. Michigan 

Mich. Ct. R. 1.109(D)(1)(g): “Pursuant to Administrative Order No.  
2006-2, a filer is prohibited from filing a document that contains 
another person’s social security number except when the number is 
required or allowed by statute, court rule, court order, or for purposes 
of collection activity when it is required for identification.” 
 
Mich. Administrative Order No. 2006-2: “No person shall file a 
document with the court that contains another person’s social security 
number except when the number is required or allowed by statute, 
court rule, court order, or for purposes of collection activity when it is 
required for identification. A person who files a document with the 
court in violation of this directive is subject to punishment for 

https://www.courts.maine.gov/rules/text/mrecs_2020-12-14.pdf
https://govt.westlaw.com/mdc/Document/N6AA6D0F0C70611EA93CAAA8D5255C4BE?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://www.mass.gov/supreme-judicial-court-rules/supreme-judicial-court-rule-124-protection-of-personal-identifying#section-7-responsibility-for-redaction
https://courts.michigan.gov/Courts/MichiganSupremeCourt/rules/Documents/Michigan%20Court%20Rules.pdf
https://courts.michigan.gov/Courts/MichiganSupremeCourt/rules/Documents/Administrative%20Orders.pdf
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contempt and is liable for costs and attorney fees related to protection 
of the social security number.”  
 

22. Minnesota 

Minn. Gen. R. Prac. 11.02(a): “Restricted identifiers are prohibited in 
all documents or other records filed with the court except when the 
restricted identifiers are germane and necessary for the court’s 
consideration of the issues then before the court . . . Every person 
who files any other document or record with the court is solely 
responsible for ensuring that it contains no restricted identifiers . . . 
The court administrator will not review each record for compliance 
with this rule . . .” 

 

23. Mississippi 

Miss. Electronic Courts Admin. Proc. § 9(a): “. . . Counsel shall refrain 
from including, or shall partially redact where inclusion is necessary 
and relevant to the case, the following personal identifiers from all 
pleadings and other papers filed with the court . . . whether filed 
electronically or in paper . . . The responsibility for redacting these 
personal identifiers rests solely with counsel and the parties. The 
clerk will not review pleadings for compliance with this procedure . . .”   
 

24. Missouri 

Mo. Sup. Ct. Operating R. 2.02: “. . . The clerk of court is not required 
to review the case document to confirm that the party has omitted 
personal information and shall not refuse to accept or file the 
document on that basis. The responsibility for any mandatory 
redaction of personal information rests solely with counsel, the parties 
or any other person preparing or filing the document.”  
 

25. Montana 

Mont. R. Civ. P. 5.2(a): “[U]nless the court orders or the law requires 
otherwise, in any filing with the court that contains [confidential 
personal information], a party or nonparty making the filing must” 
redact or omit the information.  
 

https://www.mncourts.gov/mncourtsgov/media/Appellate/Supreme%20Court/Court%20Rules/GRP-Tit-I.pdf
https://courts.ms.gov/research/rules/msrulesofcourt/MEC%20Administrative%20Procedures%20Revised%20Effective%2010-25-18.pdf
https://www.courts.mo.gov/courts/ClerkHandbooksP2RulesOnly.nsf/e2aa3309ef5c449186256be20060c329/dc2e80286afa4ad286256ca60051dee2?OpenDocument
https://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/title_0250/chapter_0200/part_0020/section_0052/0250-0200-0020-0052.html
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26. Nebraska 

Neb. Uniform D. Ct. R. of Prac. & Proc. § 6-1521(G): “The 
responsibility for redacting personal and financial data set forth in § 6-
1521(A) rests solely with counsel and the parties. The clerk of the 
court shall not be required to review documents for compliance with 
this rule . . .”  
 

27. Nevada 

Nev. R. Elec. Fil’g. & Conv. 14(d)(2): “In general, under NRS 
239B.030 and the Nevada Rules for Sealing and Redacting Court 
Records (SRCR), any document submitted to an [Electronic Filing 
System] must not contain any personal information, or if it does, the 
personal information must be redacted.” 
 
