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REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON STATEWIDE JUDGESHIP NEED PAGE 1

i EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

in November 1987 the Judicial Council directed the Administrative Office of the
Courts (AOC) to study alternative methods of determining judgeship needs. In
1988 an ad hoc committee was created to examine altemnative judgeship needs
methodologies. The ad hoc committee reviewed a number of methodologies,
reviewed prototype models, and provided direction on the substantive
characteristics a judgeship needs model should incorporate. The ad hoc
committee concluded its work in 1888 by recommending the creation of a formal
advisory committee to develop a new methodology to replace the weighted
caseload approach.

in March 1890 the Court Profiles Advisory Committee (the present Judgeship
Needs Advisory Committee) was created to develop a new methodology to
replace the weighted caseload approach. The advisory committee determined
that the most appropriate method for assessing judgeship needs in California
was one based on a quantitative measure of the amount of judicial time needed
to hear and resolve the issues in a case. In addition, the method should also be
sensitive to other factors affecting the time available, or needed, for hearing and
deciding a case.

As a starting point the committee established the following definition of
judgeship needs to be used as a guideline for measuring a court’s need for
judicial resources:

A court needs additional judgeships when the efficient use
of available resources cannot meet demand in a just and
timely manner.

In addition, the advisory committee considered three approaches for assessing
judicial needs: (1) the use of raw data based on several factors, e.g.,
unweighted filings, total pending cases, jury trial rates, etc. The distinguishing
feature of the approach is that the information about a court’'s workload would
not be subject {0 a quantitative caiculation, as is done with the weighted
caseload methodology, (2) modifications to the weighted caseload
methodology, with other supplemental factors; and (3) use of simulation
techniques and quantitative models other than weighted caseload to
mathematically model the court process and calculate the need for judicial
resources.

After reviewing the altenatives, the advisory committee chose the third
approach which it believed best met its criteria and definition of judgeship
needs.

in November 1892 the Judicial Council approved the advisory committee’s
conceptual model for identifying the need for new permanent judgeship
positions in trial courts.
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Judgeship needs methodology

The judgeship needs methodology is based on a combination of quantitative
and qualitative factors. The quantitative factors are derived from an analysis of
actual trial court data that have been found to affect the need for judicial
resources. This information will be analyzed using a model that simuiates a
court’s operation to determine judgeship needs, based on data gathered on (1)
the number and composition of case filings; (2) case processing and disposition
pattems; (3) typical times spent by a judge hearing proceedings within a case;
{4) applicable case processing time standards and statewide benchmarks; and
{5) acceptable pending caseload levels.

The qualitative information includes those factors that might be quantified but
were excluded from the quantitative model due to the high cost of data
collection or imprecise effects on judgeship needs.

The simulation mode|

Simulation is a powerful tool that a wide variety of industries use to address
complex problems. Using simulation to determine judgeship needs affords the
opportunity to build a complex model that can account for factors that may not
exist in every court, but may affect judgeship need. For example, by adjusting
the certified plea component, the model could account for a superior court's not
having to sentence felony cases in which the defendant pleads guilty and is
sentenced in the municipal court.

The first step in developing the simulation methodology is to build a model. The
advisory committee chose the criminal court process as the prototype fo
represent the concepts and components of a more comprehensive judgeship
needs model. The model built for the criminal court system, and subsequent
case types, was a schematic developed by diagramming the flow of criminal
cases through the court system. There are various stages to the process and at
any stage a variety of court events or activities can occur. The process was
broken down into four stages: (1) first appearance; (2) pretrial; (3) trial; and (4)
sentencing. Simulation puts the schematic model into action by simulating the
flow of a iarge number of cases through the court system. The model is a
representation of the dynamic process, while the simulation is a representation
of the process in action. Simulation puts the operations of the court system into
action over time by processing cases through the various stages in their natural
order, based upon “live” or historical data from a sample of cases.

Use of the mode!

In order to use the simulation model to estimate judgeship needs in a particular
court, it is necessary to run several simulations. Each simulation represents a
possible scenario of events in a court over a period of time. The outputs from a
“simulation run” are estimates of case-processing times, pending caseload, and
the proportion of cases that meet statutory time requirements and statewide
benchmarks. These results, or outputs, are influenced by the inputs, which
include projected filings by case type, estimated disposition patterns, and
variables such as the typical judicial time spent on each phase of a case, e g.,
jury selection. Another input is the number of judges available to process
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REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON STATEWIDE JUDGESHIP NEED PAGE 3

cases. This differs from the weighted caseload mode! in which the number of
judges required is the output of the analysis rather than an input.

The methodology identifies judgeship needs by identifying the minimum number
of judges necessary to satisfy case processing standards assuming the efficient
use of available resources as established by the advisory committee. For
example, if a simulation run with seven judges indicates that a court would not
be able to meet case processing standards for a given caseload, but runs with
eight judges indicates that the court would be able to meet the standards, then
the quantitative methodology would indicate a need for eight judges. Therefore,
it is necessary to run several simulations, each with a different number of
judgeships, in order to estimate judgeship needs in a particular court.

Besides estimating judgeship needs, simulation can also justify need in other
practical terms that decision-makers can understand. For example, a simulation
may predict that with seven judges only 70 percent of general civil cases will be
processed in less than one year, compared to the standard of 80 percent.

While no methodoiogy can precisely compute the judicial time necessary to
process cases in a just, yet efficient manner, the judgeship needs methodology
uses estimates of necessary judicial time to predict the nhumber of judges
needed to meet demand in a timely manner.

Use of statewide benchmarks

The Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee has determined that the use of
statewide benchmarks is necessary in order to establish the credibility of the
model. The model has been designed so as to avoid determining needs based
on status quo operation. The statewide benchmarks are intended to refiect
effective and efficient operations, as opposed to averages across courts.
However, it is also recognized that courts are unique and that there are many
relevant differences for which a court cou!d be penalized or rewarded by the
exclusive use of statewide benchmarks. Therefore, initial determination of
judgeship needs will be based on statewide benchmarks for specific variables.
if a court appeals the initial evaluation, the model will be rerun for courts, at the
discretion of the advisory committee, using court-specific data (if available) in
lieu of the benchmarks.

Source and type of data

Quantitative data used by the model is gathered by participating courts on a
continuous sampling basis and reported to the AOC for analysis. These data
serve as the basis of input for the model for court-specific values and, generally,
for the derivation of statewide benchmark values. Court-specific data inciude
variables that are beyond the court’s control and which vary from court to court,
such as the number and composition of filings, as well as other variables like
time spent on jury selection and the number of events per case.

Court-specific data is actual data from the trial courts relating to a particular
case type, e.g., criminal, and is reported either as “live” or historical data:
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« In‘live” data collection the courtroom clerk records specific events and the
time to complete the event, relating to randomly selected cases from filing
through disposition of the case, as well as any post-disposition activity. in
addition, 100 percent of all trials are tracked from motions in limine through
the rendering of the verdict. Also, for all tracked cases, including trials, the
judge is requested fo provide information about off-bench time spent on the
case.

« Historical data collection involves recording data about a sample of cases
that are closed or inactive.

Data collection

All trial courts participating in the data collection program so far have done so
voluntarily. Currently, there are 11 different trial courts participating in live data
collection in the following areas: 7 criminal; 7 civil; 6 family law; and 4 juvenile.

A historical data collection program was conducted in Summer 1894 to collect
data on civil cases in nine superior and municipal courts; and in seven superior
courts for both family law and juvenile case types. In historical data coliection,
information was collected from a minimum of 275 closed or inactive case files
for the specified case type.

Data collection by sampling, as opposed to snapshot studies or coliecting data
on every case, improves the accuracy of the data and reduces the burden of its
collection. Ongoing collection will become a routine part of court activities and
will require less training. It is contemplated that the data would be analyzed
annually to update the model and calculate the benchmark and court-specific
variable values. In addition, procedures have been established for the auditing
of the data reported.

Process for requesting judicial positions

in July 1894, in order to comply with the Trial Court Budget Commission’s
request for a recommendation for statewide judicial positions, the Judgeship
Needs Advisory Committee informed tria! courts of the procedural steps for
requesting new judicial positions, Trial courts with a need for additional judicial
positions were asked to:

« Report the existing number and type of authorized judicial officers in the
court, and indicate the number of filled and vacant positions.

¢ |ndicate the number of requested judicial positions for which the court couid
provide facilities and support staff. (Due to this caveat, in some instances
the number requested was less than the court's estimated judicial needs.)

e Complete a questionnaire providing qualitative information about the court.
This information will be used in conjunction with quantitative factors to
provide the basis for the initial determination of judgeship needs.

in response, initial judicial needs requests were received from 61 superior and
municipal courts, requesting a total of 203.75 judicial positions.
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Process for determining judicial need

In February 1985 two omnibus judgeship bills were introduced in the Senate
and the Assembly: Senate Bill No. 874 and Assembly Bill No. 1818,

respectively. In order to meet legisiative deadlines, an intensive effort was
undertaken to collect the type of data needed to run the simulation model for the
quantitative analysis. Therefore, trial courts requesting additional judicial
positions were encouraged to provide historical data collection to supplement
the live and historical data previously collected. Of the 61 trial courts requesting
judicial positions, 28 courts submitted historical data for one or more of the four
case types. '

An ad hoc committee of judges was assembled to develop the benchmarks for
the simulation model. The ad hoc committee used the trial court data where
available. However, since this data was limited, & Delphi approach was also
used to develop the benchmarks.

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) contracted with a consuiting firm
to provide temporary technical assistance in data analysis and running the
simulations using the benchmarks and trial court data. However, as the work
progressed, it became apparent that due to the nature of the mode!, which is
data driven, it would not be feasible to use the simulation model to determine
judgeship needs this year for several reasons.

