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T R I A L  C O U R T  B U D G E T  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E  

F U N D I N G  M E T H O D O L O G Y  S U B C O M M I T T E E  

N O T I C E  A N D  A G E N D A  O F  O P E N  M E E T I N G   

Open to the Public (Cal. Rules of Court, rule 10.75(c)(1) and (e)(1)) 
THIS MEETING IS BEING CONDUCTED BY ELECTRONIC MEANS  

THIS MEETING IS BEING RECORDED 

Date: Thursday, October 9, 2025 
Time:  12:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 
Public Video Livestream: https://jcc.granicus.com/player/event/4021 

Meeting materials will be posted on the advisory body web page on the California Courts website at least 
three business days before the meeting. 

Members of the public seeking to make an audio recording of the meeting must submit a written request at 
least two business days before the meeting. Requests can be emailed to tcbac@jud.ca.gov. 

Agenda items are numbered for identification purposes only and will not necessarily be considered in the 
indicated order. 

I .  O P E N  M E E T I N G  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( C ) ( 1 ) )  

Call to Order and Roll Call 

Approval of Minutes 
Approve minutes of the July 31, 2025, Funding Methodology Subcommittee meeting. 

I I .  P U B L I C  C O M M E N T  ( C A L .  R U L E S  O F  C O U R T ,  R U L E  1 0 . 7 5 ( K ) ( 1 ) )  

Remote Comment 
In accordance with California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(i) and (k), individuals wishing to 
speak about an agenda item during the public comment part of the meeting, must email a 
request by 12:30 p.m. on Wednesday, October 8, 2025, to tcbac@jud.ca.gov. The request 
must state the speaker’s name, the name of the organization that the speaker represents, if 
any, and the agenda item the speaker wishes to address. Only requests received by 12:30 
p.m. on October 8, 2025, will receive a reply providing the virtual meeting link and 
information needed to speak during the public comment time. 

www.courts.ca.gov/tcbac.htm 
tcbac@jud.ca.gov 

Request for ADA accommodations 
should be made at least three business 
days before the meeting and directed to: 

JCCAccessCoordinator@jud.ca.gov 
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Written Comment 
In accordance with California Rules of Court, rule 10.75(k)(1), written comments pertaining 
to any agenda item of a regularly noticed open meeting can be submitted up to one complete 
business day before the meeting. For this specific meeting, comments should be e-mailed to 
tcbac@jud.ca.gov. Only written comments received by 12:30 p.m. on October 8, 2025, will 
be provided to advisory body members prior to the start of the meeting. 

I I I .  D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  P O S S I B L E  A C T I O N  I T E M S  ( I T E M S  1 - 2 )

Item 1 
Funding Methodology Subcommittee Work Plan Update for Fiscal Year 2025–26 
(Action Required) 

Consideration of an update to the Funding Methodology Subcommittee annual work plan for 
fiscal year 2025–26.  

Presenter: Ms. Rose Lane, Senior Analyst, Judicial Council Budget Services 

Item 2 
Workload Formula Equity-Based Reallocation Policy Update (Action Required) 

Consideration of updates to the Workload Formula policy’s equity-based reallocation 
methodology.  

Presenter: Ms. Oksana Tuk, Senior Analyst, Judicial Council Budget Services  

I V . A D J O U R N M E N T

Adjourn 
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T R I A L  C O U R T  B U D G E T  A D V I S O R Y  C O M M I T T E E  

F U N D I N G  M E T H O D O L O G Y  S U B C O M M I T T E E  

M I N U T E S  O F  O P E N  M E E T I N G  

July 31, 2025 
12:00 p.m. – 1:30 p.m. 

https://jcc.granicus.com/player/event/4580 

Advisory Body 
Members Present: 

Judges: Hon. J. Eric Bradshaw and Hon. Judith C. Clark 

Executive Officers: Mr. Chad Finke (Cochair), Ms. Stephanie Cameron, Mr. 
Shawn C. Landry, Mr. Chris Ruhl, Mr. David W. Slayton, Ms. Kim Turner, and 
Mr. David H. Yamasaki 

Advisory Body 
Members Absent: 

Hon. Jonathan B. Conklin (Cochair), Hon. Samantha P. Jessner, Hon. David C. 
Kalemkarian, Hon. Patricia L. Kelly, and Ms. Rebecca Fleming 

Others Present:  Mr. Zlatko Theodorovic, Ms. Fran Mueller, Ms. Oksana Tuk, and Ms. Rose Lane 

O P E N  M E E T I N G   

Call to Order and Roll Call  

The chair called the meeting to order at 12:00 p.m. and took roll call. 

Approval of Minutes 

The advisory body approved the minutes of the June 18, 2025, Funding Methodology Subcommittee 
(FMS) meeting. 

D I S C U S S I O N  A N D  A C T I O N  I T E M  ( I T E M  1 - 3 )  
 
Item 1 – Court-Appointed Juvenile Dependency Counsel Allocations for Fiscal Year (FY) 2025–26 
(Action Required)  
Consideration of allocation methodologies for court-appointed juvenile dependency counsel for FY 2025–
26. 
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Action: The FMS unanimously voted to approve the following recommendations to be considered by the 
Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC), the Judicial Branch Budget Committee, and then the 
Judicial Council via circulating order in early September 2025.  

1. Approve the allocation of funding according to the existing court-appointed juvenile dependency 
counsel funding methodology approved by the Judicial Council. Proposed allocations are detailed 
in Attachment 1A of the materials.  

2. Direct Judicial Council staff to conduct a spending plan survey of all the trial courts to determine 
whether any courts do not intend to spend their full allocation (as detailed in Attachment 1A) such 
that some amount of funds could be available to assist small courts in adjusting to the reductions 
this fiscal year. Concurrent to base allocations, allocate available funds to impacted small courts 
that require assistance, up to their proposed allocation as approved previously by the TCBAC on 
May 7, 2025, with any remaining funds to be allocated to all eligible courts through the regular 
midyear reallocation process.  

3. Revisit the court-appointed juvenile dependency counsel funding methodology in FY 2025–26 in 
its entirety with an emphasis on trial court adjustments. 

 

Item 2 – Pretrial Release Program Allocations for FY 2025–26 (Action Required)  

Consideration of allocations and funding floor adjustment for the Pretrial Release Program for FY 2025–
26.  

Action: The FMS unanimously voted to approve the following recommendations to be considered by the 
TCBAC, the Judicial Branch Budget Committee, and then the Judicial Council via circulating order in early 
September 2025. 

1. Approve the FY 2025–26 allocations, including funding floor allocations, for the Pretrial Release 
Program in accordance with the budget bill language, by distributing the funding based on each 
county’s relative proportion of 18–24-year-olds. Individual allocations are in attachment 2A of the 
materials.  

2. Direct Judicial Council staff to conduct a midyear survey of expenditures and spending plans in 
November 2025 to determine which jurisdictions anticipate having unspent funding and which 
jurisdictions anticipate a demonstrated need for additional funding and recommend a 
methodology for reallocating funding between the trial courts based on demonstrated need. 

 

Item 3 – Proposition 36 Allocations for FY 2025–26 (Action Required)  

Consideration of allocation methodologies for Proposition 36 implementation for FY 2025–26. 

Action: The FMS unanimously voted to approve the following recommendation to be considered by the 
TCBAC, the Judicial Branch Budget Committee, and then the Judicial Council via circulating order in early 
September 2025. 

1. Approve one-time funding for FY 2025–26 allocations for the implementation of Proposition 36 in 
accordance with Allocation Methodology 1, where fifty percent of the funding is allocated based 
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on each trial court’s non-traffic misdemeanor and felony filings and fifty percent of the funding is 
allocated based on each trial court’s Proposition 36 survey data. Individual allocations are in 
attachment 3D of the materials. 

A D J O U R N M E N T  

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:31 p.m. 

Approved by the advisory body on enter date. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA  
BUDGET SERVICES 

Report to the Funding Methodology Subcommittee 
(Action Item) 

 
Title: Funding Methodology Subcommittee Work Plan Update for Fiscal Year 

2025–26 

Date:  10/9/2025 

Contact: Rose Lane, Senior Analyst, Judicial Council Budget Services  
 916-643-6926 | rosemary.lane@jud.ca.gov 

 
 

Issue 

Consideration of an update to the Funding Methodology Subcommittee (FMS) work plan for 
fiscal year (FY) 2025–26 to revise the existing methodology used to allocate court-appointed 
dependency counsel funding to the trial courts. 