Nev. R. Elec. Fil’g. & Conv. 14(d)(4): “A court may sanction a filer for 
disclosing personal information in violation of NRS 239B.030 or the 
SRCR.” 
 
Nev. R. Elec. Fil’g. & Conv. 14(d)(5): “The clerk is not required to 
review each paper for personal information or for the redaction of 
personal information.” 
 

28. New Hampshire 

N.H. R. Sup. Ct. 13B(c)(4)(B): “It is the responsibility of the filing party 
to ensure that confidential information is omitted or redacted from a 
document before the document is filed. It is not the responsibility of 
the clerk or court staff to review documents filed by a party to 
determine whether appropriate omissions or redactions have been 
made.” 
 

29. New Jersey 

N.J. Ct. R. 1:38-7(b): “A party shall not set forth confidential personal 
identifiers . . . in any document or pleading submitted to the court 
unless otherwise required by statute, rule, administrative directive, or 
court order . . .”  
 

https://supremecourt.nebraska.gov/supreme-court-rules/chapter-6-trial-courts/article-15-uniform-district-court-rules-practice-procedure/%C3%82%C2%A7-6-1521-protection-personal-financial-information-civil-court-records
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/CourtRules/NEFCR.html
https://www.courts.state.nh.us/rules/supercr-new/supercr-new-13B.htm
https://www.njcourts.gov/attorneys/assets/rules/r1-38.pdf
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N.J. Ct. R. 1:38-7(g)(3): “The court shall not order the clerk to alter or 
undertake redaction of the document as that obligation rests with the 
party or the attorney for the party that submitted the document 
containing the confidential personal identifiers.” 
 

30. New Mexico 

N.M. Dist. Ct. R. Civ. Proc. 1-079(D): “The court and the parties shall 
avoid including protected personal identifier information in court 
records unless deemed necessary for the effective operation of the 
court’s judicial function . . . The court clerk is not required to review 
documents for compliance with this paragraph and shall not refuse for 
filing any document that does not comply with this paragraph. The 
court clerk is not required to screen court records released to the 
public to prevent disclosure of protected personal identifier 
information.” 
 

31. New York 

22 NYCRR § 202.5(e)(1): “Except . . . as otherwise provided by rule 
or law or court order, and whether or not a sealing order is or has 
been sought, the parties shall omit or redact confidential personal 
information in papers submitted to the court for filing . . .”  
 

32. North Carolina 

N.C. Gen. Stat. 132-1.10(d): “No person preparing or filing a 
document to be recorded or filed in the official records . . . of the 
courts may include [confidential personal information] . . .”  
 
N.C. Gen. Stat. 132.10(h): “. . . No liability shall accrue to a register of 
deeds or clerk of court or to his or her agent for any action related to 
provisions of this section or for any claims or damages that might 
result from [confidential personal information] . . . on the . . . clerk of 
court's Internet website available to the general public or an Internet 
Web site available to the general public used by a register of deeds 
or clerk of court.”  
 
N.C. eFiling Rule 6.3: “Except where otherwise expressly required by 
law, filers must comply with G.S. 132-1.10(d) to exclude or partially 
describe sensitive, personal or identifying information . . . it is the sole 

https://nmonesource.com/nmos/nmra-historical/en/item/4448/index.do?zoupio-debug#!fragment/zoupio-_Toc2635910/(hash:(chunk:(anchorText:zoupio-_Toc2635910),notesQuery:'',searchQuery:'N.M.%20R.%20Civ.%20P.%20Dist.%20Ct.%201-079',searchSortBy:RELEVANCE,tab:toc))
http://ww2.nycourts.gov/rules/trialcourts/202.shtml#05
https://ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/PDF/BySection/Chapter_132/GS_132-1.10.pdf
https://www.nccourts.gov/assets/inline-files/Supplemental-Rules-of-Practice-and-Procedure-for-the-North-Carolina-eFiling-Pilot-Project-Codified-15-June-2020.pdf?eq5tKE2FddjSFbfgg64ALtD3pAoWXpjA
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responsibility of the filer to omit or redact non-public and unneeded 
sensitive information within a document. The clerk of superior court 
will not review any document to determine whether it includes 
personal information.” 
 

