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OVERTON, J. 

The Study Committee on Confidentiality of Records of the 

Judicial Branch (the Committee) has presented this Court with its 

proposed amendments and commentary to Florida Rule of Judicial 

Administration 2.051 (Public Access to Judicial Records). We 

have jurisdiction. Art. V, § 2 ( a ) ,  Fla. Const. We approve the  

proposed amendments and commentary as set forth in this opinion 

and the attached appendix. 

Rule 2.051 was first adopted in 1992 to comply with the 

provisions of article I, section 2 4 ,  of the Florida Constitution 

(Access to Public Records and Meetings). See In re Amendments tp 

a F l a ,  R ,  Jud. Admin.--Public Accem to Jud. Reco r d s ,  608  



So. 2d 472, 472 (Fla. 1992). After the adoption of rule 5 I 

this Court created and appointed a study committee to recommend 

modifications to the rule t o  assure proper access to judicial 

branch records. In re Study Co mmittee on C onf ident ialitv of 

Branch , Admin. Ord. (Fla. Sep. 30, Records of the Judicial 

1993). 

. .  

1 

The Committee's initial recommendations were filed with 

the Court and published in The Florida Bar Ne ws, and interested 

parties were invited to submit comments. 

Company, the Florida Society of -Newspaper Editors, and the 

The Times Publishing 

Clerk of the Circuit Court for the Eighth Circuit filed 

responses. After providing the Court with its initial 

The Committee was composed of the following members: The 
Honorable Gerald T. Wetherington, Circuit Court Judge, Eleventh 
Judicial Circuit, Chair; Mr. Richard Ake, Clerk, Thirteenth 
Judicial Circuit; The Honorable F. Dennis Alvarez, Chief Judge, 
Thirteenth Judicial Circuit: The Honorable Tom H. Bateman, County 
Court Judge, Leon County; The Honorable Bennett H. Brummer, 
Public Defender, Eleventh Judicial Circuit; MS. Cynthia Glazier, 
Staff Attorney, Guardian Ad Litem Program, Fourth Judicial 
Circuit; The Honorable Gilbert S .  Goshorn, Chief Judge, Fifth 
District Court of Appeal; The Honorable Hubert L. Grimes, County 
Court Judge, Volusia County; Mr. Paul F. Hill (sitting for Mr. 
John F .  Harkness, Jr., Executive Director, The Florida Bar); The 
Honorable Barry E. Krischer, State Attorney, Fifteenth Judicial 
Circuit; Mr. Richard C. McFarlain, Attorney; The Honorable Thomas 
S. Reese, Chief Judge, Twentieth Judicial Circuit; Mr. Nick 
Sudzina, Court Administrator, Tenth Judicial Circuit; Mr. Henry 
P. Trawick, Jr., Attorney; The Honorable Peter D. Webster, First 
District Court of Appeal; Mr. Pete Weitzel, Executive Managing 
Director, The Miami Herald; Mr. Jon S. Wheeler, Clerk, First 
District Court of Appeal; and Mr. Thornton J. Williams, General 
Counsel, Department of Transportation. The members of the 
Committee are t o  be commended for their diligent efforts in this 
important and sensitive area. 
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recommendations, the Committee suggested two modifications to 

section (c)(9) as originally proposed. First, the Committee 

offered slightly different introductory language to ( c )  (9), and, 

second, the Committee suggested that the phrase llor proceeding" 

be deleted from the end of (c) (9) (D). In addition to these 

modifications,' the Committee expressed its view during oral 

argument that a commentary to the rule would be helpful in 

interpreting and implementing its provisions. The Times 

Publishing Company concurred in. this suggestion. We agreed with 

all of the Committee's proposals and tentatively approved the 

proposed rule by Court order. we also instructed the Committee 

to prepare an appropriate commentary and invited comments from 

all interested parties. 