Background 

The FMS prepares an annual work plan that guides its work to (1) review and refine the Workload 
Formula policy and (2) evaluate existing allocation methodologies and consider alternative 
methodologies to advance the goal of funding equity, stability, and predictability to support trial 
court operations. The annual work plan is reviewed and approved by the Trial Court Budget 
Advisory Committee (TCBAC) in July of each year. The current work plan, approved by the 
TCBAC on July 2, 20251, is provided as Attachment 1A.  

On September 2, 20252, the Judicial Council approved the FY 2025–26 allocations for court-
appointed juvenile dependency counsel and directed the TCBAC to add an additional item to its 
FY 2025–26 work plan to consider a revised methodology for this funding for an appropriate and 
effective way to address unique challenges faced by the trial courts.  

Court-appointed juvenile dependency counsel funding is distributed to the courts based on a 
workload model adopted by the Judicial Council in 20163 and amended in 20224. During the 
budget development process for FY 2025–26, stakeholders raised concerns that the existing 
allocation methodology may no longer address the realities of current juvenile dependency 
practice due to changes in federal and state law. Thus, a reevaluation of the existing 

 
1 Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee Meeting Materials (July 2, 2025), 
https://courts.ca.gov/system/files/file/tcbac-20250702-materials.pdf 
2 Judicial Council of Cal., Circulating Order CO 25-05 (Sept. 2, 2025), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=M&ID=1335073&GUID=7EA97284-5FF5-49CA-A5BD-A86123AB9CCD  
3 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Juvenile Dependency: Court-Appointed Dependency Counsel 
Workload and Funding Methodology (Apr. 15, 2016), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=4382676&GUID=E8BCCA8A-5DED-48C3-B946-6E21EBB0BEAF. 
4 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Fiscal Year 2022–23 Allocation of Court-
Appointed Juvenile Dependency Counsel Funding (July 15, 2022), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11019079&GUID=CB0A2EE1-B3CF-43AC-B92B-F4724B5D209C. 
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methodology was recommended to improve outcomes in the dependency system.  

The updated work plan is provided as Attachment 1B and this item is proposed as item 6 in the 
section “Ongoing Through FY 2025–26”.  

Recommendation 

Approve the proposed update to the FMS work plan for FY 2025–26 to revise the existing 
allocation methodology for court-appointed juvenile dependency counsel funding to determine 
an appropriate and effective way to address challenges faced by the trial courts in providing 
quality representation for children and families.  
 
This recommendation will be considered by the TCBAC at its meeting on October 29, 2025. 

Attachments 

Attachment 1A: Funding Methodology Subcommittee Fiscal Year 2025–26 Work Plan 
Approved as of July 2, 2025 

Attachment 1B: Funding Methodology Subcommittee Fiscal Year 2025–26 Work Plan 
Proposed as of October 29, 2025 
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Attachment 1A 
 

 
Funding Methodology Subcommittee 

Fiscal Year 2025–26 Work Plan  
Approved as of July 2, 2025 

 
The Funding Methodology Subcommittee is responsible for (1) the ongoing review and 
refinement of the Workload Formula policy and (2) the development of allocation 
methodologies for funding augmentations and reductions for the trial courts as necessary. 
The subcommittee will continue its ongoing work to evaluate existing allocation 
methodologies and consider alternative allocation approaches based on the Workload 
Formula’s core principles to advance the goal of funding equity, stability, and predictability 
to support trial court operations. 

 
Ongoing Through FY 2025–26 

 
1. Reevaluate the court cluster system, which is determined by the number of authorized 

judicial positions, and the impact of trial courts’ cluster placement in the Resource 
Assessment Study (RAS).  

2. Reevaluate the Trial Court Minimum Operating and Emergency Fund Balance Policy and 
consider if it should be repealed. 

3. Evaluate the equity-based reallocation policy including technical refinements and 
clarification of the application of the existing methodology. 

4. Evaluate the impact of the RAS data on the Workload Formula calculation and timing of 
implementation of new caseweights in the model. 

5. Evaluate the Bureau of Labor Statistics factor and its impact on the Workload Formula 
calculation. 

Ongoing Annual Updates 

6. Review the Workload Formula policy to address adjustments as needed to ensure that it 
stays current to advance the goal of funding equity, stability, and predictability to support 
trial court operations. 

7. Review the base funding floor amounts annually, if requested by the applicable courts, 
for consideration by the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee no later than December 
of each year, to determine whether an inflationary adjustment is needed. 

8. Review the Workload Formula adjustment request process submissions as referred by the 
Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee chair. 
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Attachment 1A 
 

The following proposals were received in response to the 2025 Workload Formula 
adjustment request process. As these proposals could impact the RAS, which calculates 
different caseweights to determine the workload-based funding need for the trial courts, 
the requests are under consideration by the Data Analytics Advisory Committee.  

1. Superior Court of Alameda County – proposed a minimum staff-to judge ratio be 
factored into the RAS as a supplemental need and included in the Workload Formula 
calculations. 

2. Superior Court of Stanislaus County – proposed a factor in the RAS model to be 
included in the Workload Formula calculations that accounts for the additional time 
and costs to conduct background checks using the Automated Firearms System for 
domestic violence restraining orders required by the Domestic Violence Prevention 
Act (AB 3083; Stats. 2024, ch. 541).    
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Attachment 1B 

Funding Methodology Subcommittee 
Fiscal Year 2025–26 Work Plan  
Proposed as of October 29, 2025 

The Funding Methodology Subcommittee is responsible for (1) the ongoing review and 
refinement of the Workload Formula policy and (2) the development of allocation 
methodologies for funding augmentations and reductions for the trial courts as necessary. 
The subcommittee will continue its ongoing work to evaluate existing allocation 
methodologies and consider alternative allocation approaches based on the Workload 
Formula’s core principles to advance the goal of funding equity, stability, and predictability 
to support trial court operations. 

Ongoing Through FY 2025–26 

1. Reevaluate the court cluster system, which is determined by the number of authorized
judicial positions, and the impact of trial courts’ cluster placement in the Resource
Assessment Study (RAS).

2. Reevaluate the Trial Court Minimum Operating and Emergency Fund Balance Policy and
consider if it should be repealed.

3. Evaluate the equity-based reallocation policy including technical refinements and
clarification of the application of the existing methodology.

4. Evaluate the impact of the RAS data on the Workload Formula calculation and timing of
implementation of new caseweights in the model.

5. Evaluate the Bureau of Labor Statistics factor and its impact on the Workload Formula
calculation.

6. Consider a revised allocation methodology for court-appointed juvenile dependency
counsel funding to determine an appropriate and effective way to address challenges
faced by the trial courts in providing quality representation for children and families.

Ongoing Annual Updates 

7. Review the Workload Formula policy to address adjustments as needed to ensure that it
stays current to advance the goal of funding equity, stability, and predictability to support
trial court operations.

8. Review the base funding floor amounts annually, if requested by the applicable courts,
for consideration by the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee no later than December
of each year, to determine whether an inflationary adjustment is needed.
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Attachment 1B 

9. Review the Workload Formula adjustment request process submissions as referred by the
Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee chair.

The following proposals were received in response to the 2025 Workload Formula
adjustment request process. As these proposals could impact the RAS, which calculates
different caseweights to determine the workload-based funding need for the trial courts,
the requests are under consideration by the Data Analytics Advisory Committee.

1. Superior Court of Alameda County – proposed a minimum staff-to judge ratio be
factored into the RAS as a supplemental need and included in the Workload Formula
calculations.

2. Superior Court of Stanislaus County – proposed a factor in the RAS model to be
included in the Workload Formula calculations that accounts for the additional time
and costs to conduct background checks using the Automated Firearms System for
domestic violence restraining orders required by the Domestic Violence Prevention
Act (AB 3083; Stats. 2024, ch. 541).
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA 
BUDGET SERVICES 

Report to the Funding Methodology Subcommittee 
(Action Item) 

Title: Workload Formula Equity-Based Reallocation Policy Updates 

Date: 10/9/2025 

Contact: Oksana Tuk, Senior Analyst, Judicial Council Budget Services 
916-643-8027 | oksana.tuk@jud.ca.gov

Issue 

Consideration of recommending updates to the Judicial Council–approved Workload Formula 
policy to clarify certain aspects of how the equity-based reallocation policy is interpreted and 
applied. This clarification will improve transparency in budget planning and funding 
adjustments, and help courts anticipate and prepare for changes in their allocations.  