33. North Dakota 

N.D. R. Ct. 3.4(b): “A party or nonparty making a filing with the court 
is solely responsible for ensuring that protected information does not 
appear on the filing.”  
 
N.D. R. Ct. 3.4 Explanatory Note: “The clerk of court is not required to 
review a document filed with the court for compliance with this rule.”  
 

34. Ohio 

Oh. Superintendence Ct. R. 45(D)(1): “When submitting a case 
document to a court or filing a case document with a clerk of court, a 
party to a judicial action or proceeding shall omit personal identifiers 
from the document.” 
 
Oh. Superintendence Ct. R. 45(D)(3): “The responsibility for omitting 
personal identifiers from a case document submitted to a court or 
filed with a clerk of court pursuant to division (D)(1) of this rule shall 
rest solely with the party. The court or clerk is not required to review 
the case document to confirm that the party has omitted personal 
identifiers and shall not refuse to accept or file the document on that 
basis.” 
 

35. Oklahoma 

Okl. Dist. Ct. R. 31(A): “The responsibility for following the guidelines 
set forth below rests solely with counsel, the parties, or any other filer. 
The Clerk of the Court shall not have any duty to review documents 
for compliance with this rule. If a filer includes personal identifier 
information . . . in any document filed with the courts, electronically or 
otherwise, the document becomes a public record as filed.”  
 
 
 
 

https://www.ndcourts.gov/legal-resources/rules/ndrct/3-4
http://www.supremecourt.ohio.gov/LegalResources/Rules/superintendence/Superintendence.pdf
https://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=464913
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36. Oregon 

Or. Unif. Trial Ct. R. 2.130(2): “When confidential personal 
information is required by statute or rule to be included in any 
document filed in a proceeding . . . the party providing the information 
. . .  
(ii) Must not include the information in any document filed with the 
court, and  

(iii) Must redact the information from any exhibit or attachment to a 
document filed with the court, but must not redact the information 
from a court-certified document required to be filed by statute or 
rule.” 

37. Pennsylvania 

Pa. Public Access Policy of the Unif. Jud. Sys. Of Pa. R. 7.0(A), (D): 
“Parties and their attorneys shall be solely responsible for” ensuring 
that confidential personal information is “not included in any 
document filed with a court or custodian . . .”   
 
Pa. Public Access Policy of the Unif. Jud. Sys. Of Pa. R. 7.0(E): “A 
court or custodian is not required to review any filing for” ensuring 
that confidential personal information is not filed with a court.   
 

38. Rhode Island 

R.I. Provisional Article X, Rules Governing Electronic Filing, R. 
8(b)(1): “When documents containing confidential and/or personal 
identifying information must be filed with a court, it is the responsibility 
of the filing party to ensure that confidential information or personally 
identifiable information is appropriately redacted prior to filing.” 
 

39. South Carolina  

So. Car. R. Civ. Proc. 41.2(a) provides: “A person filing a document in 
paper or electronic format shall not include, or will redact where 
inclusion is necessary, . . . personal identifying information . . .” 
 
So. Car. R. Civ. Proc. 41.2(c) provides: “The clerks of court and their 
staff will not review filings for redaction to determine if materials 

https://www.courts.oregon.gov/rules/UTCR/2020_UTCR_ch2.pdf
http://www.pacourts.us/assets/files/page-1090/file-10048.pdf
https://www.courts.ri.gov/Courts/SupremeCourt/Rules/8b1.pdf
https://www.sccourts.org/courtReg/displayRule.cfm?ruleID=41.2&subRuleID=&ruleType=CIV
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should be sealed . . . The responsibility for ensuring that information 
is redacted or sealed rests with counsel and the parties.”  
 