After the Committee filed its proposed commentary, Times 

Publishing Company filed a response in which it raised three 

points. First, it expressed concern about the rule's requirement 

that information might have to be reformatted to protect 

copyrighted material. Second, it believed the commentary should 

further interpret the application of the principles of Barron v .  

Florida Fspedo m NewsDaDers, Inc., 531 So. 2d 113 (Fla. 19881, and 

ami Herald Pub1 ishincr Co. V. T I P  &, 426  So. 2d 1 (Fla. 1982), 

in the  protection of certain rights of confidentiality. Third, 

it expressed its concern about the statement that the closing of 

court proceedings requires prior notice while the closing of 

court records does not. Times Publishing Company has suggested 
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substitute language to address each of these concerns. We choose 

no t  to accept these suggestions because to do so could have 

fiscal ramifications and would, in part, require us to further 

interpret and either broaden or narrow multiple case law 

decisions of this Court in this rulemaking proceeding. We find 

that we should neither expand or narrow existing case law 

decisions' in this proceeding at this time. For the present, we 

find that the commentary is proper. 

During the course of this proceeding, the Court has become 

aware of the growing use of electronic mail ("e-mail") in the 

judicial branch. Further, there have been requests by media 

entities for judicial e-mail addresses. The absence of a uniform 

policy on how e-mail should be treated as a public record in the 

judicial branch is an issue we find that the Court, on its own 

motion, should directly address in the commentary to this rule in 

orde r  to set forth preliminarily a basic policy concerning the 

use and maintenance of e-mail transmissions as public records. 

E-mail is a new computer-based technology that the court 

system has only recently begun to use. E-mail has been defined 

as "electronic communication of text, data, ox: images 'between a 

sender and designated recipient(s1 by systems utilizing 

telecommunications links."I Jt. Legis. Info. Techly Resource 

comm., F p m s  roni * I ?  and Issues 60 (Jan. 

1994) (on file at the Florida Legislative Library) (quoting 
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D. Johnson an( J. Podesta, Access to a nd Use a n8 Disclosure of 

Elect ronic Mail on Comnanv Co m m  t e r Svste ms: A Tool Kit for 

Formulatina YOUr ComDanv's Policv 36 (Sept. 1 9 9 1 ) ) .  E-mail 

transmissions are quickly becoming a substitute for telephonic 

and printed communications, as well as a substitute for direct 

oral communications. E-mail is already being used as a 

communication device for various trial court functions during the 

course of trial as well as multiple appellate court functions. 

Many of these communications are sent between judges and their 

staffs. Further, it is clear that the definition of Itjudicial 

records" contained in proposed rule 2.051(b) includes information 

transmitted by an e-mail system and that many such transmissions 

are exempt under 2 "  051 (c) . 
The fact that information made or received in connection 

with the official business of the judicial branch can be made or 

received electronically does not change the constitutional and 

rule-mandated obligation of judicial officials and employees to 

direct and channel such official business information so that it 

can be properly recorded as a public record. The obligation is 

the same whether the information is sent as a letter or memo by 

hard copy or as an e-mail transmission. Official business e-mail 

transmissions must be treated just like any other type of 

official communication received and filed by the judicial branch. 

It is important to note that, although official business 

communicated by e-mail transmissions is a matter of public record 
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under the  rule, t he  exemptions provided in 2 . 0 5 1 ( c )  exempt many 

of these judge/staff transmissions from the public record. 

E-mail may include transmissions that are clearly not official 

business and are, consequently, not required to be recorded as a 

public record. 

The judicial branch is presently experimenting with this 

new technology. For example, e-mail is currently being used by 

the judicial branch to transmit between judicial officials and 

employees multiple matters in the  trial and appellate courts 

including direct communications between judicial officials and 

employees, proposed drafts of opinions and orders ,  memoranda 

concerning pending cases, proposed jury instructions, and even 

votes on proposed opinions. All of this type of information is 

exempt from public disclosure under rule 2.051(c) (1) and ( 2 ) .  