Background 

The Judicial Council is responsible for allocating funding to California’s trial courts, using 
several methods—including its Workload Formula policy. This policy promotes equitable, 
stable, and predictable funding. Under Government Code section 68502.5(c)(2)(A), the council 
must make a preliminary funding allocation each July and finalize it in January of every fiscal 
year.  

The Workload Formula policy is used to allocate a portion of total state funding to courts based 
on their workload needs, depending on certain budget conditions. In years when the state budget 
does not include new funding, the policy allows for a reallocation of existing funds every other 
year. This reallocation is intended to improve equity among courts by adjusting funding to better 
reflect current workload demands and associated costs, ensuring that resources are distributed 
more fairly and efficiently. Workload Formula policies, since their adoption by the Judicial 
Council in 2018, have been reviewed, refined, and clarified over the years. The following 
provides the specific portions of the Workload Formula policies as they relate to the reallocation 
process and the changes since it was initially approved. 

Prior Council Action 

At its January 12, 2018, business meeting,1 the Judicial Council approved new policy parameters 
for the Workload Formula that specifically addressed allocations in fiscal years for which no new 
money is provided. The intention was to continue to make progress toward equity of trial court 
funding based on workload, while being mindful of the challenges faced by courts taking 

1 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Workload-Based Allocation and Funding 
Methodology (January 12, 2018), p. 9, 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&amp;ID=5722980&amp;GUID=EB419556-68BE-4685-A012-
6A8D8502A126. 
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unpredictable and unlimited budget reallocations, sometimes for multiple years in a row. The 
following parameters were approved: 

 A band will be established that is 2 percent above and below the statewide average
funding level, eliminating annual allocation fluctuations from minor changes in
workload. Courts more than 2 percent above or below the statewide average funding
ratio would be subject to an allocation change, whereas courts within the band would
not be. The size of the band identified may be subject to reevaluation in the future.

 No allocation adjustment will occur for those courts within the band or for Cluster 1
courts. The goal is to fully fund the Cluster 1 courts, and an allocation adjustment
would be contrary to that outcome.

 Funds will be reallocated from courts above the band to courts below the band every
other fiscal year for which no new money is provided regardless of years of increase
or decrease in between. The first year of no new money will provide time to adjust for
a second year of no new money in which an allocation change will occur. (emphasis
added)

 Up to 1 percent of allocations for courts above the band will be reallocated to courts
below the band to provide an increased allocation of up to 1 percent. The allocation
reductions are capped at 1 percent, regardless of the need of the courts below the
band. Conversely, the allocation increases are capped at 1 percent, regardless of the
available funding of the courts above the band. If adequate funds are available, some
courts under the band may be able to penetrate into the band.

At its September 24, 2019, business meeting,2 the Judicial Council approved a revision to the 
reallocation policy for courts whose funding allocations relative to workload exceed 100 percent. 
Additionally, the council approved that any funding received for cost increase adjustments to 
trials courts will be allocated separately from the Workload Formula allocation. These actions 
continued efforts previously made by the council to refine the Workload Formula, make progress 
towards trial court funding equity, and ensure adequate funding for trial courts. The following 
updates were approved: 

 A change to the Workload Formula policy concerning reallocations in years with no
new money so that any court above 105 percent of funding be subject to a 2 percent
reduction of funding without going below 104 percent; and

 Allocate any funding received for cost increase adjustments to trial courts separately
from the Workload Formula allocation.

2 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Policy for Courts that Exceed 100 Percent of 
Workload Formula Funding (September 5, 2019), p. 1, 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7684283&GUID=BAC36D10-9191-44F8-A59D-4BA133D2560A. 
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At its January 17, 2020, business meeting,3 the Judicial Council adopted further technical 
refinements to the reallocation methodology and policy parameters. Providing clear allocation 
methodologies helped further the goal of funding equity, minimize adverse funding impacts to 
trial courts resulting from funding instability, and provide clear direction on applying policy 
parameters. It was specified that the reallocation of funding for every second year in which no 
new money is provided be based on beginning Workload Formula allocations, distributed to 
courts via distance from statewide average and size based on Workload Formula need, and in the 
following sequence: 

 Up to 1 percent reduction for courts above the 2 percent band to courts below the 2
percent band.

 Up to 2 percent reduction for courts above 105 percent of funding need to courts
below the 2 percent band.

 Courts above 105 percent of funding need will not fall below 104 percent of funding
need.

 Courts that penetrate into the band following the up to 1 percent reallocation will not
be eligible for additional funding from the 2 percent reallocation from courts above
105 percent of funding need.

Most recently, at its July 12, 2024 business meeting,4 the Judicial Council revised the definition 
of “new money” in the budget. The council clarified that Consumer Price Index (CPI) funding—
used to offset inflationary costs across all trial courts—should not be considered “new money” 
for purposes of allocation under the Workload Formula policy. 

The equity-based reallocation policy was implemented in fiscal year (FY) 2025–26 for the first 
time since the reallocation policy was established. During the development of allocations for FY 
2025–26, both the Funding Methodology Subcommittee and Trial Court Budget Advisory 
Committee recognized that certain aspects of the reallocation process lacked clarity and needed 
further refinement. Their discussions highlighted the importance of improving transparency and 
consistency in how funds are redistributed, especially in a climate where courts must operate 
within fixed financial limits. 

3 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Technical Refinement of Approved Workload 
Formula Methodology (December 20, 2019), p. 1, 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7976128&GUID=DC14BAC5-0079-4C0C-A0E6-52C7EC068BB0. 
4 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for Fiscal Year 2024–25 (June 17, 2024), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13077708&GUID=08C509A8-B264-4D66-AFDC-B3EC97A5D296 
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Clarification of the Reallocation Policy Areas  

The two primary areas of the reallocation policy that require clarification include the following: 

1. Band penetration criteria – may courts above the established 4 percent band surrounding
the statewide average funding level (2 percent above and 2 percent below) be allowed to
penetrate the band during the reallocation?

2. Surplus reallocation funding – what methodology for the “up to 1 percent reduction”
should be applied if courts above the band generate more funding from the reallocation than
the courts below the band can absorb based on limitations defined in the policy?

Each of these situations are discussed in more detail below. 

Band Penetration Criteria  

The current policy states the reallocation will be distributed to courts below the band that is 
established around the statewide average funding level via distance from the statewide average 
funding level and court size based on the Workload Formula need. The policy includes specific 
steps in the calculation of the reallocation, which are outlined in the January 17, 2020, Judicial 
Council report, and above in the prior council action section.  

The policy does state that courts funded below the band can move into the band after receiving a 
1 percent increase from the up to 1 percent reduction from contributing courts. Conversely, the 
current policy does not explicitly specify if courts that are funded above the band can move into 
the band when their funding is reduced by 1 percent, or whether they may only be reduced by the 
amount necessary to get them to the band, even if that is less than 1 percent.   

As noted above, the equity-based reallocation was implemented for the first time in FY 2025–26. 
The policy was applied by: 

1. Reducing 12 courts above the band by 1 percent and applying an additional 2 percent
reduction to one court that was funded above 105 percent. Cluster 1 courts were excluded.
By applying the full 1 percent reduction to all courts above the band, two courts penetrated
the band. The contributing courts generated $3.3 million, which was reallocated to 11
recipient courts below the band.

2. The courts below the band received a 1 percent increase, or a portion thereof, based on the
amount of funding available to reallocate. Courts closer to the band received a smaller
percentage of funding than courts further below the band. None of the receiving courts
penetrated the band.

Page 15 of 41



The final $3.3 million reallocation for FY 2025–26, approved by the Judicial Council in July 
2025, is presented in Attachment 2A.5  

Key Considerations for Movement into the Band 

Policy options for consideration include the following: 

1. Allow full movement of courts above the equity band into the band so long as their
reduction does not exceed 1 percent.

2. Limit the movement of courts above the band into the band by only the portion of the 1
percent reduction that takes them up to the band but not into it.