1 One of the essential advantages of the new judgeship needs methodology is
the use of court-specific information about the mix of cases relevant to
judgeship needs. Although trial courts requesting judicial positions were
asked to submit the data, it was not available for all courts requesting
judgeships.

2. Another advantage of the new judgeship needs methodology is the use of
court-specific case processing and disposition patterns that affect judge
need. Again, sufficient data was not available from each court requesting
judges to perform this analysis.

3. The use of benchmarks produced anomalous results for courts where court-
specific case mix and disposition pattem data were not available.

4 Additional time was needed to further validate the model prior to running the
simulation. The validation process is necessary to ensure that the resuits
the mode! would produce are consistent with reality.

Due in part to the limitations of the data, the advisory committee decided not to
use the simulation aspect of the methodology this year, and instead based its
recommendations on the qualitative information submitted by the courts, and
the statistical information reported to the AOC by the trial courts.

it is important to note that the advisory committee did not reject the use of the
simulation model altogether; in fact, when run with court-specific data and
benchmarks, the simulation mode! proved to accurately predict the actual
experience of the courts simulated. However, more court-specific data is
needed to determine judgeship needs.
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Judicial needs avaiuation

The advisory committee held meetings in February and April to review the
qualitative reports submitted by the trial courts, and to assess each courts’
judicial needs. In reviewing the information, the committee focused on several
primary sources:

1. Workload indicators - included analysis of five-year filing trend reports and
workioad comparisons between courts of similar size.

2. Judicial position equivalents - actual judge usage was reviewed in
relationship to vacancies and workload indicators to evaluate whether the
court’s judicial needs request was supported by its use of judicial resources
in the recent past.

3. Coordination - the extent of coordination between courts was considered,
particularly in the area of judicial coordination. Trial courts that were
coordinated were viewed more favorably than those that were not, unless it
was apparent that a court had a judicial need regardiess of its coordination
status.

4. Use of pro tems - the extent of pro tem use was considered, particularly as
relates to the type of work performed, such as hearing smali claims and
traffic matters in municipal court; settiement conferences and short matters
in superior court; and to cover judicial vacancies in either court.

These sources were expanded into working principles, or guidelines, to facilitate
the consistent evaluation of judicial needs across courts. The working principles
are included in the appendix to this report.

The advisory committee’s preliminary recommendations based upon the
analysis of a court's request and workioad data were detailed in the Preliminary
Report on Statewide Judgeship Needs. The preliminary report was distributed
to the members of the Judicial Council for consideration at their May meeting.

Judicial Council consideration

On May 11, 1995, the Judicial Council approved the Judgeship Needs Advisory
Committee’s recommendation for the creation of 61 new superior and municipal
court judgeships. The council also approved the committee’s methodoiogy
and the ranking of these courts based upon the severity of need. Approval,
however, was given with the provision that while trial courts would be aliowed to
appeal the advisory committee’s recommendation, the total number of judicial
positions should not exceed the original recommendation of 61 judges.

Appeals process

Copies of the Preliminary Report on Statewide Judgeship Needs were
distributed in mid-May to the presiding judge and court executive officer of each
court submitting a judgeship needs request. A memo accompanied the report
detailing the procedures to be used for the appeal process and the deadline for
submitting an appeal.
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Appeals for additional judgeships were received from 16 trial courts. In addition,
7 courts submitted statements to the advisory committee to either appeal or
solidify their positions in the ranking by severity of need.

The Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee met in early June to review and
consider the trial court appeals. in reviewing the appeals, the advisory
committee focused on the following areas:

o whether the court provided additional information that was sign:frcantiy
different from that provided in its original request;

¢ whether the additional information demonstrated a clear and critical need for
judicial positions; and

e the court’s statements on its current level of judicial coordination and, where
available, review of the court's quarterly coordination report submitted by
June 1, 1885.

At the completion of the appeal process, the advisory committee approved, for
recommendation to the Judicia! Council, one new judgeship for the Butte
Superior Court and the conversion of a commissioner to a judgeship for the
North Santa Barbara County Municipal Court

Since these new ;udgeshaps do not exceed the preliminary recommendation of
61 new judgeships,’ and because the procedure for ranking would take place
after the meeting, the advisory committee took no action regarding courts’
requests for consideration of their position in the ranking schedule. Foliowing
the meeting, a new ranking by severity of need was generated to include the
Butte Superior Court and Santa Maria Municipal Court (North Santa Barbara
County Municipal Court).

Judicial Council approva! of recommendation on appeal

On June 12, 1885, a conference call was held with Executive Committee of the
Judicial Council and AOC staff to review the recommendations of the Judgeship
Needs Advisory Committee. These recommendations were to:

(1) approve the final judgeship needs recommendation for 61 new
judgeships for submission to the Judicial Council by circulating
order, and

(2) approve the final ranking by severity of need for submission to
the Judicial Council by circulating order.

The executive committee unanimously approved the recommendations of the
advisory committee.

' The origingl recommendation of 61 judges insdvertently contained & judgeship each for two courts that did not request
fxdges.  iings County Consolidated Courts’ #nd Malibu Municipa! Court's requests refated to commissioner positions. This
caused the recommendation made by the advisory committee to cortinue to be 54 new judgeships.
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Following the decision of the executive committee, a circulating order was sent
to all members of the Judicial Council requesting their approval of the
recommendations of the Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee. The order was
sighed by a majority of council members and became effective June 13, 1995,

This Report to the Legislature on Statewide Judgeship Need is submitted to the
Legislature as a proposed amendment to Senate Bill No. 874 and Assembly Bill
No. 1818.

The table on pages 9-11 is a summary of judgeship needs as recommended by
the advisory committee.
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PAGE 8

1. SUMMARY OF JUDGESHIP NEEDS -

Judicisl Pogitions
Austhorized Judicisl Judicial Positions Requested by Rscommended by
Positions by Type Typs Type
June 30, 1984
Court by County Corrunis-
Judges sioners & Judges Commis- | Referees Judges Commis-
Referees sioners sioners
ALAMEDA
Alameda Superior 340 50 80 0 0 20 0
tivermore-Pieasanton- 20 1.0 1.0 1.0 0 1.0° 0
Dublin Municipal
AMADOR '
Amador Superior’ 1.0 0 0 50 ] 0 ]
Amador Justice 1.0 0 0 50 0 0 0
BUTTE
Butte Sunetior 4.0 Q 2.0 ] 0 1.0 0
CONTRA COSTA
Contrs Costs Superior 17.0 30 2.0 0 o 20 0
DEL NORTE
Del Norte Superior 1.0 0 1.0 0 0 0 0
EL DORADO
E! Dorado Superior 30 1.0 a0 o 0 o] ¢
El Dorado Municipal 3.0 [ 1.0 .0 0 0 0
FRESNOD
Fresno Superior 17.0 50 50 0 1.0 0 0
Consoiidated Fresno 10.0 20 40 0 0 0 0
Mynicipai
HUMBOLDT
Hurnbaidt Sugerior 30 c 1.0 ¢ o 0 0
IMPERIAL
imperiai Supetior 30 0 1.8 ¢ 0 1.0 0
imperiai Municipal 4.0 0 1.0 0 Q 1.0 0
KERN
Kern Superior 18.0 20 1.0 0 o 0 0
East Kern Municipal 20 1.0 40 v} 0 0 0
North Kemn Municipal 2.0 1) 1.0 1.0 v} 1.0 0
South Kermn Municipal 2.0 0 1.0 0 0 1.0 0
KINGS
Kings Superior ag 1.0 & 1.0 0 0 0
LASSEN
Lassen Superior® 1.0 0 50 0 0 0 0
LEssen Justice 1.0 0 50 G 4] 3] ¢
LOS ANGELES
Administratively Unified
Counts: -
Los Angeies Superior _ 2380 600 »o s 0 10.0 o}
inglewood Municipal  ~ 6.0 20 0 [+] o] e o
Maiibu Municipa 1.0 20 o] 1.0 c c ¢}
Eastern Unifind Courts:
Whittier Municipal 40 20 20 o} 0 [+ o
Non-Unifed Courts!
Beverty Hills Municipal e 1.0 o 1.0 o ¢ 0
Citrus Municipai 7.0 2.0 20 o s 1.0 ]
Glendale Municipa! kK 2.0 1.0 ¢ ¢ 4 0
2 Conversion of 1/3 commissioner to 1.0 full.lime judgeship.
3 Amasdor Superior and Amador Justice Court submitted & combined judgeship needs report,
“ The EI Dorado Superior Court is requesting conversion of 1.7 commissioner pasitions to 2.0 judgeships.
:The Lassen Superior Court and Lazsen Justice Court submitted a combined judgeship needs report,

The Maliby Municipal Court is requesting conversion of 1.0 commussioner to 1.0 judgeship,
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Judicial Fositions
Authorized Judicial Judicial Positions Requested by Recommendsd by
Positions by Type Type Type
June 30, 1894
Court by County Comenis-
Judges ] sioners& ] Judges | Comwmis- | Referees Judges Commis-
Referees gioners gigners
MADERA 30 G 0 1.0 o 0 o
Magera Superior .
MERCED
Merced Supetior 3.0 10 1.0 10 0 o 0
MENDOCINOG
Mendocing Supetiof 30 o 1.0 1 b 0 0
ORANGE
Orange Superior 55.0 160 16.0 0 0 7.0 4]
PLACER
Placer Superior 40 1.0 1.0 ] o 10 ]
Placer Municipal 3.0 1.0 1.0 0 4 0 o
PLUMAS
Plumas Justice’ 1.0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RIVERSIDE
Riverside Superiar® 24.0 7.0 10.0 0 0 50 ]
Desert Municipal 1.0 1.0 R4 v} o ¢ ¢
Three Lakes Municipal 20 o 29 o 0 0 0
Western Riverside 8.0 £0 so ¢ o] o o
Muymnicipal
SACRAMENTO
Sacramento Superior® 32.0 50 BD 0 5.0 0
Sacramento Municipal 16.0 5.0 0 o 0 0 [u}
SAN BERNARDINO
San Bernarding 280 60 200 ¢ 0 7.0 0
Superior
San Bernardine 6.0 40 50 0 0 0 [+]
Municipal
SAN DIEGC
San Diega Superiar 71.0 6.0 0.0 0 o] 50 o
North Municipal 41.0 2.0 3.0 o] o] Q o]
SAN FRANCISCO
San Francisgo Superior 2.0 11.0 20" 2 ¢ 1.0 g
SAN JOAGUIN )
San Joaguin Supericr 130 0 20 1.0 0 1.0 0
SAN LUIS OBISPO .
San Luis Obispo 50 1.0 .50 0 8] 1] 0
Superior
SAN MATED .
San Mateo Superior 17.0 20 1.0 0 3] 1.0 0
San Mates Municipal .0 50 20 g o] 0 g

? The Plurmas Justice Court is requesting an increase in home court workicad for the current justice court judge. This issue
!;:u been addressed by the Assignments Linit, and is beyond the scape of the Judgeship Needs Advisory Committes.