40. South Dakota 

The filer is required to redact confidential information from documents 
filed with the court. S.D. Codified Laws § 15-15A-9(1) (“Social 
security numbers, employer or taxpayer identification numbers, and 
financial or medical account numbers of an individual where required 
to be filed with the court shall be submitted on a separate Confidential 
Information Form, appended to these rules, and filed with the 
pleading or other document required to be filed. The Confidential 
Information Form is not accessible to the public.”).   
 

41. Tennessee 

Tenn. Code Ann. § 10-7-503(5): “Information made confidential by 
state law shall be redacted whenever possible, and the redacted 
record shall be made available for inspection and copying.”   
 
Notably, there is at least one Chancery Court order stating that the 
onus for redacting such information is on the filer. See In re: Personal 
Identifying Information in Chancery Filings, Order, dated August 26, 
2010, available at http://chanceryclerkandmaster.nashville.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/general-
information/personal_information_in_chancery_filings.pdf (last visited 
March 11, 2021) (“Sensitive personal identifying information should 
not be included in papers filed with the Clerk and Masters unless 
necessary and relevant to the case. Attorneys and pro se filers are 
responsible for ensuring that the sensitive personal identifiers listed 
below are not included in pleadings and other papers filed in the 
Office of the Clerk and Master. Court clerks are not responsible for 
reviewing and/or redacting sensitive personal identifying information 
except for social security numbers.”).   
 

42. Texas 

Tex. R. Civ. Proc. 21c(b): “Unless the inclusion of sensitive data is 
specifically required by a statute, court rule, or administrative 
regulation, an electronic or paper document, except for wills and 

https://sdlegislature.gov/Statutes/Codified_Laws/2043920
https://advance.lexis.com/documentpage/?pdmfid=1000516&crid=9a6a5cae-59f1-42da-8a16-079f1f35279c&nodeid=AAKAAHAAFAAD&nodepath=%2FROOT%2FAAK%2FAAKAAH%2FAAKAAHAAF%2FAAKAAHAAFAAD&level=4&haschildren=&populated=false&title=10-7-503.+Records+open+to+public+inspection+%C3%A2%C2%80%C2%94+Schedule+of+reasonable+charges+%C3%A2%C2%80%C2%94+Costs+%C3%A2%C2%80%C2%94+Destruction+of+public+records.&config=025054JABlOTJjNmIyNi0wYjI0LTRjZGEtYWE5ZC0zNGFhOWNhMjFlNDgKAFBvZENhdGFsb2cDFQ14bX2GfyBTaI9WcPX5&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fstatutes-legislation%2Furn%3AcontentItem%3A5NNX-SSN0-R03M-H335-00008-00&ecomp=L38_kkk&prid=3ad7dd25-2304-403e-be3b-35fbf17b041e
http://chanceryclerkandmaster.nashville.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/general-information/personal_information_in_chancery_filings.pdf
http://chanceryclerkandmaster.nashville.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/general-information/personal_information_in_chancery_filings.pdf
http://chanceryclerkandmaster.nashville.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/general-information/personal_information_in_chancery_filings.pdf
http://www.txcourts.gov/media/1451578/trcp-combined-effective-january-1-2021.pdf


 

13 
 

documents filed under seal, containing sensitive data may not be filed 
with a court unless the sensitive data is redacted.”  
 
Tex. R. Civ. Proc. 21c(c): “Sensitive data must be redacted by using 
the letter "X" in place of each omitted digit or character or by 
removing the sensitive data in a manner indicating that the data has 
been redacted. The filing party must retain an unredacted version of 
the filed document during the pendency of the case and any related 
appellate proceedings filed within six months of the date the judgment 
is signed.” 
 
Tex. R. Civ. Proc. 21c(e): ‘The clerk may not refuse to file a 
document that contains sensitive data in violation of this rule. But the 
clerk may identify the error to be corrected and state a deadline for 
the party to resubmit a redacted, substitute document.” 
 