Surplus Allocation Funding 

The current reallocation policy states that courts with higher funding (above the band) will have 
their budgets reduced by up to 1 percent, and that funding will be reallocated to courts with 
lower funding (below the band), giving them up to a 1 percent increase. The current policy also 
makes clear “allocation increases [for courts below the band] are capped at 1 percent, regardless 
of the available funding of the courts above the band.”  

Under this model, it is possible that the total amount reduced from the higher-funded courts will 
be less than 1 percent, as 1 percent from courts above that band may exceed the amount of a 1 
percent increase to courts below the band, in contravention of the current policy.  In the event 
this occurs, and that courts above the band, in aggregate, will take less than a 1 percent cut, 
clarity is needed as to how the reduction will be apportioned to the contributing courts. Options 
include: 

1. Pro rata – each court above the band receives the same percentage reduction.

2. Graduated reduction – each courts reduction is based on the distance from the statewide
average (similar to the process in which courts below the band are allocated funding).

3. Other methodologies as proposed by the subcommittee.

Historical Information and Resource Guide 

To support ongoing discussions and evaluation of funding options, Judicial Council staff created 
a Trial Court Funding and Workload Formula Resource Guide (Attachment 2B). This guide 
provides a history of trial court funding in California, key principles of the Workload Formula 
and how they are applied, an overview of the data used in the formula to calculate statewide 
funding needs, and recent examples of budget reductions and funding restorations included in the 
state budget.  

5 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for Fiscal Year 2025–26 (June 24, 2025), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=14317995&GUID=ECD8C9DA-C4D0-4251-9D6E-F59B81DF112E 
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Recommendation 

Consider recommending updates to the Workload Formula policy to clarify the areas discussed 
above to ensure fair and transparent funding among the trial courts. Clarification will help courts 
better anticipate budget changes and plan resource allocation effectively. 

Attachments 

1. Attachment 2A: Final Funding Reallocation in FY 2025–26 with No New Money
2. Attachment 2B: Trial Court Funding and Workload Formula Resource Guide
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Final Funding Reallocation in FY 2025-26 with No New Money
Attachment 2A

Court

FY 2025-26 
Workload
Formula

Allocation

FY 2025-26
Workload
Formula
(need)

FY 2025-26
Workload
Formula

Percentage

FY 2025-26 
Workload
Formula

Allocation
(AFTER

Reallocation)

Funding
Reallocated
from Courts
Contributing

to Equity
(second year

of no "new money")

Funding
Reallocated

to Courts
Receiving an

Equity Adjustment
(second year

of no "new money")

FY 2025-26
Workload
Formula

Percentage
(AFTER

Reallocation)

FY 2025-26
Workload
Formula

Percentage
CHANGE
(AFTER

Reallocation)
Alpine 969,079 603,134 160.67% 969,079 160.67% 0.00%
Sierra 1,026,110                 723,743 141.78% 1,026,110 141.78% 0.00%
Mono 2,457,821                 1,832,353                 134.13% 2,457,821 134.13% 0.00%
Imperial 10,236,124               9,089,531                 112.61% 9,963,439 (272,686) 109.61% -3.00%
San Francisco 66,053,982               66,337,381               99.57% 65,390,609 (663,374) 98.57% -1.00%
San Benito 4,868,154                 5,017,536                 97.02% 4,868,154 97.02% 0.00%
Mendocino 8,066,393                 8,317,612                 96.98% 7,983,217 (83,176) 95.98% -1.00%
Del Norte 3,989,542                 4,143,558                 96.28% 3,989,542 96.28% 0.00%
Plumas 1,921,905                 2,004,526                 95.88% 1,921,905 95.88% 0.00%
Mariposa 1,893,744                 1,977,763                 95.75% 1,893,744 95.75% 0.00%
Calaveras 3,442,973                 3,606,402                 95.47% 3,442,973 95.47% 0.00%
Amador 4,639,043                 5,054,637                 91.78% 4,639,043 91.78% 0.00%
Kings 10,981,895               11,991,986               91.58% 10,861,975 (119,920) 90.58% -1.00%
Sonoma 31,473,095               34,423,117               91.43% 31,128,864 (344,231) 90.43% -1.00%
Shasta 18,633,871               20,395,958               91.36% 18,429,911 (203,960) 90.36% -1.00%
Glenn 3,265,573                 3,597,431                 90.78% 3,265,573 90.78% 0.00%
Inyo 2,607,427                 2,879,445                 90.55% 2,607,427 90.55% 0.00%
Colusa 2,580,128                 2,856,438                 90.33% 2,580,128 90.33% 0.00%
Tuolumne 5,169,280                 5,735,494                 90.13% 5,111,925 (57,355) 89.13% -1.00%
Lassen 2,687,591                 3,011,499                 89.24% 2,687,591 89.24% 0.00%
Trinity 2,131,883                 2,390,644                 89.18% 2,131,883 89.18% 0.00%
Butte 14,054,331               15,789,599               89.01% 13,896,435 (157,896) 88.01% -1.00%
Santa Cruz 16,548,141               18,753,968               88.24% 16,360,601 (187,540) 87.24% -1.00%
Marin 14,306,837               16,306,453               87.74% 14,143,772 (163,065) 86.74% -1.00%
Kern 65,916,037               75,373,265               87.45% 65,162,304 (753,733) 86.45% -1.00%
Monterey 26,748,064               30,711,141               87.10% 26,440,953 (307,111) 86.10% -1.00%
San Luis Obispo 19,003,954               22,140,370               85.83% 19,003,954 85.83% 0.00%
Yolo 16,036,625               18,710,200               85.71% 16,036,625 85.71% 0.00%
Santa Clara 95,052,476               111,142,739            85.52% 95,052,476 85.52% 0.00%
Ventura 44,499,632               52,081,213               85.44% 44,499,632 85.44% 0.00%
Alameda 89,702,597               104,992,974            85.44% 89,702,597 85.44% 0.00%
San Diego 178,804,354            209,284,736            85.44% 178,804,354 85.44% 0.00%
Solano 29,537,461               34,597,881               85.37% 29,537,461 85.37% 0.00%
Los Angeles 729,433,093            855,155,403            85.30% 729,433,093 85.30% 0.00%
San Joaquin 50,541,968               59,364,538               85.14% 50,541,968 85.14% 0.00%
Merced 16,792,759               19,764,231               84.97% 16,792,759 84.97% 0.00%
Modoc 1,379,856                 1,631,239                 84.59% 1,379,856 84.59% 0.00%
Fresno 63,899,171               75,545,290               84.58% 63,899,171 84.58% 0.00%
Tehama 5,966,300                 7,072,339                 84.36% 5,966,300 84.36% 0.00%
Nevada 6,785,538                 8,091,168                 83.86% 6,785,538 83.86% 0.00%
Santa Barbara 27,489,694               32,795,371               83.82% 27,489,694 83.82% 0.00%
Madera 12,470,354               14,889,330               83.75% 12,470,354 83.75% 0.00%
Siskiyou 4,483,052                 5,361,696                 83.61% 4,483,052 83.61% 0.00%
Orange 190,017,107            227,825,418            83.40% 190,017,107 83.40% 0.00%
Napa 9,755,742                 11,751,146               83.02% 9,755,742 83.02% 0.00%
Contra Costa 52,980,767               63,851,865               82.97% 52,980,767 82.97% 0.00%
Placer 25,412,235               30,658,907               82.89% 25,412,235 82.89% 0.00%
Humboldt 8,691,189                 10,588,607               82.08% 8,705,298 14,109 82.21% 0.13%
El Dorado 10,072,551               12,459,721               80.84% 10,109,104 36,553 81.13% 0.29%
Riverside 140,295,367            173,663,361            80.79% 140,819,632 524,264 81.09% 0.30%
San Bernardino 138,065,468            171,870,209            80.33% 138,712,765 647,296 80.71% 0.38%
San Mateo 44,512,059               55,569,237               80.10% 44,743,960 231,901 80.52% 0.42%
Sacramento 107,542,661            135,509,115            79.36% 108,304,623 761,962 79.92% 0.56%
Sutter 8,268,366                 10,543,011               78.43% 8,350,089 81,723 79.20% 0.78%
Tulare 33,302,707               43,083,921               77.30% 33,733,546 430,839 78.30% 1.00%
Lake 5,208,096                 6,801,779                 76.57% 5,276,114 68,018 77.57% 1.00%
Yuba 6,537,411                 8,867,754                 73.72% 6,626,088 88,678 74.72% 1.00%
Stanislaus 31,564,349               42,870,299               73.63% 31,993,052 428,703 74.63% 1.00%

Total:  2,530,773,982         2,991,459,680         84.60% 2,530,773,982                (3,314,046) 3,314,046 84.60% 0.00%

Floor courts (2)

This is not the final statewide average percentage. 
After all calculations the final statewide percentage 
is 85.9%. 