The Consoiidated Courts of Riverside submitted a combined judgeship needs report. Riverside Supenor, Desert Municipal,
and Western Riverside Municipal.
¢ The Sacramento Superior and Municipal courts submitted 2 combined judgeship heeds repart.
10 e trial courts of San Bernarding submitted 3 Combined judgeship needs report.
*! rhe San Francisco Superior Gourt is requesting conversion of 1.0 comumissioner to 1.0 juigeship.
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PAGE 11

Judicis! Positions
Autherired Judicis! Judicisl Pasitione Raquested by Recommended by
Poszitions by Typs Typs Type
June 30, 1954
Court by County Commis-
Jutiges | sioners & § Judges | Commis- | Referees Judges Cormmis-
Referees gioners sioners

SANTA BARBARA
Sants Maria 20 10 10 0 1.0 10 o
Municipe!™
Solvang Justice 1.0 0 s 0 2] 0 o]
SANTA CRUZ
Banta Cruz Superior 50 1.0 1.0 o 0 e v}
SHASTA
Shasts Superior 4.0 0 2.0 0 0 1.0 1]
SISKIYOU
Siskivou Superior 1.0 0 1.0 0 0 0 )
SOLAND
Sotano Superior 7.0 30 50 0 ) 20 ¢
SONOMA
Sonoms Superior 8.0 1.0 1.0 0 0 1.0 4]
STANISLAUS
Stanislavs Superior 8.0 30 30 1.0 0 1.0 Y
VENTURA
Venturs Superior 158 1.0 §0 ¢ c %0 4]
Ventura Municipal 12.0 1.0 2.0 0 0 0 0

19¢.75 11.0 2.0 €1.0 0

2 The Lompoc Municipal, Santa Maria Municipal and Sohvang Justice courts are now consolicated as the North Santa Barpara
Municipal Court. HMowever, the Santa Mariz Municipal Court and the Solvang Justice Cour! submitied separate judgeship
needs reports pricr to the congolidation.
'3 The Vertura courts submitted a combined judgeship needs report.
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The advisory committee is recommending creation of 55 superior court
judgeships and 6 municipal court judgeships. Also, of the 61 recommended

judgeships, 3 represent conversion of existing commissioner positions to
judgeships. ™

These recommendations are not intended to reflect absolute total need for any
court requesting judicial positions, rather the recommendations represent the

advisory committee’s evaluation of apparent and critical needs given the
information available. '

" The foliowing courts requested conversion of commissioner positions to judgeships. Livermore-Pleasanton-Dublin
Municipal, £ Dorado County Superior, Malibu Municipal San Francisco Superior. and Santa Mania Municipal.

6/15/83
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it RANKING BY SEVERITY OF NEED

In order to allocate new judgeships to courts, some measure of the comparative
severity of need among courts is necessary. The advisory committee explored
several possible methods for measuring need, and reviewed several aliocation
methods:

e priority to the court with the greatest current need;

« prionity to the court with the highest probability of fully utilizing an additional
judge; or

« equalization of workioad among the judges throughout the state.

After reviewing the alternatives, the advisory committee determined that giving a
priority ranking to the court with the greatest current need was the most
appropriate measure of severity of need among courts.

The greatest current need was determined by dividing the number of authorized
judicial positions for each court by the recommended number of judicial
positions to calculate the ratio, or ranking factor. The smaller the ratic, the
greater a court's need relative to other courts. The ratio changes each time a
judge is given to the court.

it should be noted that the method chosen tends to favor smalier courts
because the shortage, or addition, of one judge creates a larger change in the
need ratio when the number of judges in a court is small at the outset.

The table on the next page is the recommended allocation of judges by severity
of need. The first column, rank, allocates the recommended judgeships to the
court listed in column two based upon greatest current need. The third column,
judicial positions, reflects a court’s authorized judicial positions, and increases
each time a judgeship is aliocated. Column four, recommended judiciai needs,
represents the total judicial needs of the court as recommended by the advisory
committee. The final column, ranking factor, represents the ratio of judicial
positions to recommended judicial need after adding an additional judge to the
court.
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RANKING BY SEVERITY OF NEED

JUDICIAL RECOMMENDED RANKING
RANK COURT NAME POYTIONS JUDICLAL NEED FACTOR

n &) {© (a (e/d)
1 Nort Kam Mumitseal F4 A 0.867
4 South Karn Municipal 2 3 0.687
3 Liverrrhane-PlaacanionOubln bunicina i 3 4 0.750
3 Sas Maria binidpal 2 4 {150
] Butte Supgrior [ 5 0.800
5 inpenal Suponet 4 5 9.800
? finperial Mumaipel H L] 0.833
7 Pincer Superior 3 [ 0.833
T {Solany Buperiot 10 52 0833
10 [San Betnatguna Consaletated Bb 75 0.807
" et Murnicipal 1m0 1" 0608
" {Shasty Cansoidated W 1" 0909
13 (Riversice Consolidates & 59 [Eak]
4 {Contra Covta Bupanio! = 24 [-L3k4
L Ormngc Superior n [.7 apt7
14 Salang Superiot 1" 12 0.017
1 San Bemarding Consoldated & 15 .80
18 [Sacraments Conolicated 58 (=] 0.92%
15 |Smnslsus Supenor 12 13 [
20 {Orangs Suparicr T8 2 0.029
20 iSan Joaqwin Supeser 13 " [X7s)
72 [Riverside Consolidated &5 59 0.832
o) San Benandne Congomdntd ) 75 o
24 Sacraments Cormolidated 59 <} 0.537
28 Sxin iy Supener kil 82 0.93%
28 Ornge Suponior " [ 7 0.040
27 Sar Bernardine Sormolidated A 1] G047
20 fRivacande Consolidnted 54 50 £.048
% iSan Mstso Supericr 1% ol 0.9%0
2 [Sonoms Comaolidated I 20 0.¥50
3 }Namm Superiot k) &7 0.951
31 [San Diego Supenot 72 a2 0.951
1 [Omengs Superiof 80 84 0.952
x3 Sacramentn Lonsmicates 80 <] Q.952
35 Conos Lot Superior n 24 0.558
34 San Semarding Lonsoticated 2 5 0.6
¥ San Drogo Supsnor ™ [+] 0.9
k-] Crargs Supenes §1 M 0.964
L] {Rrvprmace Commoicatad $7 53 G.p88
L Vorrturs Laraalicated o] E o .0¢7
41 Low Angeies Supenod 98 308 0,988
4 S e C wloted Ll £ 0.968
&3 Lot Angeirs Sutenor X 0 a.87
Ad San Gamarding Consalidated n 75 8973
&5 L% Angeies Susenor xe 38 £.974
_ 48 Alpmnis Supencd o] 41 &.978
Lo San Diwges Suponce [ 4] &2 0.97¢
[} San Francisco Supenoc 0 41 $.978
- 1Ovange Supano: ¥4 84 a07s
5 it Argeles Supenct n 308 0377
51 Lon Angaies Supems 02 308 0.961
L3} |Rmeryice Consaidated 52 50 £.983
52 {06 Angolrs Suoenod xn 08 .98+
23 Sacroenentt Cansnidsled L.rd [.~] Q. S8
1) San Bomarding Comnshidated T4 ke 0.887
[ Los Angeet Supenor 304 0L 0987
57 San Drago Supenor LA 82 0 688
F14 Oebrgs Supenat [ =] (2] 0.088
56 Lo Anguies Supanot 05 208 0900
80 [Los Angeies Supencr 0 08 0.5
81 Log Argebet Supefior x7 208 0507
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V.  JUDGESHIP NEEDS REPORTS

ALAMEDA COUNTY
Alameda County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Fosition Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requasted Judicial
&6/30/94 as of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judiges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
; Referees siohers
424 34.0 50 8.0 0 ¢

Alameda County Superior Court uses a combination of paid and pro bono pro
tem judges to help handie the court’s caseload. The shortage of judgeship
positions, coupled with the current vacancy is being mitigated on a day to day
basis through a complex system of pro bono, intercourt, and compensated pro
tem judge support. Pro tem attomeys provide the equivalent of .50 judicial
position support to help handie court caseload in the probate, civil, and family
law areas.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating Alameda County Superior Court's request for 9.0 new judgeships,
the advisory committee considered the following:

¢ Workload indicators support the court's request for additional judgeships.

o Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 3.4 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute. :

e There was not enough information provided to consider the court's judicial
coordination.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee's recommendation.