With few exceptions, these examples of e-mail transmissions are 

sent and received between judicial officials and employees within 

a particular court's jurisdiction. we find that this type of 

e-mail is by its very nature almost always exempt from public 

record disclosure pursuant to 2 . 0 5 1 ( c ) .  In addition, official 

business e-mail transmissions sent to or received by judicial 

officials or employees using dial-in equipment, as well as the 

use of on-line outside research facilities such as Westlaw, would 

also be exempt e-mail under 2.051(c). On the other hand, we 

recognize that not all e-mail sent and received within a 

particular court's jurisdiction will fall into an exception under 
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2 .  51(c). The f ac t  that a non-exemp-. e-mail m m le r 

received in connection with official court business is 

transmitted intra-court does n o t  relieve judicial officials OK 

employees from the obligation of properly recording such messages 

so they will be available similar to any other written 

communications. It appears that official business e-mail that is 

sent or received by persons outside a particular court's 

jurisdiction is largely non-exempt and is subject t o  being 

recorded in some form as a public record. 

We conclude that the supreme court, each district court of 

appeal, and each judicial circuit should establish, when e-mail 

is implemented in their particular jurisdiction, transmission 

systems that allow officials and employees the means to manually 

store official business transaction e-mail that is non-exempt 

either electronically or on hard copy. The protocol for 

maintaining non-exempt e-mail records that relate t o  the 

transaction of official business by any court or court agency 

should be developed by each judicial entity consistent with the 

technology available in its jurisdiction. While we do not 

believe that the constitution requires that we electronically 

archive all e-mail messages sent or received, we do emphasize 

that all judicial officials and employees are obligated to ensure 

that non-exempt official business e-mail records are not lost'. 

One way of satisfying this obligation is for judicial officials 

and employees to have an electronic means to store non-exempt 
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o f f  icia dusiness e-mail transmissions. An alternative issto 

make a hard copy of any e-mail transmission related to the 

transaction of official business by any court or court agency and 

to file the copy appropriately. These approaches are no 

different from the present obligation on judicial officials and 

employees who receive or send communications in connection with 

the transaction of official business, be it by memo or letter. 

Finally, each court should develop a means to properly 

provide official business e-mail access for the public to the 

court and should publish an e-mail address for that purpose. The 

individual e-mail addresses of judicial officials and staff are 

exempt under rule 2.051(c) ( 2 )  to protect the compelling interests 

of maintaining the  uninterrupted use of the computer f o r  

research, word-processing, preparation of opinions, and 

communication during trials, and to assure computer security. 

In conclusion, we accept in full the recommendations of 

the Committee with regard to the proposed rule changes and 

commentary. While we direct that these changes shall become 

effective on the date of this opinion, we will afford all 

interested parties an opportunity to comment and suggest 

modifications to the e-mail commentary within 60 days from the 

date of this opinion.2 

It is so ordered. 

2 Retention requirements under rule 2.075, Rules of 
Judicial Administration, will be subsequently addressed. 
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GRMES, C.J., and SHAW, KOGAN, HARDING, WELLS and ANSTEAD, JJ., 
concur. 
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APPENDIX 
RULE 2.051. PUBLIC ACCESS TO JUDICIAL RECORDS 

(a) Generally. Subject to the rulemaking power of the 
Florida Supreme Court provided by article V, section 2, Florida 
Constitution, the following rule shall govern public access to ~., 

the records of the judicial branch of government and its 
agencies. The public shall have access to all records of the 
judicial branch of government and its agencies, except as 
provided below. 

(b) D e m i t i o n .  Jud icial rpcords. for this r u l e  refer to 
dOGU ments. e xhibits in the custodv of the cle rk, D a D e  rs, letters, 
m i ,  h f ilms. recordinas. data 
B J s o f t w a r e , r  r ma terial created bv anv mtit,y 
within the ludicla1 bra nch. reaardless of n w a l  form, 
charueristics. or mea ns of transmission, t b t  a re made o r 
received Dursmnt to court rule, law, or ordinance, or a . 
connection with the transaction of official -in ess bv a nv cou rt 
or cou r t aaeacv, 

. . .  