Cluster 1 courts (13)
Courts in  the band (21)
Contributing courts (12)
Recipient courts (11)
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Background 

The allocation of funding appropriated in the state budget to the trial courts is one of the 
principal responsibilities of the Judicial Council. To carry out this responsibility, the Judicial 
Council has taken a considerable amount of time and effort over the past several decades to 
review and refine the allocation process. 

Trial Court Funding Act—During the 1990s, the state was confronted with a system of funding 
the trial courts that resulted in a wide disparity in the services offered from court to court and the 
relative level of funding provided to each court. Many courts did not have sufficient resources to 
meet their basic constitutional and statutory mandates. County-based funding for the trial courts 
maximized resources for the courts in counties that set judicial services as a high priority and 
minimized resources in counties with other priorities. 

In an effort to address both the disparities in funding and access to the courts, the Governor and 
Legislature passed Assembly Bill 233, the Lockyer-Eisenberg Trial Court Funding Act (Stats. 
1997, ch. 850), which created a new structure in which the 58 county-funded courts became 
primarily state-funded.1 The intent of this change in funding structure was to address the 
disparity in funding levels across the county court systems and ensure that all Californians have 
access to justice and similar experiences in resolving their legal disputes in trial courts 
throughout the state. The act also required the state to assume full responsibility for any growth 
in the cost of trial court operations. 

Immediately upon its passage by the Legislature, the Judicial Council highlighted the primary 
benefits of AB 233: 

• Promote a stable, consistent funding source for the trial courts; 

• Promote fiscal responsibility and accountability by the trial courts in managing scarce 
resources in the most efficient and effective manner; 

• Recognize the state as having primary responsibility for trial court funding, thereby 
enabling the courts, the state, and the counties to engage in long-term planning; 

• Enhance equal access to justice by removing disparities resulting from the varying ability 
of individual counties to address the operating needs of the courts and provide basic and 
constitutionally mandated services; and 

• Provide significant financial relief in all 58 counties, which allowed the counties to 
redirect local resources to critical programs that serve local constituents. 

 
1 Assem. Bill 233 (Stats. 1997, ch. 850), http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/97-98/bill/asm/ab_0201-
0250/ab_233_bill_19971010_chaptered.pdf. 

Page 21 of 41

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/97-98/bill/asm/ab_0201-0250/ab_233_bill_19971010_chaptered.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/97-98/bill/asm/ab_0201-0250/ab_233_bill_19971010_chaptered.pdf


Page 4 

The goal of providing equal access to justice is supported by ensuring that there is funding equity 
among the trial courts. The act came after more than a decade of failed or deficient funding 
attempts by the Legislature to bring more funding equity to the courts. Previous initiatives in the 
1980s and 1990s included (1) block grants for counties for certain judicial positions, 
(2) increased state participation in the funding of judges’ salaries and benefits, and
(3) realignment funds, which shifted revenues from the counties to the state General Fund to
provide local relief from the fiscal pressures of funding the courts in their respective counties.
Unfortunately, these solutions only made modest gains in addressing the funding disparities.

State Appropriations Limit Adjustment—In fiscal year (FY) 2005–06, the Governor and the 
Legislature agreed on a funding approach for the trial courts (Gov. Code, § 77202) to ensure that 
(1) state appropriations for the trial courts are not eroded, (2) sufficient funding is provided to
sustain service levels, and (3) operational cost changes are accommodated without degrading the
quality of court services to the public. This new methodology was also intended to grant
budgetary independence, as is appropriate for a separate branch of government, and allow for
multiyear budget planning, including multiyear bargaining agreements with court labor unions.

In addition to the state General Fund appropriations for the judicial branch to support the trial 
courts, Government Code section 77202 authorized the use of a cost-of-living and growth 
adjustment computed by multiplying the year-to-year percentage change in the state 
appropriations limit as described in section 3 of article XIIIB of the California Constitution. 

Factors used to calculate the state appropriations limit include changes in population and 
inflation. The population factor was intended to account for changes in trial court workload, and 
the inflation factor was intended to address changes in staffing and operating costs. The state 
appropriations limit adjustment was applied to the state Budget Act appropriations that supported 
trial court allocations. However, it did not specify how allocations between trial courts were to 
be made. This funding adjustment process was in place for several fiscal years before it was 
suspended during the Great Recession, beginning in 2009–10, and never reinstated.  

Trial Court Funding Workgroup—On September 19, 2012, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., 
and Chief Justice Tani G. Cantil-Sakauye announced in a joint letter the creation of a new 
working group to evaluate the state’s progress in achieving the goals of the Lockyer-Isenberg 
Trial Court Funding Act of 1997. The Trial Court Funding Workgroup examined both the 
express requirements and intent of AB 233 to determine the success of the judicial branch in 
implementing this major reform. 

In a report submitted to the Judicial Council in April 2013, the workgroup concluded that the 
judicial branch had substantially complied with the Trial Court Funding Act. However, it was 
also determined that the judicial branch must continue to work to ensure that litigants across the 
state have equal access to justice and that funding for the branch is allocated in a manner that 
promotes greater access to the courts. 
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The workgroup also recommended that the branch identify and consider implementing 
efficiencies and best practices more uniformly, and adopt appropriate measures to assess 
improvements in providing access to justice for all Californians. 

Trial Court Budget Working Group—Concurrent with the work of the Trial Court Funding 
Workgroup, the Judicial Council’s Trial Court Budget Working Group began an examination of 
the trial court funding allocation methodologies used by the Judicial Council with the intent to 
create a budget development methodology and a more equitable allocation methodology for 
consideration by the Judicial Council.  

As a result of the work of these two workgroups, the Judicial Council adopted foundational 
changes to the way funds were allocated to the trial courts. The most significant actions are 
identified below, ending with the landmark policy decision to approve the Workload-Based 
Allocation and Funding Methodology (known as WAFM) on April 26, 2013.  

Trial Court Allocations Before 2013 

• Prior to 1997, courts were funded by county board of supervisors, which led to wide 
disparities in levels of funding and access to justice across the 58 counties. 

• In FY 1998–99, the Judicial Council directed the Trial Court Budget Commission to 
allocate $3 million in ongoing funding to address courts with insufficient resources. 
Twelve courts qualified for this funding that was approved by the Judicial Council at its 
January 26, 2000, business meeting.2 

• Between fiscal years 1998–99 and 2004–05, augmentations to trial court funding were 
provided through requests for funding submitted to the Department of Finance and the 
Legislature, and included in the final enacted budgets. The courts applied for funds based 
on Judicial Council priorities, and working groups made decisions regarding which of the 
applications to approve. 

• In 2005, the Judicial Council approved the use of a weighted caseload study, the 
Resource Assessment Study (RAS), to assess the need for trial court staff based on 
workload measures.3 The RAS model was used for three successive fiscal years, 2005–06 
through 2007–08, to allocate a portion of new state appropriations limit funding to courts 
that the model identified as being historically underfunded. Over three years, 
approximately $32 million in new funding was redirected to the baseline budgets of those 
underfunded courts using the RAS model. 

 
2 Judicial Council of Cal., Staff Rep., mins. (Jan. 26, 2000), 
https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-10/min0100.pdf. 
3 Judicial Council of Cal., Report Summary: Fiscal Year 2005–2006 Trial Court Budget Allocations (July 20, 2005), 
https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-12/0705item1.pdf. 
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• Until FY 2013–14, most changes in trial court funding were allocated based on courts’ 
then-proportionate share of historical statewide allocations. 

Implementation of the Workload-Based Allocation Funding Methodology 

At its April 2013 business meeting, the Judicial Council affirmed a shift from a funding model 
based on historical levels to one based on workload need when it adopted a recommendation 
from the Trial Court Budget Working Group, now the Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee 
(TCBAC), for a new trial court budget development and allocation process. 