Recommendation
Approve the creation of 2.0 new judgeships for the Alameda Superior Court.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal that the committee reevaluate its request for .0
judgeships. In evaluating the court’s appeal, the committee considered the
items listed above. The commitiee determined that the additiona! information
provided by the court did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for judicial
positions beyond the 2.0 already approved. The committee’s recommendation
is for no additional judgeships on appeal.

6/15/85
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Livermore-Pleasanton-Dublin Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&304 as of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
: ; Referees SiDhers
38 20 133 1.0 o ¢

The Livermore-Pleasanton-Dublin Municipal Court is requesting 1.0 new
judgeship and conversion of 1/3 commissioner to 1.0 full-time judgeship.

The court utilizes temporary judges for a variety of traffic, civil, and small claims
calendars. In addition, pro tem judges are used to cover the commissioners
calendar when the commissioner is needed to hear civi! trials of more than one
half day. '

For the immediate past year temporary judge use was 650 hours. For the
preceding year, pro tem judge use totaled 760 hours. During this same period a
part-time commissioner was used a total of 764 hours for the immediate past
year, and 800 hours for the previous year. The combined use of the part-time
commissioner and pro tems is significantly more than one full-time judicial
position.

Judicial Needs Evaijuation

In evaluating the Livermore-Pleasanton-Dublin Municipal Court's request for 1.0
new judgeship, the advisory committee considered the foliowing:

e Workload indicators support the court’s request for a new judgeship.
« The court has an active coordination program, particularly felony sentencing.

« The court’s case management practices are innovative, and indicate the
court is using best practices and “doing the right things right.”

Recommendation
Approve the conversion of the court’s commissioner to 1.0 full-time judgeship.

Appeal
The court did not appea! the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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AMADOR COUNTY
Amador County County Superior and Justice Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judiciai
&/30/84 a8 of 6/30/94 Pouitions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commig- Referees
Referses sioners
20 ] 4} 1.0 0

The court is requesting an additional commissioner to be used jointly by both
courts, or to be shared with a neighboring county (i.e., Calaveras). (it should
be noted that the Calaveras court has not requested a commissioner.) The
court has indicated that the county is unwilling to fund a new commissioner and
is, therefore, requesting state funding for the position.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Amador County Superior and Justice Court’s request for 1.0 new
commissioner, (.50 of which might be shared with a neighboring county), the
advisory committee considered the foliowing:

« The advisory committee’s policy is not to recommend partial subordinate
judicial positions.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Amador County Superior and Justice Court's request for 1.0
new commissioner.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’'s recommendation.

6/15/95
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BUTTE COUNTY
Butte County Superior Court

Summary of Request
Judicial Pesition Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
€/30/84 88 of 6/30/94 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissionars & Judges Commis- Raferees
% Referees sioners
46 40 0 20 B 0

The court is requesting 2.0 new judgeships. The court’s calendar is set at
8:00 a.m., and settlement conferences are scheduled at 5:00 p.m. Therefore,
each day is in excess of eight hours. All judges handie ali types of cases in
accordance with yearly assignments and as necessary to cover vacation, sick
leave, and challenges.

Judicial Needs Evaiuation

in evaluating the Butte County Superior Court's request for 2.0 new judgeships,
the advisory committee considered the following:

» Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court's request for new
judgeships. -

+ Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using .80 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

« The courtis in the process of administratively coordinating. It is tooc soon to
assess the affect of coordination on the court’s judgeship needs.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearty demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse conseguences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Butte County Superior Court's request for 2.0 new
judgeships.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee's recommendation of no new judgeships. In
evaluating the court’s appeal, the committee considered the items listed above.
The committee determined that the additiona! information provided by the court
demonstrated a clear and critical need for an additional judgeship. The
committee’s recommendation is to approve 1.0 new judgeship for the court.

6/15/85
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CONTRA COSTA COUNTY
Contra Costa County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent es of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Numbet of Requested Judicial
. 6/30/94 s of 6730/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sioners
242 17.0 3z 20 4] 0

The court is requesting 2.0 new judgeships. For the past several years the
court has operated the Trials On Time (TOT) Program. One to two civil cases of
five days or less are scheduled for trial per month with a date certain before a
stipulated pro tem judge. Last year 12 cases were resolved in this manner,
utilizing approximately 50 days of pro bono judicial assistance. The cour
employs an attorney full-time who is designated as a Discovery Referee. This
attomey presides over a daily calendar hearing discovery motions on alf civil
cases. This practice has been in effect for seven years.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Contra Costa County Superior Court’s request for 2.0 new
judgeships, the advisory committee considered the following:

» Workioad indicators support the court’s request for new judgeships.

« Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 4.2 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

» The court has a coordination program with three municipal courts whereby
the municipal court judges sit as superior court trial judges and superior
court judges handle the early disposition program in the municipal court.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 2.0 new judgeships for the Contra Costa County
Superior Court.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal that the committee reevaluate its request for 4.0
judgeships. in evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the
items listed above. The committee determined that the additional information
provided by the court did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for judicial
positions beyond that already approved. The committee recommendation is for
no additional judgeships beyond the 2.0 already approved.

8/15/85
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DEL NORTE COUNTY
Del Norte County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 a8 of 6/30/64 Positions by Type
! Judges Commissionets & Judges' Commis- Referees
Referees sionars
1.0 0 1.0 0 e

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In reviewing the De! Norte County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new
judgeship, the advisory committee considered the following:

o Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court’'s request, particularly
when compared to other courts of similar size.

¢ The superior court has cross-assignments with the justice court.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need for new judgeships.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve Del Norte County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new
judgeship. :

Appeal
The court did not appea! the committee’s recommendation.

8/15/95
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EL DORADO COUNTY
El Dorado County Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&/30/84 #s of 630/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
% Referees sloners
38 Ao 4] 1.0 1.0 4]

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the El Dorado County Municipal Court’s request for 1.0 judge and
1.0 commissioner, the advisory committee considered the following:

« There does not appear to be any coordination between the superior and

municipal court.

s The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee's recommendation.

e The report did not adequately indicate the adverse conseguences to the

court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the EI Dorado County Municipal Court's request for 1.0 new

judgeship and 1.0 new commissioner.

Appeal

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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EL DORADO COUNTY
El Dorado County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Pesition Equivalent gs of Authorized Judicia! Postions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
673094 &s of 6/30/94 Positions by Type
Judges Commissicners & Judges Commis- Referees
4 Referees sioners
5. 3.0 1.0 3.0 s} 0

The court is requesting conversion of 1.7 commissioners to 2.0 new judgeships.
The court uses pro tems at the Placerville branch to hear all fast-track status
conferences. In addition, pro tem judges conduct voluntary settlement
conferences in those personal injury cases where parties have agreed to
participate in the pilot alternative dispute resolution program.

The court has applied to the board of supervisors for an additional .30
commissioner for fiscal year 1994-95. This increase was approved by the Trial
& Court Budget Commission.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the E! Dorado County Superior Court's request for conversion of
1.7 commissioners to 2.0 judgeships, the advisory committee considered the
following:

o There does not appear to be any coordination between the superior and
municipal court. -

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

e The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the El Dorado County Superior Court's request to convert 1.7
commissioners to 2.0 new judgeships.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation for no new judgeships. In
evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the items listed above.
The committee determined that the additional information provided by the court
did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for an additional judgeship. The
committee's recommendation is for no new judgeships.

6/15/85
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FRESNO COUNTY
Fresno County Superior Court
Summary of Request
Judicial Posttion Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&/30/84 ss of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
‘2 Referees sioners
221 170 50 50 0 1.0

Judiciai Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Fresno County Superior Court's request for 5.0 judgeship and
1.0 referee, the Judgeship Needs Advisory Commitiee considered the following:

« \Workload indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for new
judicial positions.

¢ The court's judicial position equivalent is consistent with its authorized
judicial positions.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

o The report did not adequately indicate the adverse conseguences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Fresno County Superior Court's request for 5.0 new
judgeships and 1.0 new referee.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation for no new judgeships
and no new referee. in reviewing the court's appeal, the committee considered
the items listed above. The committee determined that while the additional
information provided by the court was significantly different, the court did not
demonstrate a ciear and critical need for additional judicial positions. The
committee’s recommendation is for no new judgeships.

6/15/95
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Consolidated Fresno Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of © Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
as of 6/30/84 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees siohers
10.0 20 40 ) o)

The court uses .14 pro tems approximately two momings per week, 10 cases
per session in small claims. Pro tems also cover some traffic assignments.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In reviewing the Consolidated Fresno Municipal Court's request for 4.0
judgeships, the advisory committee considered the foliowing:

» Workload indicators do not appear to support the court's request for new
judgeships. ‘

¢ There is no apparent coordination with the Fresno County Superior Court.

« The judicial position equivalent is consistent with the authorized judicial
positions.

e The report did not provide sufficient information to ciearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee's recommendation.

» The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Consolidated Fresno Municipal Court's request for 4.0 new
judgeships.

Appeai

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation. The committee
considered the appeal of the Fresno County Superior Court which was filed
jointly with this court and denied the appeal.

6/15/95
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HUMBOLDT COUNTY
Humboidt County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Jugicial Posttion Equivalent ss of Authorized Judicia! Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/84 83 of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees siohers
a0 0 1.0 0 o

The court does not use temporary or pro tem judges.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In reviewing the Humboldt County Superior Court's request for 1.0 new
judgeship, the advisory commitiee considered the following:

Workload indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for a new
judgeship.

There is no apparent coordination with another court.

The court's judicial position equivalent is consistent with the authorized
judicial positions.