(C) Exemn t ions The following records of the judicial 
branch and its agencies shall be confidential: 

(1) =rial and appellate court memoranda, drafts of 
opinions and orders, court conference records, notes, and other 
written materials of a similar nature prepared by judges or court 
staff acting on behalf of or at the direction of the court as 
part of the court's judicial decision-making process utilized in 
disposing of cases and controversies before Florida courts unless 
filed as a part of the court record;-, 

( 2 )  memoranda or advisory opinions that relate to the 
administration of the court and that require confidentiality to 
protect a compelling aovernmental interest, includas. but not 

1 -n lim' d t m ' t a inin Q court secu r' itv, f ac ili tat in a a c r m n a  
investiaat.i on, or Drotect ina Dublic sa fetv, which cannot be 
adequately protected by less restrictive measures. The degree, 
duratio n, and ma nner of confidentiality imposed shall be no 
broader than necessary to protect the compelling cattrt 
aovernmen interest involved, and a findinu s hall be &e t hat 
n 1  o ess restricti v m  e easures a re available tr) D rotect this 
uteres t . The decision that confidentiality is required with 
respect to such administrative memorandum or written advisory 
opinion shall be made by the chief judge of the court involved, 

I .  

Su;,rLt iu r e v l * -  , with the co ncurrence of 
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eit-her the chief iodae of the next hiahest a m e  llate court or the chief iusticp,. - 

( 3 1 0  Ccomplaints alleging misconduct against judges, 
until n r u P  cau se is estab lishpd, 

(B) C o m a  ints allecrincr miscandu ct aaainst &other 
entities or individuals licensed or regulated by the courts, 
until a findina of nrobable cause or n~ probable cause is 
established, unless otherwise provided,-r Suc h findina should be 
made within the time limit set bv a w or rule. If no time l~mit 
i s se t h '  , t P findincr should be m a d e wi t h' in a rea sonable se riod o f 
time. 

. .  

(4) Eperiodic evaluations implemented solely to assist 
judges in improving their performance, all information gathered 
to form the bases for the evaluations, and the results generated 
therefrom-r, 

(51  0 n l v  the names a n d aualhf ' ications of ge rsons 
anslvincr to se rve o r  se rvina as u naaid volunteers to, ist the 
G s b e  r th t n  ' 1: i n  h ac cessible 
to the Dub lic. All other information contained in the 

sesvincr as unDa id volunteers shall be conf idential u e s s  made 
public bv CQU rt Orde r base d UDO n a s  howina of mate rialitv in a 
pendzna cou rt Droceedi nu or UDQ n a s  howins o f aood caw& 

annlicatio ns bv a nd evaluat ions of ae rsons ass lv  ina to ser Ve Qx 

( 6 )  Ctopies of arrest and search warrants and supporting 
affidavits retained by judges, clerks, o r  other court personnel 
until execution of said warrants or until a determination is made 
by law enforcement authorities that execution cannot be made-;, 

(7) Ad11 records made confidential under the  Florida and 
United States Constitutions and federal l a c ,  

( 8 )  A ~ 1 1  court records presently deemed to be confiden- 
tial by court rule, including the Rules for Admission to the B a r ,  
by Florida Statutes, by prior case law of the  State of Florida, 
and by the rules of the Judicial Qualifications CommissionT, 
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* I  ( 9 )  A m y  court record-l upon j u d l L l d  is- 
dete rmined to be co nfidential in case decision or court r u l e 3  - btaL; iahes  that 

confidentiality is r equ i r ed to 

(i) prevent a serious and imminent threat to the 
fair, impartial, and orderly administration of justice; 

(ii) protect trade secrets; 