The Trial Court Budget Working Group adopted the RAS model as the basis for the trial court 
budget development and allocation process. The RAS model demonstrated that the trial courts 
were funded below necessary levels. At the time, there was no new funding available for 
equalization and any additional funding for some courts had to be offset by funding reductions to 
others. Given the extreme financial hardship under which all courts were operating, the Trial 
Court Budget Working Group recommended against immediate full equalization of Trial Court 
Trust Fund allocations—the primary special fund that supports trial court operations—based on 
the RAS model.  

Instead, a five-year transition plan to move from historical allocations to workload-based 
allocations was implemented starting in FY 2013–14. The plan called for 10 percent of 
allocations to be based on WAFM in that year, increasing to 50 percent in FY 2017–18. In 
addition, any new money appropriated for general trial court operations was to be allocated using 
WAFM, and an amount of historical base funding equal to the new money amount would also be 
reallocated using WAFM. This was intended to accelerate the movement of courts towards 
greater equity in funding. 

Following the action taken at its April 2013 meeting, the Judicial Council approved several 
subsequent modifications to the WAFM model as described below:  

• July 25, 2013–(1) exempted the cluster 1 courts (the cluster system is discussed in more 
detail in the Cluster Model section beginning on page 18) from any funding reallocation 
using WAFM, (2) simplified the cost of labor adjustment calculations, (3) employed a 
cluster-average salary for the court executive officer, (4) determined that the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS) Category 92: Local Government should be used as the 
comparator, and (5) approved the use of a blended local-state government BLS factor if 
the proportion of state employees in a jurisdiction is greater than 50 percent;  

• August 22, 2013–approved an adjustment request process (ARP) by which trial courts 
could request adjustments to funding based on workload factors not accounted for in the 
WAFM model but deemed essential to the operation of a trial court; 

• February 20, 2014–(1) approved use of a three-year average BLS adjustment factor, 
(2) adopted a full-time equivalent (FTE) dollar allotment floor for courts with fewer than 
50 employees, (3) established an absolute and graduated funding floor and cap on the size 
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of the allocation adjustment for courts eligible for the graduated funding floor, and (4) 
eliminated the cluster 1 exemption put in place in July 2013; and 

• July 28, 2017–changed the deadlines and submission requirements for the ARP. 

In addition to these policy changes, annual allocations via WAFM were approved by the Judicial 
Council at its July business meetings. The table below summarizes the reallocation schedule; 
amount of new funding, if applicable, allocated to the trial courts each year; and the total 
WAFM-related allocations. 

 WAFM Five-Year Implementation 

Fiscal Year Percentage 
Reallocation 

New Funding 
Allocated 

(in millions) 

Total WAFM- 
Related Allocation 

(in millions) 
2013–14 10 $60.0 $1,498.2 
2014–15 15 $22.7 (shortfall);  

$86.3 new 
$1,571.4 

2015–16 30 $67.9 $1,704.3 
2016–17 40 $19.6 $1,737.3 
2017–18 50 $0 $1,745.5 

Implementation of the Workload Formula 

In the spring of 2017 and with the end of the five-year transition plan approaching, the TCBAC’s 
Funding Methodology Subcommittee (FMS) revisited one of the items on its work plan, which 
was to review WAFM for FY 2018–19 and beyond. To better formulate its approach, the FMS 
undertook an evaluation of the first five years of WAFM. The goal of this process was threefold: 
(1) to better understand the model’s impact on the trial courts, (2) to assess whether WAFM 
achieved the goals that had been set when the model was first put into place in FY 2013–14, and 
(3) to inform any revisions to the funding methodology going forward. 

From those discussions, the FMS articulated a set of objectives, principles, and measures that 
were later formally adopted as the basis for the modifications to WAFM moving forward. The 
key objective of WAFM for FY 2018–19 and beyond was to reach equity of available funding 
based on a model that uses workload and related factors to identify funding need. This was 
consistent with the underlying objectives of WAFM when it was first established. 

At the Judicial Council’s January 12, 2018, business meeting, the work of the FMS and TCBAC 
culminated with the council approving new policy parameters for the allocation process now 
known as the Workload Formula. Effective in FY 2018–19, the intent of the Workload Formula 
was to further the objectives of the judicial branch in reaching workload-based equitable funding 
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for the trial courts.4 Additionally, the guiding principles for the Workload Formula were 
modified from a primary focus on equity to also reflect concerns about the need for greater 
stability and predictability in funding for the courts. The principles of the Workload Formula 
include the following: 

• Minimize volatility, and maximize stability and predictability to the extent possible; 

• Commit to evaluating all submissions as submitted via the Adjustment Request Process; 

• Allow time for adjustment and adaptation; 

• Be responsive to local circumstances; 

• Maintain transparency and accountability; 

• Preserve the independent authority of the trial courts; and  

• Simplify reporting while maintaining transparency. 

At its July 19, 2019, business meeting, the Judicial Council approved recommendations related 
to how the Workload Formula–based allocations are calculated. These recommendations 
increased the accuracy and transparency of the Workload Formula by including all relevant 
sources of funding.5 

At its September 24, 2019, business meeting, the Judicial Council approved a recommendation to 
change the Workload Formula policy regarding reallocations in years when no “new money” 
was included in the budget.6  

At its January 17, 2020, business meeting, the Judicial Council approved additional changes to 
the Workload Formula methodology. Changes included technical refinements to the Workload 
Formula parameters to provide clear allocation methodologies to further the goals of funding 
equity, minimize adverse funding impacts to the trial courts, and provide clear direction on 
applying policy parameters.7 

 
4 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Workload-Based Allocation and Funding 
Methodology (Dec. 8, 2017), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&amp;ID=5722980&amp;GUID=EB419556-
68BE-4685-A012-6A8D8502A126. 
5 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Workload Formula-Allocations (June 25, 
2019), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7338800&GUID=9284F0B3-BCAE-4C0C-A110-
49AA99D8A139. 
6 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Policy for Courts that Exceed 100 Percent of 
Workload Formula Funding (Sept. 5, 2019), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7684283&GUID=BAC36D10-9191-44F8-A59D-4BA133D2560A. 
7 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Technical Refinement of Approved Workload 
Formula Methodology (Dec. 20, 2019), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7976128&GUID=DC14BAC5-0079-4C0C-A0E6-52C7EC068BB0. 
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Implementation Adjustments and Refinements 

Base Funding Floor Courts 

In order to provide the two smallest trial courts with funding to support the minimum level of 
staffing and operational costs, a base funding floor policy was established. 

When WAFM was implemented in FY 2013–14, it was determined that the smallest courts’ 
funding needs could not be established using workload metrics alone. For that reason, the 
Judicial Council approved a recommendation from the TCBAC to establish a base funding floor 
amount of $750,000 effective in FY 2014–15.8 

On March 15, 2019, the Judicial Council approved increasing the base funding floor amount 
from $750,000 to $800,0009 and took further action at its business meeting on March 11, 2022, 
to increase the base funding floor to $950,000, effective July 1, 2022.10 The base funding floor is 
currently allocated to the two smallest trial courts, Alpine and Sierra. The funding is allocated 
through a pro rata adjustment to the allocations of all other courts that do not qualify for the base 
funding floor.  

The latest update to the base funding floor amount occurred on March 24, 2023, when the 
Judicial Council approved the policy change that allowed the two funding floor courts to receive 
inflationary funding consistent with the other 56 courts when Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
funding is included in the final budget.11 The CPI measures inflation as experienced by 
consumers in their day-to-day living expenses, and the Department of Finance publishes an 
annual CPI factor that is used to determine the rate of cost increases for various state entities.  

In FY 2023–24, the inflationary CPI adjustment was calculated at 3 percent which brought the 
base funding floor amount to $978,500. This amount is the same for FY 2024–25 because the 
Budget Act of 2024 did not include a CPI adjustment due to the state’s projected multiyear 
deficit. 