The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Humboldt County Superior Court's request for 1.0 new
judgeship.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation of no new judgeships. In
evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the items listed above.
The commitiee determined that the additional information provided by the court
did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for a new judgeship. The
committee’s recommendation is for no new judgeships.

6/15/85
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IMPERIAL COUNTY
Imperial County Superior and Municipal Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Posttion Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Pestions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6730194 us of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
> Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
0 Referees sioners
87 70 ] 20 0 o}

The court has a limited pro tem judges program that accounts for 60 to 70 hours
a year. Referees are used 3/4 of the time in small claims and fraffic.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in reviewing the imperial County Superior and Municipal Court’s request for 1.0
new judgeship each, the advisory committee considered the following:

o Workload indicators support the courts' request for new judgeships.
s The courts have limited coordination.

¢ The courts judicial position equivalents support the request for new
judgeships.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the imperial County Superior
Court.

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the imperial County Municipai
Court.

Appeal

Both courts filed appeals to solidify their positions in the ranking. However,
since the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals did not
exceed the preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the
procedure for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory
committee took no action on courts’ requests for consideration of their position
in the ranking schedule.

6/15/85
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KERN COUNTY
Kem County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicis! Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/04 #s of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judiges Commissionets & Juiges Commiie- Referees
........ Referees sioners
176 15.0 2.0 1.0 0 0

The court uses a pro tem in family law who does 1,500 cases per year. There is
also minimal use of pro tems in the juvenile department.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Kem County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new judgeship, the
advisory committee considered the foliowing:

e Workioad indicators support the court’s request for a new judgeship.

s Judicial coordination with the municipal courts appears to be nonexistent.
The court's judicial need, specifically in criminal, might be reduced if there
was judicial coordination.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

s The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Kemn County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new
judgeship.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to the committee's recommendation for no new
judgeships. in evaluating the court’s appeal, the committee considered the
items listed above. The committee determined that the additional information
provided by the court did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for an
additional judgeship. The committee’s recommendation is for no new
judgeships.

6115/85
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East Kem Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 »s of 6/30/04 Pesitions by Type
Judges Commmissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
RS W Referees sioners
30 20 10 a0 L) 0

Evaluation of Judgeship Needs Request

in evaluating the East Kem Municipal Court's request for 1.0 municipal court
judge and 3.0 superior court judges, the advisory committee considered the
following: '

Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for new
judgeships. '

The municipal court is requesting 3.0 superior court judgeships to handle
family law matters at a branch court. The superior court did not mention this
in its report. The advisory committee cannot recommend approval of the
request as this appears to be a judicial coordination issue to be resolved by
the East Kern Municipal Court and the Kem County Superior Court.

The court’s judicial positions equivalent is consistent with its authorized
judicial positions.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the East Kem Municipal Court's request for 1.0 new municipal
court judge and 3.0 new superior court judges.

Appeal

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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North Kem Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Posttion Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&30/94 as of 6/30/94 Positions by Type
Judges Commiissionars & Judges Commis- Referees
Referses : sioners
20 0 10 1.0 o

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the North Kem Municipa! Court's request for 1.0 new judgeship
and 1.0 new commissioner, the advisory committee considered the following:

« Workioad indicators support the court’s request for a new judgeship.

« Judicial position equivalents indicate that the court is using .70 judicial
position above that authorized by statute.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the North Kem Municipal Court.
Do not approve the court's request for 1.0 new commissioner,

Appeal

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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South Kem Municipal Court
Summary of Request
Judicial Position Equivslent es of Authorized Judicial Posttions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
630794 as of 5/30/54 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
4 : S Referees sloners
25 20 0 10 0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the South Kemn Municipal Court's request for 1.0 new judgeship,

the advisory commitiee considered the following:

* Workioad indicators suppont the court’s request for a new judgeship.

* Judicial position equivalents indicate that the court is using .50 judicial

positions above that authorized by statute.

+ The court does not to appear to be judicially coordinated. However, based
upon workload statistics and information provided in the qualitative report,

the request for 1.0 new judgeship is justified.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the South Kerm Municipa! Court.

Appeal

The court did not appeal the commiittee's recommendation.

8/15/95




REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON STATEWIDE JUDGESHIP NEED PAGE 31

KINGS COUNTY
Kings County Consolidated Courts

Summary of Request |

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
8/30/64 as of 6/30/54 Positions by Type
oy Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
A 5 Relerses sionars
7.0 €0 10 o 1 -0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Kings Couﬁty Consolidated Court’s request for reclassification
of 1.0 Family Commissioner to 1.0 County Commissioner, the advisory
committee considered the following:

» This is beyond the scope of the advisory committee’s authority. However,
based upon the court’s workload indicators, judicial position equivalent, and
use of coordination, the committee believes the request to be justified.

Recommendation

The Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee supports the Kings County
Consolidated Court's request for reciassification of 1.0 Family Commissioner {o
1.0 County Commissioner.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee's recommendation.

6/15/95
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LASSEN COUNTY
Lassen County Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient &s of Authorized Judicial Posttions by Type Nurnber of Requested Judicial
6/30/54 ' as of 6/30/64 Postions by Type
Judges Comrmnissioners & Judges Commis- Raferees
Referees sioners
20 0 1.0 0 0

The court does not have a pro tem judge program, nor do they use referees.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the Lassen County Court's request for 1.0 new judgeship, the
advisory committee considered the following:

o Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court's request for a new
judgeship.

« The Lassen superior and municipal courts are judicially coordinated.

« Judicial position equivalents are consistent with the court’s authorized
judicial positions.

e The court’s request is based, in pant, upon anticipated increase in workload
when a new prison opens in the county in Spring 1995. This is a projected
rather than current need.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship. '

Recommendation
Do not approve the Lassen County Court's request for 1.0 new judgeship.

Appeal
The courts did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.
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1.OS ANGELES COUNTY

Administratively Unified Courts of Los Angeles County:
Los Angeles County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicia! Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
£/30/84 as of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Cornmis- Referees
Referees - sionars '
326.1 2380 0.0 0.0 1] i

Judicial Needs Evaiuation

in evaluating the Los Angeles County Superior Court's request for 30.0 new
judgeships the advisory committee considered the following:

» The court indicates its request is based, in part, upon the estimated impact
of “three strikes”, which is a projected rather than a current need.

+ Workload indicators support the court’s request for new judgeships,
particularly as cniminal filings are impacting civil caseload.

s The court’s level of judicial coordination is unclear, but it appears that judicial
coordination with the municipal courts couid reduce the court's judgeship
need.

» Judicial position equivalents indicate that the court is using 30.1 judicial
positions above that authorized by statute. Mowever, this does not include
the court's 14.0 part-time referees.

* The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 10.0 new judgeships for the Los Angeles County
Superior Court,

Appeal

The court appealed that the committee reevaluate its request for 30.0 new
judgeships. In evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the
items listed above. The committee determined that the additional information
provided by the court did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for new
judgeships beyond those already approved. The commitiee’s recommendation
is not to approve any new judgeships beyond the 10.0 already approved.

6/15/85
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inglewood Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient &s of Aithorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6730/84 . ss of 6730/84 Fositions by Type
2. Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referess
& Referses sloners
8.4 6.0 20 20 0 3

The court uses pro tem judges to handle small claims trials.

Judicial Needs Evailuation

in evaluating the Inglewood Municipal Court's request for 2.0 new judgeships,
the advisory committee considered the following:

« Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court's request for new
judgeships. :

« Judicial position equivalents are consistent with authorized judicial positions.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Inglewood Municipa!l Court's request for 2.0 new judgeships.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/85
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Malibu Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Posttion Equivalent s of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&6/30/94 as of 5/30/04 Positions by Type
: Judges Commissioners & Juages Commis- Referees
; i Referees siohets
31 1.0 290 1.0 0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evatuating the Malibu Municipal Court's request for conversion of 1.0
commissioner to 1.0 full-time judgeship, the advisory committee considered the
foliowing:

e Judicial position equivalents are consistent with authorized judicial positions.

« Extent of judicial coordination is unclear. More information is needed
regarding coordination to evaluate the court's request.

Recommendation

The Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee has no recommendation regarding
Malibu Municipal Court's request for conversion of 1.0 commissioner to a full-
time judge at this time, pending additional information from the court regarding
the extent of its judicial coordination.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’'s recommendation not to approve conversion
of a temporary position to an authorized commissioner. The committee
reaffirmed its original decision not to recommend conversion,

6/15/95
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Non-Unified Courts:
Beverly Hills Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicia! Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Posttions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
us of §730/64 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sioners .
30 1.0 0 1.0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Beverly Hills Municipal Court’s request for 1.0 new
commissioner, the advisory committee considered the following:

Workload indicators do not appear to support the court's request for a new
judicial position.

Judicial position equivalents have declined from 5.8 in 1990 to 5.2 in 1994,

The court is judicially coordinated by way of cross-assignment with superior
court.

The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Beverly Hills Municipal Court’s request for 1.0 new
commissioner.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

€/15/95
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Citrus Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Nurnber of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 as of 6/30/54 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
4 Referees sionars
11.2 7.0 20 20 0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Citrus Municipal Court’s request for 2.0 new judgeships, the
advisory committee considered the following:

e Workload indicators support the courts request for new judgeships.

¢ Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 2.2 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

Recommendation
Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the Citrus Municipal Court.

Appeal

‘The court filed an appeal to the committee requesting a reevaluation of the
court’s request for 2.0 new judgeships. In evaluating the court's appeal, the
committee considered the items listed above. The committee determined that
the additiona! information provided by the court did not demonstrate a clear and
critical need for an additional judgeship beyond that aiready approved. The
committee’s recommendation is for no additional judgeships beyond the 1.0
already approved.

6/15/95
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Glendale Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicia! Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6730/84 #s of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sionels
30 20 1.0 0 0

The court uses pro tems extensively for entire small claims calendars and in
traffic to cover commissioner’s vacations.