(iii) protect a compelling governmental interest; 

(iv) obtain evidence to determine legal issues in a 
case; 

(v) avoid substantial injury to innocent third par- 
ties; 

(vi) avoid substantial injury to a party by 
disclosure of matters protected by a common law or privacy right 
not  generally inherent in the  specific type of proceeding sought 
to be closed; 

(vii) comply with established public policy set forth 
in the Florida or United States Constitution or statutes or 
Florida rules or case law; 

(B) the degree, duratio n, and manner of 
confidentiality ordered by the court shall be no broader than 
necessary to protect the interests set forth'in subdivision ( A ) ;  
& 

( C )  no less restrictive measures are available to 
protect the interests set forth in subdivision (A)T: and 

(D) excest as D rovided bv law or rule of cou rt, 
reasonable notice s hall be Q iven to t hp sub lic of anv order 
aosincr anv cou r t record. 

(10) gthe names and any identifying information of judges 
mentioned in an advisory opinion of the Committee on Standards of 
Conduct for Judges. 

(bdl R e v i e w  of Denial of Access Request. Expedited review 
of denials of access to judicial records o r  to the records of 
judicial agencies shall be provided through an action for 
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mandamus, or other a m  roDriate ame  llate remedv, in the following 
manner : 

(1) where a judge.has denied a request for access to 
records in the judge's possession o r  custody, the marrltfirtas action 
shall b e  filed in the court having appellate jurisdiction to 
review the decisions of the judge denying access. 

( 2 )  All other mamdmms actions under this rule shall be 
filed in the circuit court of the circuit in which such denial of 
access occurs. 

Requests and responses to requests f o r  access to public records 
under this rule shall be made in a reasonable manner. 

MMENTARY 

This rule was adoDted to co nform to t he 1 9 9 2  add& ' t i o n  of 

hi r adonted in resDo n se to the 1 4 r  9 9  ecommemtio ns 
article I, sect ion 24, to t he Florida C o  n s t 1 tu t 1 OQ,. Amendments 

o f t t e e  011 co nfidentialitv o f Records of the 
Judicial B ranch .I 

Subdivision (b) has heen added bv amendment a d  Dro vides a 
onsistent w ith the 

75(a) ( 1) and 
definition of II i ud icial records 
definition 0 f I' cou r t records 'I contained in rule 2 . 0  
the defi nition o f "nublic recordstt contained in chas3ter 119, 
Florida Statutes. The word "exhibits" used in this de finition of 
.Jncume ici 1 r r t r f  n ntarv 
evidenc e and da es not r efer to tana ible items of evidence suc h as 
firearms, narcotics, etc. Judicial records with in this 

the form in which t hev ar e keDt. Reformatti na of information mav 
be ecessa v to Drotect co DV ri crhted m ateria 1. Sei a1 P v. B a r r v ,  n r 
422 so.  2 d 63 (Fla. 4th DCA 19821 ,  review denied. 4 3 1  So. 2d 9 8 8  
(Fla. 1983). 

II that i q  

r 4 s s  d fin' ' n in d r r  0 f 

The definition of "jud icial records II a 1 so i n o d e s  ' 

official bus iness information trms mitted via an electro & mail 

rrentlv beinq 
f 

**A w' h h' n w F r  x 1 -m ' 1  is cu 
s e d  bv the 1 'udicial branch to t ransmit be t  ween iudaes and staf  
U t i D l e  mat ters in the CQUI: ts includina d irect GO mmunicat iong 

e iudaes, nrmosed d r f  a ts o f ot 
m i n i 0  d 
-en iudaes a nd staff and h r '  

ns an d orders, memoranda conce rninu s e n d i  na cases, D rmose 
a v  instruct ions, a nd even votes o n nromsed oninions. All of 
US t m e  of information is e x e m D t  fr 0 m Dublic d isclosure unde r 
rules 2,051 (c) ( 1) and (c) ( 2 )  . With f e  w exceDtirEIJs, t hese 