43. Utah 

Ut. Ct. R. 4-202.09(10)(A): “The person filing a public record shall 
omit or redact non-public information. The person filing the record 
shall certify that, upon information and belief, all non-public 
information has been omitted or redacted from the public record . . .”  
 

44. Vermont 

Vermont’s rules place the onus on both the filer and clerk to protect 
and/or redact confidential information from filings.  
 
Vt. Pub. Access Ct. R. 7(a)(1)(A): “It is the responsibility of the filer of 
a case record, whether in physical or electronic form, to determine 
whether all or part of the record being filed is not publicly accessible.”  
 
V.R.E.F. Rule 5(d)(1): “Court staff will review all electronic filings for 
compliance with these rules and Rule 7(a)(1) of the Rules for Public 
access to Court Records.”   
 

45. Virginia 

Va. Civ. Prac & Rem. Code, Ch. 14, § 8.01-420.8(A): “Whenever a 
party files, or causes to be filed, with the court a motion, pleading, 
subpoena, exhibit, or other document containing [confidential 

https://www.utcourts.gov/resources/rules/ucja/view.html?title=Rule%204-202.09.%20Miscellaneous.&rule=ch04/4-202_09.htm
https://casetext.com/rule/vermont-court-rules/rules-for-public-access-to-records/rule-7-filing-of-case-records-filer-and-judiciary-responsibility
https://casetext.com/rule/vermont-court-rules/rules-for-public-access-to-records/rule-7-filing-of-case-records-filer-and-judiciary-responsibility
https://casetext.com/rule/vermont-court-rules/vermont-rules-for-electronic-filing/rule-5-procedure-for-electronic-filing
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title8.01/chapter14/section8.01-420.8/


 

14 
 

personal information] . . . the party shall make reasonable efforts to 
redact all but the last four digits of the identification number.”  
 

46. Washington 

Wash. G.R. 31(e)(1)-(2): “Except as otherwise provided . . . parties 
shall not include, and if present shall redact, the following personal 
identifiers from all documents filed with the court, whether filed 
electronically or in paper, unless necessary or otherwise ordered by 
the Court . . . The responsibility for redacting these personal 
identifiers rests solely with counsel and the parties. The Court or the 
Clerk will not review each pleading for compliance with this rule . . .”   
 

47. West Virginia 

W. Va. Jud. Trial Ct. R. Ch. 1 R. 15A.24: “Unless expressly required 
by law, Users shall not e-file any Document which is publicly available 
which contains any person’s [confidential personal information] . . . 
Redactions, where necessary, shall ensure complete privacy of the 
information. It shall be the sole responsibility of the User filing a 
Document to comply with this Rule. Neither the court nor the circuit 
clerk shall be responsible for reviewing Documents for compliance 
with this Rule.” 
 

48. Wisconsin 

Wis. Stat. § 801.19(2): “[N]o party shall . . . submit protected 
information in any document filed in any action or proceeding in 
circuit court except in the manner provided by this section . . . [T]he 
parties to the action are solely responsible for ensuring that protected 
information does not appear in any document filed with the court. The 
court will not review each document filed by a party for compliance 
with this section . . . A party shall omit or redact protected information 
from documents filed with the court unless the protected information 
is required by law or is necessary to the action . . . When protected 
information is provided to the court, a party shall omit or redact it from 
any documents filed . . .” 
 
 
 
 

https://www.courts.wa.gov/court_rules/
http://www.courtswv.gov/legal-community/court-rules/trial-court/chapter-1.html#rule15
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/statutes/statutes/801/19/2/h/3
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49. Wyoming 

Wy. R. Gov. Ct. Record Redactions 1: “For any documents filed, 
unless otherwise ordered by the court, the parties shall refrain from 
including, or shall redact where inclusion is necessary, the following 
five personal data identifiers from their pleadings, including exhibits 
thereto . . . The responsibility for redacting these personal data 
identifiers rests solely with counsel and the persons filing the 
documents with the court. 