Judiciai Needs Evaiuation

In evaluating the Glendale Municipal Court's request for 1.0 new judgeship, the
advisory committee considered the following:

« Judicial position equivalents are consistent with authorized judicial positions.
» Workload indicators do not appear to support the need for a new judgeship.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse conseguences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation
Do not approve the Glendale Municipal Court's request for 1.0 new judgeship.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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Eastern Unified Courts:
Whittier Municipal Court
Summary of Request
Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&/30/94 as of 6730/94 Positions by Type
B Judges Commissioners & | Judges Commis- | Referees
i Referees sloners
6.0 4.0 20 20 0 [

The court does not have a pro tem program.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Whittier Municipal Court's request for conversion of 2.0
commissioners to full-time judgeships, the advisory committee considered the

following:

« Workload indicators do not appeér to support the court’s request for new

judgeships.

» Judicial position equivalent is consistent with authorized judicial positions.

+ The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need for new judgeships.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding new judgeships.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Whittier Municipal Court’s request for conversion of 2.0
commissioners to 2.0 new judgeships.

Appeal

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/158/95
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MADERA COUNTY
Madera County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Numbe: of Requested Judicial
£30/94 ot of 6/30/94 Postions by Type
: s Judges Commissioners & |  Judges Commis- | Raferees
i 3 Referees sioners
a0 a0 0 0 10 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the Madera County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new
commissioner, the advisory committee considered the foliowing:

o Judicial position equivalents are consistent with authorized judicial positions.
o Lack of information regarding judicial coordination.

+ The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need for new judgeships.

+ The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Madera County Supenor Court’s request for 1.0 new
commissioner.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/16/95
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MENDOCINO COUNTY
Mendocino County Unified Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6r30/84 as of /30794 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referess
Referees sioners
87 100 4] 1.0 o 0

The court uses pro tem judges on civil settiement conferences. They make
occasional use of masters, and assigned judges are used about .50 annually.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Mendocino County Unified Court’s request for 1.0 new superior
court judgeship, the advisory committee considered the following:

o Proposition 191 resulted in the court’s six justice courts becoming municipal
courts. It is unclear how this impacts the superior court’'s judgeship needs.

Recommendation

Dot not approve the Mendocinoe County Unified Court's request for 1.0 new
superior court judgeship.

Appeal
The courts did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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MERCED COUNTY
Merced County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 s of 8/30/94 Postiions by Type
Judges Comrmissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
S Referees sioners
42 30 1.0 10 1.0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the Merced County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new judgeship
and 1.0 new commissioner, the advisory committee considered the foliowing:

¢ The court has no judicial coordination program.
o Judicial position equivalent is consistent with authorized judicial positions.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to ciearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory commitiee’s recommendation.

« The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Merced County Superior Court's request for 1.0 new
judgeship and 1.0 new commissioner.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation for no new judgeships
and no new commissioner. In evaluating the court's appeal, the committee
considered the items listed above. The committee determined that the
additiona! information provided by the court did not demonstrate a clear and
critical need for new judicial positions. The commiftee’s recommendation is for
no new judicial positions.

6/15/95
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ORANGE COUNTY
QOrange County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient a8 of Authorized Judicial Posttions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
8/30/84 ss of 6/30/84 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
: Referees sioners
854 59,0 16.0 16.0 4] [+]

The court uses 4 pro tems, and 7.5 retired judges. Since 1992 retired judge use
has been approximately 7.5 full-time equivalents per month.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Orange County Superior Court’s request for 16.0 new
judgeships, the advisory committee considered the following:

e Workload indicators support the court's request for néw judgeships.

« Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 10.4 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

s The court has a fully consolidated criminal calendar.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 7.0 new judgeships for the Orange County Superior
Court.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/9%
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PLACER COUNTY
Placer County Superior Court

Summary of the Request

Judicial Position Equivaient ss of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
8/30/84 a8 of 6730/84 Positions by Type
: Judges Commissioners & |  Judges Commis- | Referees
»f Referees sioners
5.7 40 1.0 1.0 o 0

gy

The court has a pro tem judges program which is used for settiement
conferences, small claims, long cause trials, first case management
conferences, and juvenile and probate calendars on occasion. The court's
report does not indicate the number of days of assistance provided by the pro
tems. The pro tem judges hear 72 percent of the mandatory settiement
conferences. The court received a commissioner in April 1892 and another one
in January 1894.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Placer County Superior Court's request for a new judgeship, the
advisory committee considered the following:

« Workload indicators support the court’s request for a new judgeship.

e Judicial position equivalents indicate that the court is using .70 judicial
positions above that authorized by statute,

« The court is currently in the process of consolidating administratively with the
municipa! court. A single presiding judge assigns civil and criminal trials out
to municipal and superior court judges.

Recommendation
Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the Placer County Superior Court.

Appeal

The court did not appea! the committee's recommendation.

6/15/85
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PLACER COUNTY
Placer County Municipal Court
Summary of Request
Judicial Posflion Equivaient &8 of Authorized Judicial Posttions by Type Number of Requested Judicwm]
6/30/94 as of £/30/54 Posttions by Type
e Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Frges L Referees SIONers
4.4 I 30 1.0 1.0 ] [

The court receives assistance from pro tems. Their pro tems provide an
equivalent of 75 days, which is about 30 percent of the workload time.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Placer County Municipal Court's request for a new judgeship,

the advisory committee considered the following:

e Workioad indicators do not support the court's reguest, as two of the court's
branches are expected to be closed and these judges will be re-assigned to

the central location in Auburn,

s The court is consolidating administratively with the superior court. One
presiding judge assigns civil and criminal cases for trial to municipal and

superior court judges.

« The court’s judicial position equivalent is consistent with authorized judicial

positions.

» The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’'s recommendation.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Placer County Municipal Court's request for 1.0 new

judgeship.

Appeal

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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PLUMAS COUNTY
Piumas Justice Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Posttion Equivalent ss of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/84 ws of 6/30/04 Positions by Type
£ Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referses
5 Referees sioners
B0 10 o} o 0 Y

The court is requesting that their judge, who is a part of the certified justice court
judge program, be made a fuli-time judge.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

« The Administrative Office of the Courts, Assignments Unit, has responded to
the court’s request for an increase in home court workload.

Recommendation
None,

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY
Consolidated Courts of Riverside County

Summary of Request
Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicia! Positions by ?ype Number of Requested Judicial
8/30/84 ss of 6/30/94 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sioners
400 130 18.0 o 0

The court makes extensive use of pro tems in family law, civil, and juvenile
areas. :

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Consolidated Courts of Riverside County’s request for 10.0
superior court judges and 8.0 municipal court judges, the advisory committee
considered the following:

o Workioad indicators support the court's request for additional superior court
judges, but do not support the request for new municipal court judges.

« The superior and municipal courts are judicially coordinated.

« The court has been very innovative with their case management procedures
and technology. There does not appear to be anything the committee could
recommend to the court to help it meet the case processing time standards
in civil other than to approve new judgeships.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 5.0 new superior court judgeships for the Consolidated
Courts of Riverside County.

Do not approve the court's request for 8.0 new municipal court judgeships.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to solidify its position in the ranking. However, since
the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals does not exceed
the preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the
procedure for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory
committee took no action regarding courts' requests for consideration of their
position in the ranking schedule.

6/15/95
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Three Lakes Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Posttion Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Numbet of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 as of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
3 Referees sioners
34 20 0 20 0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluation Three Lakes Municipa! Court's request for 2.0 new judgeships, the
advisory committee considered the following:

« Workioad indicators do not support the court’s request for new judgeships.

o Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 1.4 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

e The court does not appear to be judicially coordinated with any other court in
the county. Its need for judges might be reduced if it were to coordinate with
other Riverside County courts.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

+ The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

The Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee does not recommend approval of the
Three Lakes Municipa! Court's request for 2.0 new judgeships.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation for no new judgeships. In
evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the items listed above.
The committee determined that the additional information provided by the court
did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for additional judgeships. The
committee’s recommendation is for no new judgeships.

6/15/85
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SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Sacramento County Superior And Municipal Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
8730/84 s of 6730184 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
: Referees siongrs
69.2 48.0 10.0 8.0 0 ¢

The courts use 14.2 equivalent pro tems. Their assigned judge program is fairly
heavy. They have a mandatory arbitration program using assistance from a
substantial list of attorneys that they indicate is the equivalent of about 8.0
iudicial officers. :

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating Sacramento County Superior and Municipal Court's request for 8.0
judges, the advisory committee considered the following:

« Workload indicators support a request for additional superior court
judgeships, but do not support additional municipal court judges.

¢ Judicial position equivalent indicate the court is using 8.4 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

e The superior and municipal court are judicially coordinated.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 5.0 new superior court judgeships for the Sacramento
County Superior and Municipal Courts.

Appeal

The courts appealed the recommendation of the committee requesting a
reevaluation of its request for 8.0 new judgeships. In evaluating the courts’
appeal, the committee considered the items listed above. The committee
determined that the additional information provided by the courts did not
demonstrate a clear and critical need for additional judgeships beyond that
number already approved. The committee’s recommendation is for no
additional judgeships beyond the 5.0 already approved.

6/15/95
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
San Bemardinc County Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of
6/30/84

728

Authorized Judicia! Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
ot of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referzes
Referees sioners
580 100 250 4] )

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the San Bemardino County Court’s request for 20.0 superior court
judges and 5.0 municipal court judges, the advisory committee considered the

following:

» Workload indicators have gone up substantially to support the request for
additional superior court judges.

P L

judgeships.

s Workioad indicators do not support the request for new municipal court

o The superior, municipa!, and justice courts in San Bemnardino County are

highly coordinated.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 7.0 new superior court judicial positions for the San
Bernardino County Courts.