-m il Th i r  1 x rim 

. .  
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es 0 f e-mail transm issions are se nt and recei ved bet W P P a  

judicial officials and emDlovees withi n a aarticular court's 
iurisd iction. This tvse o f e-ma il is bv its verv nature almos 
alwavs e x e m ~ t  fro m Dub lic record disclosure Dyrsua nt to rule 

sent to o r recei ved by -I 'udicial officials o r  PW lovee s usinq 
dlal-ln eauiDment, as w e 11 as the w e  o f on-line outs ide resea rch 
facilities such as Westlaw, would also be exput e -mail under 
r l  u e 2 .05 1 (c). On the other hand, we K ~ C Q C T  nize that not all e- 
mail sent and r e c ~ i  ved within a DarticUlar cour t's jurisdiction 
will fall into an e xceDt ion under rule 2.05 l(c). The fact t hat a 
m-exern~t e -mail messaae made o r received in co nnection with 
official c o u t  bus ines.as tLans mitted intra-court does n u  
2 1: i i 1 f ' ials or emDlovees fmm the ob liaation of 
gsooe rlv havina a record made of suc h messaaes so t hev will be 
available to the nublic s imilar to a nv o m r  written 
communications. I t  a DDea r h  s t at ~ f f  icial bus iness P -ma il that is 
sent o r recei ved by De r SODS nutside a narticylar cou rt's 
~ s d i c t i o n  is la rcrelv non-exernDt a nd is subject t o recordincr in 
Some farm as a nublic record. Each c:ou rt should de velm a means 

(c) . . .  ition. offxclal bus iness e -mail transmissions In add 

to a ronerlv ma ke a record of non-exemDt- of f icial bus iness e-& 
bv e ither electro nicallv s t o  rina the ma il or makina a hard c o w .  
It is imDortant t o  no te that, alt houah official bus iness 
comnicated bv e -mail trans missions is a matter of nublic reco rd 
w d e  r the  r u  le, t he exemDtions DTO vided in r u l e  2 . 0 5 1 ( c )  e xemD t 

transmissions from the DUG reco rd. 
that are clearlv not 

manv of these i 'udae/staff 
E-mail mav a Is0 includ e transmissions 
offi c i a  ' 1 bus in ess and are, con seauently, n r  ot ewired t o be 
-as a nublic re co r d. Eac h cou r t shou Id also nublish a n 
e-mail address for Dub1 ic access, The i& 'vidual e-mail 
add 1: esses of iudicial officials agd s taff are exe mDt under rule 
z a i n  llin ' t r f inq 

for ressrc h, word- the uninte rruDte d use o f the comnuter 
2. 1 

grocessina, B reDaration of aninions, and commu nication during 
trials, an d to e ~ a u  re co mm3u t e r securitv, 

Subdivision ( c )  (3) was 8 mended bv c reatincr subna r ts  (a) 
and (b) to d i s t  incruish between the erovisions ao vernincr the 
confidentialitv of comolaints aaa inst iudcres and co mr, 1 ain t s 
acrain s t  other individuals o r  entities l ~ c  ' ensed o r r eau1aF.d by 
the sunreme court. 