 

https://www.courts.state.wy.us/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/RULES-GOVERNING-REDACTIONS-FROM-COURT-RECORDS3_19_18.pdf
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

WESTERN DIVISION 

Courthouse News Service, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Michael Planet, in his official capacity 
as Court Executive Officer/Clerk of the 
Ventura County Superior Court, 

Defendant. 

 Case No.: CV 11-8083-DMG (FFMx) 
 
AMENDED JUDGMENT FOR 
DECLARATORY RELIEF AND 
PERMANENT INJUNCTION  
[263] 
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  This action came before the Court on the Amended Complaint of Plaintiff 

Courthouse News Service (“CNS”) for Injunctive and Declaratory Relief under 42 

U.S.C. § 1983 and the First and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 

Constitution against Defendant Michael Planet, in his official capacity as Court 

Executive Officer and Clerk of the Superior Court in and for the County of Ventura, 

California. 

    Following the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals’ ruling in Courthouse News 

Service v. Planet, 947 F.3d 581 (9th Cir. 2020) (“Planet III”), which affirmed in part 

and reversed in part the Judgment for Declaratory Relief and Permanent Injunction 

In Favor of Plaintiff Courthouse News Service Against Defendant Michael Planet 

[Doc. # 199], and pursuant to the mandate received by this Court,  

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that, pursuant to 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 58, Judgment be entered in this action in favor of 

Plaintiff CNS and against Defendant Planet as follows: 

  1.   On CNS’s Prayer for Declaratory Relief, it is ORDERED, 

ADJUDGED and DECREED that: 

    a.  There is a qualified First Amendment right of timely access to 

newly filed civil complaints, including their associated exhibits.   

    b.  This qualified right of timely access attaches when new 

complaints are received by a court, rather than after they are “processed” -- i.e., 

rather than after the performance of administrative tasks that follow the court’s 

receipt of a new complaint.   

    c.  This qualified right of timely access attaches on receipt 

regardless of whether courts use paper filing or e-filing systems.   

    d.  Planet’s policy prior to June 18, 2014 of requiring that newly 

filed complaints and their associated exhibits be “processed” prior to providing the 

press and public with access to those complaints violates CNS’s qualified First 

Amendment right of timely access to newly filed complaints and their associated 

exhibits for the reasons stated in Planet III. 
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    e.  Planet’s policy, implemented on June 18, 2014, of scanning new 

civil complaints and making the scans available on public computer terminals does 

not violate CNS’s qualified First Amendment right of timely access to newly filed 

complaints and their associated exhibits for the reasons stated in Planet III. 

  2.   On CNS’s Prayer for Injunctive Relief, Planet is hereby permanently 

enjoined from refusing (a) to make newly filed unlimited civil complaints and their 

associated exhibits available to the public and press until after such complaints and 

associated exhibits are “processed,” regardless of whether such complaints are filed 

in paper form or e-filed, and (b) to make such complaints and exhibits accessible to 

the public and press in a timely manner from the moment they are received by the 

court, except in those instances in which the filing party has designated the 

complaint as confidential by law or properly moved to place the complaint under 

seal. 

  3.  On CNS’s Prayer for Costs and Attorneys’ Fees, and pursuant to the 

Ninth Circuit’s Order of June 30, 2020 [Doc. # 255], CNS is the prevailing party in 

this action.  Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d), the cost award to 

CNS entered on August 2, 2016, in the amount of $20,730.81 [Doc. # 204], is 

reinstated.  Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988, CNS is further awarded its non-taxable 

costs and attorneys’ fees in an amount to be determined by the Court pursuant to 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d)(2) and Local Rules 54-10 and 54-11, which 

shall be filed within 14 days of the date of entry of this Judgment. 

   

DATED:  January 26, 2021     _____________________________   
       DOLLY M. GEE 
              UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE  
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