 
8 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Allocations: Revisions to the Workload-Based 
Allocation and Funding Methodology (Feb. 10, 2014), https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-
10/jc-20140220-itemk.pdf. 
9 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Base Funding Floor Allocation (Feb. 13, 2019), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=7058011&GUID=805D0070-0C38-40C7-A8CE-F08E82D8DDD5. 
10 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Base Funding Floor Allocation (Feb. 18, 
2022), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=10541345&GUID=95859AA1-D4C0-4EAA-B339-
EE6F27359A29. 
11 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Base Funding Floor Inflationary Increases 
(Mar. 3, 2023), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11695190&GUID=BB0B0101-F2C4-4E59-A1EC-
59301CF1CE4B. 
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Definition and Impact of “New Money” 

At its January 12, 2018, business meeting, the Judicial Council approved new policy parameters 
for the Workload Formula that specifically addressed how new money included in the budget is 
to be allocated in the Workload Formula, including the definition of “new money”:12 

“New money” is defined as any new ongoing allocation of general discretionary dollars to 
support costs of trial court workload, excluding funding for benefits and retirement increases. 

Examples of funding that were subsequently identified as new money and allocated to the trial 
courts using the Workload Formula methodology include: 

• FY 2019–20: new judgeship funding; and 

• FY 2022–23: equity funding, civil assessment backfill funding, and new judgeship 
funding. 

The Workload Formula allocates funding in years with “new money” in the following manner: 

1. Bring all cluster 1 courts up to 100 percent of funding need.  

2. Allocate up to 50 percent of remaining funding to courts under the statewide average 
funding ratio. Allocated funds will bring courts up to but not over the statewide average 
funding ratio. 

3. The first 50 percent allocation of new funding to courts below the statewide average will 
be scaled by courts’ distance from the statewide average and size based on the courts’ 
Workload Formula need. 

4. Allocate remaining funding to all courts based on the Workload Formula. 

5. Allow no court’s allocation to exceed 100 percent of its need unless it is the result of a 
funding floor calculation. 

In fiscal years 2021–22, 2022–23, and 2023–24, the budget included a CPI adjustment to address 
trial court operational cost increases due to inflation. This funding was intended to benefit all 
courts. Therefore, it was not allocated according to the Workload Formula methodology 
described above. Rather, it was allocated proportionally based on applying the CPI percentage 
increase to the prior year’s Workload Formula allocation for each court in each respective fiscal 
year. In making the determination to allocate the CPI increases in this manner at the time, the 
Judicial Council did not specifically address whether the CPI increases, on their own, meet the 
definition of “new money.”  

 
12 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Workload-Based Allocation and Funding 
Methodology (Dec. 8, 2017), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&amp;ID=5722980&amp;GUID=EB419556-
68BE-4685-A012-6A8D8502A126. 
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The Budget Act of 2021 included $72.2 million ongoing General Fund for the trial courts to 
address inflationary cost increases. The Judicial Council approved the allocation of the $72.2 
million to all courts using the 3.7 percent CPI–based increase over each court’s FY 2020–21 
Workload Formula allocation.13 This approach ensured all courts received funding to address 
inflationary cost increases.  

The following year, the Budget Act of 2022 included $84.2 million ongoing General Fund for 
inflationary cost increases. The Judicial Council approved the allocation of the $84.2 million to 
all courts as a 3.8 percent increase over each court’s FY 2021–22 Workload Formula 
allocation.14 

For the third consecutive year, the Budget Act of 2023 included $74.1 million ongoing General 
Fund for the trial courts in recognition of increasing operational cost pressures due to rising 
inflation. The Judicial Council approved the allocation of the $74.1 million to all courts as a 3 
percent increase over each court’s FY 2022–23 Workload Formula allocation.15 

At its July 12, 2024, business meeting, the Judicial Council revisited the “new money” concept 
as it relates to CPI funding. The council approved the recommendation that CPI funding included 
in the budget to address inflationary costs for the trial courts is not considered “new money” for 
the purpose of allocating funding via the Workload Formula. The definition of “new money” in 
the Workload Formula policy was revised accordingly to exclude CPI funding.16 

Allocations in Fiscal Years with “No New Money” 

At its January 17, 2020, business meeting, the Judicial Council approved recommendations to 
make technical refinements to the Workload Formula policy parameters. Specifically, the 
reallocation of existing funding for every second year in which no new money is included in the 
budget will be based on the beginning Workload Formula allocations, distributed to courts via 
distance from the statewide average and size based on Workload Formula need, in the following 
sequence: 

 
13 Judicial Council of Cal., Judicial Branch Budget Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocation Methodology of 
$72.2 Million Trial Court Funding in Governor’s Proposed 2021–22 Budget (June 17, 2021), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=9499530&GUID=797D4736-AE15-43D3-84D7-4676D4D7C4B0. 
14 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for 2022–23 (June 28, 2022), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11018996&GUID=EFC36BA3-294F-4DC3-8C7E-1AC030ED7B72. 
15 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for 2023–24 (June 23, 2023), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=12124713&GUID=2A166CFF-E318-4E77-AA91-C06AE38FDFC2. 
16 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for Fiscal Year 2024–25 (June 17, 2024), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13077708&GUID=08C509A8-B264-4D66-AFDC-B3EC97A5D296. 
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1. Up to 1 percent reduction for courts above the 2 percent band to courts below the 
2 percent band. 

2. Up to 2 percent reduction for courts above 105 percent of funding need to courts below 
the 2 percent band. 

3. Courts above 105 percent of funding need will not fall below 104 percent of funding 
need. 

4. Courts that penetrate into the band following the up to 1 percent reallocation will not be 
eligible for additional funding from the 2 percent reallocation from courts above 105 
percent of funding need. 

In anticipation of no new money included in the FY 2024–25 budget given the state’s projected 
multiyear deficit, the TCBAC considered the implementation of the current policy to reallocate 
existing funding among the courts for the 2024–25 allocations.17 Based on this policy, there 
would have been a funding reallocation of $7.2 million for FY 2024–25. However, because the 
Budget Act of 2024 included a reduction of $97 million for the trial courts, it was determined 
that the reallocation of the $7.2 million would not be implemented, as this would have resulted in 
double reductions for some courts.  

Since the Workload Formula was implemented in FY 2018–19, there have been no instances of 
the reallocation of funding due to a second year of no new money included in the budget. 

Funding Reduction Methodology 

Currently, there is no “standard” methodology for addressing funding reductions. The Workload 
Formula policy states that a methodology for applying a funding reduction will be determined for 
each fiscal year in which a reduction occurs. Three recent examples of funding reductions that 
occurred in fiscal years 2020–21, 2023–24, and 2024–25 are described below.  

Reduction in Fiscal Year 2020–21 

The Budget Act of 2020 included a $167.8 million reduction to trial court baseline funding due 
to the sizeable budget deficit projected as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Judicial 
Council–approved methodology18 to allocate this reduction, using a 4 percent band around the 
statewide funding level, is described below: 

 
17 Trial Court Budget Advisory Com. Rep. (May 1, 2024), https://courts.ca.gov/system/files/file/tcbac-20240501-
materialspdf.pdf. 
18 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for Fiscal Year 2020–21 (July 2, 2020), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8651228&GUID=27A3B6D8-9783-4865-8C5A-F6697EB58734. 
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• Courts within the established band around the statewide average funding level take a 
proportional reduction, but do not fall outside of the band;  

• Courts above the band take an additional 1 percent cut from those within the band 
without falling into the band; 

• Courts below the band take less of a cut than those within the band, scaled by their size 
and distance from the statewide average, not taking more of a cut than those inside of the 
band; and 

• Cluster 1 courts—all of which are above the band—take the same percentage reduction 
as courts within the band but are not required to take the additional percentage reduction 
as those other courts above the band. 

The full amount of the reduction was restored in the Budget Act of 2021, and the funding was 
allocated to the courts in the same amounts as the initial reduction.  

Reduction in Fiscal Year 2022–23 

Per the Budget Act of 2022, effective FY 2023–24, the civil assessment backfill amount 
decreased by $10 million to $100 million ongoing, due to the elimination of one-time funding for 
prior uncollected debt. The backfill amount was also reduced by an additional $2.5 million for 
debt service obligation payments as approved by the Judicial Council at its May 12, 2023, 
business meeting.19 As a result, there was a total reduction of $12.5 million ongoing to the 
amount of civil assessment backfill funding allocated to the trial courts beginning in FY 2023–
24.  