Sdbdivision (c) ( 5 )  was ame nded to mak e aublic the 
aualifications o f D ~ ~ S O  ns a m  lvins to serve or se rvinu the court 
as u n m  diators. a nd id volunteers SUC h as aua rdians ad litem, me 
arbitrato rs and to make BU blic t fi e amlicatiom a nd e v l  a uat i ona 
o f such Dersons uao n a s h 0 win f m,ter ialitv in a sendi na cou rt 
P r oceedinu or UDO n a sho wincr of m o d  cause. 
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3ubd ivision ( c) ( 9 )  has a Is0 been amended. Subdivision 
(c) ( 9 )  was adoDted to incorgo rate t he holdi nas o f iudicial 
d e c c e n t  h ialitv mav be reauired to 
grotect t& ria ' h s  t o f &fen dants, litimnts, o r third Dar ties; to 
f u r t h e r s t  ration of iustice: o r  to o t  herwise n romote a 
comDellina CIO vernmental interest. Barro n v. F l ' o r i d a  FrPedo m 
News wa w e rs, Inc. ,  53 1 so. 2d 113 ( F l a ,  1988) ; Miami H P X ~  
Pub1 i , . ; m a  Co . v. Le w i s ,  426 So. 2d 1 ( Fla. 1982). Such 
confidentialitv mav be imDlemented bv court rule. as well as by 
i ud icial decision, where necessa rv for the effecti Ve 
administrat ion'of justice. See, e . a . ,  F la. R .  C r b ,  P. 3 , 4 7 0  

ed Verdict) : Fla, R. Crim. P. 3 . 7 1 2  ( P  resentence 
Investja ation ReD orts) ; Fla. R. Civ. P. 1.28O(c) ( Protective 
Orders) . 

. .  

1 .  

Subdi vision (c) ( 9 )  ( D) remires that, e xcent where 
ptherwise D ~ Q V  i ded by l w  a QJ -1e of cou r t ,  seaso nable no t  ice 
shall be ai ven to t he Dub l i c  of any order closina a court recor d, 
This suba 'vision is not aw,l icable to cou r t Droceed inas. ~n like 
the closure of cou r t Droceed inas, which has bee n held to reauirp 
[u h '  1 ' H r 1 P blishina 

rt 
f 

Co. v. Le wis, 4 2 6  So. 2d 1 ( Fla. 19821 ,  t he clos u r e  of cou 
records has n Q t remi red Rr ior notice, Reauirins D rior notice o 
osure of a co urt record mav be imDract ical and burdensome in 

ances or when closure of a court re cord emeraencv cjrcumgt 
Eauirina co nfidentialitv i s  reaues te d during a iud icial 

P r  vi 'n reasonable notice to the nub l i c  of the p r oceedinu. o d ; ~  a 
losuxe o rdex a nd an ommrtu nitv to be heard on t he entrv o f a c  

nd nublic access t o iud icial records. confidentiality a 
2d 462  (Fla. F1 ori  da Freedo m N e w s  wa D e  rs, Jnc v. s1 rmons, 5 0 8  So. 

Inc,. 53  1 so. 2d 113 (Fla. 1988): S t a t e  e x re1 . Tallahass& 
Democrat v. Cooksey, 3 7 1  So. 2 d 207  (Fla. 1 s t  DCA 1 9 7 9 ) .  
Subdivision (c) ( 9 )  ( D), h owever, does not ~3 reclrt. de the aivinu of 
Q ] u  ior noti r r  n r 
elect t o  ai ve Drio r  n o t i c e  in ang r o n r i a t e  cases, 

clos f 

1st DCA 1987). ~ W W K Q  ved, Ba rron v. Florida Freedom N e W S D a W e r s ,  

ure issue ad eaua t elv Drotects the co  m w t i  'ncr interests o 
See 
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Original Proceeding - Florida Rules of Judicial Administration 

Honorable Gerald T .  Wetherington, Chairperson, Miami, Florida, of 

Branch for Rule 2.051, Rules of Judicial Administration, 
t the Study Committee on Confidentiality of Records of the Judicial 

for Petitioner 

George K. Rahdert of Rahdert & Anderson, St. Petersburg, Florida, 
on behalf of Time Publishing Company; Parker D. Thomson and 
Carol A. Licko of Thomson, Muraro, Razook & Hart, P . A . ,  Miami, 
Florida, on behalf of the Florida Society of Newspaper Editors; 
and J.K. "Buddyii Isby, Clerk of the Circuit Court, Eighth 
Judicial Circuit, Gainesville, Florida, 

Responding 
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