Appeal

The court did not appea! the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/85
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY
San Diego County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6730184 as of 6/30/94 Postions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Raferees
e Referees sioners
845 7.0 6.0 100 o 0

The San Diego County Superior Court’s pro tem judge use is equivalent to 8.0
judicial positions.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating San Diego County Superior Court’s request for 10.0 new
judgeships, the advisory committee considered the following:

¢ Workload indicators appear to support the court's request for additional
judgeships.

» Judicial position equivalent indicate the court is using 7.5 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

+ The court coordinates significantly with the San Diego Municipal Court, El
Cajon Municipal Court, and the South Bay Municipal Court.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 5.0 new judgeships for the San Diego County Superior
Court. '

Appeal

The court appealed the recommendation of the committee requesting a
reevaluation of its request for 10.0 new judgeships. In evaluating the court’s
appeal, the committee considered the items listed above. The committee
determined that the additiona! information provided by the court did not
demonstrate a clear and critical need for additional judgeships beyond those
already approved. The commitiee's recommendation is for no additional
judgeships beyond the 5.0 already approved.

€/15/88
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North County Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&/30/94 as of 6/30/894 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sioners
143 11.0 20 30 0 )

The North County Municipal Court utilizes a limited judge pro tem program,
which equals one half time full-time equivalent.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating North County Municipal Court’s request for 3.0 new judgeships,
the advisory committee considered the foliowing:

Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for new
judgeships.

Judicial position equivalent indicate the court is using 1.3 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

The court does not appear to be significantly coordinated with any of the
other courts in the county. Judicial need might be reduced if there were

coordination with other courts.

The report did not provide sufficient inforration to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the North County Municipal Court's request for 3.0 new
judgeships.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY
San Francisco County Superior and Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
673004 as of 6/30/94 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referses sloners
41.2 20 1.0 20 [} 0

The court has established a temporary judge program whereby attomeys in a
case stipulate that a particular lawyer they agree to will try their case on a date
certain. The court has established a list of lawyers willing to serve in this
capacity. The court provides a courtroom, jury panel, if appropriate, courtroom
clerk, and court reporter.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating San Francisco County Superior Court’'s request for 1.0 new
judgeship and the conversion of a family law commissioner to a judgeship, and
the San Francisco County Municipal Court’s request for 1.0 new judgeship, the
advisory committee considered the following:

» Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for a new
judgeship.

« Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 1.2 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

o Thereis no significant coordination occurring between the superior and the
municipal court. Judicial need might be reduced by coordination.

» The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee’s recommendation.

« Apparently, the municipal court has withdrawn its request, so no further
action was taken regarding its report.

Recommendation

Do not approve the San Francisco County Superior Court's request for 1.0 new
judgeship. Approve the conversion of 1.0 commissioner to 1.0 new judgeship.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to solidify its position in the ranking. However, since
the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals did not exceed the
preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the procedure
for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory committee took no
action on courts’ requests for consideration of their position in the ranking
schedule.

6/15/85
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SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY
San Joaquin County Superior Court

Summary of Request
Judiciat Position Equivaient a$ of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
us of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissiohers & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sioners
13.0 ¢ 20 . 1.0 Y

The court indicates that a new and large pro tem program will be or has started.
They do use masters and referees, although they do not keep track of how
many references are made out.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating the San Joaquin Superior Court’s request for 2.0 new judgeship
and 1.0 new commissioner, the advisory committee considered the following:

« Workload indicators support the court’s request for a new judgeship.
s Judicial position equivalents are consistent with authorized judicial positions.

+ |t appears as though there is some coordination between the superior and
municipal court in San Joaquin County, but it is not detailed in the report.

« The court’s qualitative report shows a clear need for the total judgeships
requested.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the San Joaquin County Superior
Court.

Appeal

The court appealed the recommendation of the committee requesting a
reevaluation of its request for 2.0 new judgeships. In evaluating the court's
appeal, the committee considered the items listed above. The committee
determined that the additional information provided by the court did not
demonstrate a clear and critical need for additional judgeships beyond that
already approved. The committee’s recommendation is for no additional
judgeships beyond the 1.0 already approved.

6/15/85
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SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
San Luis Obispo County Superior Court

Summary of Reguest

Judicial Position Equivnbm as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Reguested Judicial
6/30/54 ss of 8/30/84 Positions by Type
: Judges Commissioners & Judges Cotninis- Referees
26 3 Referees sioners
74 50 1.0 50 0 (]

The court utilizes pro tems for law and motion, civil settiement conferences, and

penal code 2962 cases.

Judicia! Needs Evaluation

in evaluating San Luis Obispo County Superior Court’s request for .50 judge or
commissioner, the advisory committee considered the following:

« The advisory committee’s policy is not to recommend a partial judicial

position.

Recommendation

Do not approve the of San Luis Obispo County Superior Court’s request for .50

new commissioner.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.

6/15/95
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SAN MATEO COUNTY
San Mateo County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Pesition Equivaient as of Agthorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicia!
6/30/94 as of 6/30/64 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees SIONBrs
243 17.0 20 1.0 0 0

The court indicates that it has used almost 400 pro tems in all areas.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating San Mateo County Superior Court’s request for an additional new
judgeship, the advisory committee considered the following:

s« Workioad indicators support the court's request for an additional judgeship.

e Judicial position equivaients indicate the court is using 2.3 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

» There appears to be very limited coordination between the superior and
municipal court.

¢ The court's qualitative report shows a clear need for an additional judgeship.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the San Mateo County Superior
Court.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to solidify its position in the ranking. However, since
the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals did not exceed the
preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the procedure
for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory commitiee took no
action on courts' requests for consideration of their position in the ranking
schedule.

6/15/85




~ REPORT TO THE Ii_EGISLATURE ON STATEWIDE JUDGESHIP NEED PAGE §7

San Mateo County Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent es of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
&30m4 as of 6/30/94 Positions by Type
e Judges Commisgioners & Judoes Commis- Referees
Referees sioners
5.0 50 20 0 O

The court uses pro tem judges to hear halif day calendars. They are also using
approximately 1.0 full-time equivalent assigned from the Judicial Council.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating San Mateo County Municipal Court’s request for 2.0 new
judgeships, the advisory committee considered the foliowing:

= While workload indicators do show an increase in filings, these have
occurred primarily in the area of nontraffic infractions.

e Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using 1.9 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

« There appears to be very limited coordination between the municipal and
superior courts in San Mateo County.

« The report did not provide sufficient information to clarify demonstrate a
critical need for additional judicial positions.

» The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the San Mateo County Municipal Court’s request for 2.0 new
judgeships.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation of no new judgeships. in
evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the items listed above.
The committee determined that the additional information provided by the court
did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for new judgeships. The
committee’s recommendation is for no new judgeships.
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY
Santa Maria Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivalent as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requasted Judiciai
6/30/94 &5 of 6/30/34 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
; Referees sioners
3.4 20 1.0 1.0 o] 1.0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Santa Maria Municipal Court’s request for conversion of a 1.0
commissioner to a 1.0 new judgeship and the addition of a 1.0 new traffic
referee, the advisory commitiee considered the following:

The Santa Maria Municipal Court recently consolidated with the Lompoc
Municipal and Solvang Justice Courts and is now the North Santa Barbara
County Municipal Court.

Workload indicators do not support the court’s request for creation of a new
judicial position (the traffic referee). While the court's workload would
support conversion of the existing commissioner to a judge, it appears, due
to the consolidation of the justice court with the municipal court and based
on Proposition 191, the net effect of the conversion would be to reduce the
amount of judge time available to the court by .50 because the former justice
court judge would have to be out of the court for the certified justice court
judge program,

Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using .50 judicial positions
above that authorized by statute.

The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory committee's recommendation.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Santa Maria Municipal Court's request for conversion of 1.0
commissioner to 1.0 fuli-time judgeship.

Do not approve the request for 1.0 new traffic referee.
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Santa Maria Municipa! Court (cont)

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation not to approve the
conversion of a 1.0 commissioner to a 1.0 full-time judgeship. The committee
was informed that even if the commissioner position is not converted tc a
judgeship the former justice court judge will have to resume assignments on a
half-time basis. In evaluating the court's appeal, it was determined that since
the court’s workioad justifies the 1.0 commissioner and the committee’s policy
has been to approve conversion if the workload justifies it, the committee will
approve the conversion. The committee’s recommendation is to approve
conversion of the commissioner to a judgeship.
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Solvang Justice Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Posttion Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
630194 s of 6/30/34 Postions by Type
Judges Commissionets & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sionars
1.0 o 25 o 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating the Solvang Justice Court's request t0 increase the judge from .50
to .75 for purposes of the certified justice coun judge program, the advisory
committee considered the following:

« The Solvang Justice Court recently consolidated with the Lompoc Municipal
and Santa Maria Municipal Courts and is now the North Santa Barbara
County Municipal Court.

. Due to the consolidation of the court the issue of raising the judgeto a .75 is
moot. ‘

Recommendation

As this court no longer exists as a justice court, and is consolidated with the new
North Santa Barbara County Municipal Court, the request is no longer valid, and
therefore does not require a recommendation by the advisory committee. (See
the discussion under Santa Maria Municipal Court.)
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY
Santa Cruz County Superior and Municipal Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Posfiion Equivalentas of |  Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/04 es of 6/30/94 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referses sioners
10.0 3.0 1.0 (2] c

The court has an active pro tem program. Two hundred ninety-five cases were
heard iast year.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Santa Cruz County Superior and Municipal Court’s request for 1.0
new superior court judgeship, the advisory committee considered the following:

Workload indicators do not support the court's request for a new superior

court judge.

Judicial position equivaients indicate the court is using .70 judicial positions

above that authorized by statute.

The court's coordination appears to be in question, Decisions previously
made with regard to coordination do not appear to have occurred.

The report did not provide sufficient information to clearly demonstrate a
critical need beyond the advisory commitiee’s recommendation.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences to the

court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Santa Cruz County Superior and Municipal Court’s request
for 1.0 new superior court judgeship.

Appeal
The court did not appeal the commitiee’s recommendation.

6/15/85




REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON STATEWIDE JUDGESHIP NEED PAGE 62

SHASTA COUNTY
Shasta County Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Posttions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/84 &5 of 6/30/94 Positions by Type
Judges Commissionars & Judpes Commiis- Referees
Referees sioners
10.3 8.0 1.0 20 0 0

The municipa! court uses pro tem judges to hear smali claims and traffic
infraction court trials 2-1/2 days per week. If a judge is absent from the coun,
the commissioner handies the judge’s assignment and a pro tem handies the
traffic and small claims calendar.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Shasta County Court’s request for 2.0 superior court judgeships,
the advisory commitiee considered the following:

» Workload indicators appear to support the court's request for additiona!
judicial positions.

s Judicial position equivalents indicate the superior court is using 1.0 judicial
position above that authorized by statute.

» The courts are in the process of consolidating, and as of January 1, 1895,
will have completed judicial consolidation by implementing a hybrid vertical
felony calendar and a unified jury trial calendar.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new superior court judgeship for the Shasta County
Courts.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to solidify its position in the ranking. However, since
the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals did not exceed the
preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the procedure
for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory committee took no
action on courts' requests for consideration of their position in the ranking
schedule.
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SISKIiYOU COUNTY
Siskiyou County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judiciat Position Equivaient as of F T Adthorized Jugicial Posttions by Type Number of Requesied Judicial
&/30/p4 &3 of 6/30/84 _ Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Raferees
Referees sioners
1.0 0 1.0 0 ]

The court does not have a pro tem judges program.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Siskiyou County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new judgeship,
the advisory committee considered the following:

Workioad indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for a new
judgeship. o

Judicial position equivalents indicate the court is using .70 judicial positions
above that authorized.

There appears to be no attempt to coordinate with any other court.

The court's qualitative report does not show any clear and critical need for
additional judgeships beyond that recommended by the advisory committee.

The report did not adequately indicate the adverse consequences 1o the
court of not adding a judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the Siskiyou County Superior Court’s request for 1.0 new
judgeship.

Appeal

The court appealed the committee’s recommendation for no new judgeships. In
evaluating the court's appeal, the committee considered the items listed above.
The committee determined that the additional information provided by the court
did not demonstrate a clear and critical need for a new judgeship. The
committee’s recommendation is for no new judgeships.
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SOLANO COUNTY
Solano County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicisl Pesitions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/84 #s of 6/30/94 Posttions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
Referees sioners
96 7.0 30 50 (] 0

o« Ay

The court uses county-paid pro tem judges for 64 days of compensated service.
They also has pro bono pro tems who do protective orders in family law - 550 a
year.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating Solano County Superior Court’s request for 5.0 new judgeships,
the advisory committee considered:

«  Workload indicators do appear to support the court’s request for additional
judgeships.

« The court's judicial position equivalent is consistent with its authorized
judicial positions.

s There appears to be limited coordination between the superior and
municipal courts in Solano County.

« The court's qualitative report and supplemental information show a clear and
critical need for additional judgeships.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 2.0 new judgeships for the Solano County Superior
Court.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to solidify its position in the ranking. However, since
the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals did not exceed the
preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the procedure
for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory committee took no
action on courts’ requests for consideration of their position in the ranking
schedule.
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SONOMA COUNTY
Sonoma County Superior and Municipa! Courts

Summary of Request

Judicis! Posttion Equivalent as of Authorized Jugicial Posltions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/54 &3 of 6/30/54 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Comninis- Refetees
: Raferees siohers
185 150 40 1.0 4] 0

The court uses referees and pro tems, though they do not indicate the number
of cases on which these were used. The couri has received 2.7 full-time
equivaient's from pro tems and retired judges.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Sonoma County Superior and Municipal Court’s request for a new
superior court judgeship, the advisory committee considered the following:

« Workload indicators appear to support the court's request for an additional
superior court judgeship.

« Judicial position equivalents indicate the superior court is using .50 judicial
positions above that authorized by statute.

» The superiocr and municipal courts are consolidated.

» The court’s qualitative report shows a clear and critical need for the
additional superior court judgeship requested.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the Sonoma County Superior and
Municipal Courts.

Appeal

The court did not appeal the committee’s recommendation.
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STANISLAUS COUNTY
Stanislaus County Superior Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Nurber of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 os of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
@ Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referees
= Referees siohers
1.3 80 30 30 1.0 0

The court utilized assigned judges for 207 days last year.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating Stanistaus County Superior Court's request for 2.0 new judgeships
and a commissioner position, the advisory commitiee considered the following:

Workload indicators appear to support the court's request for an additional
judgeship.

The superior and municipa! court in the county are moderately coordinated.
Judges have received lengthy cross-assignments to hear all matters
regardiess of jurisdiction.

The court’s qualitative report shows a clear need for an additional judgeship.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the Stanislaus County Superior
Court. '

Appeal

The court appealed the recommendation of the commitiee requesting a
reevaluation of its request for 2.0 new judgeships. in evaluating the court’s
appeal, the committee considered the itemns listed above. The committee
determined that the additional information provided by the court did not
demonstrate a clear and critical need for additional judgeships beyond that
already approved. The committee’s recommendation is for no additional

judgeships beyond the 1.0 already approved.
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Stanislaus County Municipal Court

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 ‘ #s of 6/30/84 Positions by Type
Judges Commissioners & Judges Commis- Referaes
Referees sioners
8.3 80 1.0 1.0 o] o

The court utilized pro tems for 40 days last year.

Judicial Needs Evaluation

in evaluating Stanislaus County Municipal Court’s request for 1.0 new
judgeships, the advisory committee considered the following:

« Workload indicators do not appear to support the court’s request for an
additional judgeship.

« The superior and municipal court in the county are moderately coordinated.
Judges have received lengthy cross-assignments to hear all matters
regardless of jurisdiction.

« The court's qualitative report does not show a clear and critica! need for an
additional judgeship.

« The court's judicial position equivalent does not appear to support the
court’s request for an additional judgeship.

Recommendation

Do not approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeships for the Stanislaus County
Municipal Court.

Appeal
Not applicable.
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VENTURA COUNTY
Ventura County Superior and Municipal Courts

Summary of Request

Judicial Position Equivaient as of Authorized Judicial Positions by Type Number of Requested Judicial
6/30/94 s of 6/30/64 Poslttions by Type
Jdudges Commissioners & Judges Comimis- Referees
E Refarees sloners
2.9 27.0 20 70 0 0

Judicial Needs Evaluation

In evaluating Ventura County Superior and Municipal Court’s request for 5.0
superior and 2.0 new municipal court judges, the advisory committee considered
the following:

» Workload indicators appear to support an additional superior court
judgeship.

e Judicial position equivalents indicate the superior and municipa! courts are
using a combined total of 3.9 judicial positions above that authorized by
statute.

¢ The superior and municipal courts are totally unified administratively. They
have been discussing judicial unification.

¢ The court's qualitative report shows a clear need for an additional judge in
the superior court.

Recommendation

Approve the creation of 1.0 new judgeship for the Ventura County Superior and
Municipai Courts.

Appeal

The court filed an appeal to solidify its position in the ranking. However, since
the total number of judgeships approved due to the appeals did not exceed the
preliminary recommendation of 61 new judgeships, and because the procedure
for ranking would take place after the meeting, the advisory committee took no
action on courts' requests for consideration of their position in the ranking
schedule.
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Appendix

Working Principles Utilized by the Judgeship Needs Advisory Committee

The following represents working principles or guidelines used by the Judgeship
Needs Advisory Committee in evaluating trial court requests for new judicial
positions:

1.

S.

10.

11

12

13.

14.

Committee did not recommend a judge where the increased workioad
appea_red to justify iess than a full-time judge.

Committee did not recommend partial subordinate judicial positions, e.g., .50
commissioner.

Committee viewed trial courts that were coordinated more favorably than
those that were not coordinated.

Vacancies and long-term iliness, child care, or assignment to the Court of
Appeal generally was not considered because of the expectation that
vacancies would be filled, and assigned judges or pro tems could be used to
back fill extended ilinesses, vacancies, or judicial assignments.

Committee did not recommend judicial positions for anticipated increases in
workload, e.g., as yet unrealized caseload from “three strikes” or prison
construction, either planned or in progress, but rather considered requests
according to current need.

In instances where a court requested a judge to perform duties that are
performed by subordinate judicial officers in other courts of similar size and
caseload, the committee based its decision on the type of position the court
requested as long as there was a demonstrated need for the position.

Regarding the conversion of a commissioner to a judge, if the workload was
appropriate and justified the request, it was approved.

Committee considered best practices regarding case management, ie.,
“doing the right things, and doing them right.”

Committee reviewed and considered judicial position equivalents.

Committee considered use of pro tems by a court to assist with caseload
and judicial vacancies.

Committee considered caseload comparisons with courts of similar size and
caseload, primarily in the case of small courts.

The more articulate and complete the report, the better able the committee
was to assess need, as the committee was unabie to “fill in the blanks” for
incomplete or less persuasive repors.

Committee favorably considered a court’'s willingness to participate in the
judgeship needs process.

Committee reviewed increases in caseload, from muiti-year comparison, {o
determine whether they were short-term in nature, as opposed to steady
growth.
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