The $12.5 million was reduced proportionally based on the courts’ percentage of FY 2022–23 
civil assessment backfill funding, with additional adjustments to three courts funded over 100 
percent and a redirection of $421,000 to five courts below the statewide average funding level.20 

As approved by the Judicial Council at its July 21, 2023, business meeting, the $12.5 million 
ongoing reduction was reflected in the trial court allocations beginning in FY 2023–24.21  

Reduction in Fiscal Year 2024–25 

Due to the state’s projected multiyear deficit, the Budget Act of 2024 included an ongoing 
reduction of $97 million to trial court operational funding. At its July 12, 2024, business 

 
19 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Policy for Courts With Specified Debt Service 
Obligations Included in the Workload Formula (Apr. 21, 2023), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11916929&GUID=4F4B033A-9A14-4C88-8654-8CF355F8E8D5. 
20 Judicial Branch Budget Com. Rep. (June 6, 2023), https://courts.ca.gov/system/files/file/jbbc-20230606-
materials.pdf. 
21 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for 2023–24 (June 23, 2023), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=12124713&GUID=2A166CFF-E318-4E77-AA91-C06AE38FDFC2. 
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meeting,22 the Judicial Council approved the allocation methodology for this reduction, which 
was similar to the methodology used for the FY 2020–21 reduction. The $97 million reduction 
was calculated based on the steps described on page 13 utilizing a 4 percent band around the 
statewide average funding level.  

The FY 2025–26 Governor’s Budget proposed to restore $42 million of the $97 million 
reduction beginning in FY 2024–25. On a one-time basis, in FY 2024–25, the partial restoration 
will be funded by available reserves in the Trial Court Trust Fund. The administration will 
reassess the condition of the Trial Court Trust Fund in the spring of 2025 to evaluate the need for 
a General Fund backfill.   

Recent Funding to Support Equity  

Funding Provided in Fiscal Year 2018–19 
The Budget Act of 2018 included $75 million in discretionary funding intended to benefit all 
trial courts and allocated according to a methodology determined by the Judicial Council.23 The 
budget also included $47.8 million that was allocated by the Judicial Council according to 
WAFM to 35 courts to equalize funding and bring all courts up to the statewide average funding 
level based on caseweights at that time.24 

Funding Provided in Fiscal Year 2022–23 

The Budget Act of 2022 included $100 million ongoing General Fund to promote fiscal equity 
among the trial courts. This funding was allocated by the Judicial Council according to the 
Workload Formula and distributed to 22 of the 58 courts below the statewide average funding 
level to bring them as close to the statewide average as calculated for FY 2022–23.25 The budget 
also included funding for new judgeships and civil assessment backfill that was allocated via the 
Workload Formula methodology.  

 
22 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for Fiscal Year 2024–25 (June 17, 2024), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=13077708&GUID=08C509A8-B264-4D66-AFDC-B3EC97A5D296. 
23 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocation of $75 Million in Discretionary 
Funds (Aug. 30, 2018), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6613660&GUID=262131C4-DD88-4D30-
9B94-CE8E2550BEC3v. 
24 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: 2018–19 Trial Court Base Allocations (June 8, 
2018), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6353563&GUID=B6C7B821-0722-4663-B27A-
A23B367148E2. 
25 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Allocations from the Trial Court Trust Fund 
and Trial Court Allocations for 2022–23 (June 28, 2022), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=11018996&GUID=EFC36BA3-294F-4DC3-8C7E-1AC030ED7B72. 
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Resource Assessment Study Implementation 

RAS Policies and Methodology 

In 2000, the Judicial Council’s Office of Court Research (now known as the Research, Analytics, 
and Data Office) was directed to develop workload measures for nonjudicial trial court staff with 
the goal of developing a method for allocating resources to the trial courts that takes workload 
into account. The Judicial Council approved the Resource Allocation Study model, known as 
RAS, at its July 20, 2005, meeting.26 Later, RAS was revised to Resource Assessment Study to 
better reflect the model’s use in assessing, not allocating, workload.  

The RAS model is based on weighted caseload, a nationally known and accepted methodology 
for trial court workload measurement. The methodology for weighted caseload was developed by 
the National Center for State Courts and is based on the principle that funding should be linked 
to workload. In addition to California, at least 30 other states use weighted caseload models to 
measure the work activities of court staff, judicial officers, and other entities connected with the 
court system. 

Weighted caseload relies on three basic components: (1) annual, three-year average court filings; 
(2) caseweights and other model parameters that estimate how much time or resources court case 
processing activities take; and (3) a staff-year value, which quantifies the amount of time staff 
have for their work activities. The resulting calculation is an estimate of the staff needed for each 
court’s case processing work, expressed as full-time equivalents (FTE).  

As part of the process for determining annual trial court allocations, the RAS FTE need is 
computed and then converted to a dollar estimate. The RAS FTE need is calculated using the 
average of the three most recent years of filings data and the most current set of workload 
measures available.  

California’s RAS model calculates over 20 different caseweights. It uses an average number of 
processing minutes per case type, taking into account differences in workload complexity and 
time to process, and multiplies those weighting factors by the number of filings in each case type 
in each court. The total number of minutes for all case types in a court, based on each court’s 
unique case mix, constitutes the “workload” for each court. This workload is then used to 
calculate how many trial court staff are needed to process these cases. The RAS is updated 
periodically to address changes in the caseweights, which are often driven by changes in the law 
that impact case processing. 

The model was first used in three fiscal years (2005–06 through 2007–08) to identify historically 
underfunded courts and redirect a portion of new state appropriations limit funding to those 
courts identified, based on workload, as the most severely underfunded. 

 
26 Judicial Council of Cal., Staff Rep., Report Summary: Fiscal Year 2005–2006 Trial Court Budget 
Allocations (July 20, 2005), https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-12/0705item1.pdf. 
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In February 2013, the Judicial Council approved an updated version of the RAS model with 
caseweights and other parameters derived from a 2010 time study.27 In the same year, the 
Judicial Council approved a recommendation to adopt a new funding model, known as WAFM 
(described in detail beginning on page 6) that would use the RAS model as the basis for its 
workload-based funding model.28 The council’s approval of the RAS models were made with the 
understanding that ongoing technical adjustments would be made to the model as needed and as 
more data became available.  

Two technical adjustments were proposed to the model following its approval in 2013: (1) a 
recommendation from the TCBAC that the committee study special circumstance workload;29 
and (2) a request to develop an interim caseweight (pending the RAS model update) to measure 
the workload in complex civil cases, following the dissolution of the complex civil pilot program 
and corresponding State Trial Court Improvement and Modernization Fund funding. An interim 
caseweight to measure complex civil workload was approved by the Judicial Council at its June 
26, 2015, meeting and implemented starting with the FY 2015–16 budget allocations.30  

The sequential update of the RAS model was approved by the Judicial Council at its July 27, 
2017, business meeting.31  

On July 24, 2020, the Judicial Council approved the adoption of a new, interim caseweight to 
measure the workload of mental health certification hearings under Welfare and Institutions 
Code section 5250 that are performed by court staff.32 Starting on July 1, 2018, these petitions 
started being collected in the Judicial Branch Statistical Information System. Since they have a 
very different workload profile than that of other mental health filings, it was more accurate to 
establish a separate weight for certification workload rather than use the existing mental health 
caseweight. Establishing an interim, separate weight helped ensure that the workload for this 

 
27 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Courts: Update of the Resource Assessment Study Model 
(Feb. 8, 2013), https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-10/jc-20130226-itemm.pdf. 
28 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget Working Group: Recommendation of New 
Budget Development and Allocation Methodology (Apr. 24, 2013), 
https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-10/jc-20130426-itemp.pdf. 
29 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Allocations: Revisions to the Workload-Based 
Allocation and Funding Methodology (Feb. 10, 2014), https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-
10/jc-20140220-itemk.pdf. 
30 Judicial Council of Cal., mins., (June 25, 2015), https://courts.ca.gov/sites/default/files/courts/default/2024-10/jc-
20150626-minutes.pdf. 
31 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Courts: Update of Resource Assessment Study Model (June 
13, 2017), https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5338582&GUID=FA2962D0-141A-40D4-B9CA-
CB5C2467A49Cv. 
32 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Courts: Interim Caseweight for Mental Health Certification 
Hearings for Use in Resource Assessment Study Model (June 30, 2020), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8643451&GUID=CDF1174A-E96B-4478-9BF5-AE2ACEA883FC. 
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https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=5338582&GUID=FA2962D0-141A-40D4-B9CA-CB5C2467A49C
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8643451&GUID=CDF1174A-E96B-4478-9BF5-AE2ACEA883FC
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case type was captured as part of the annual RAS updates until the workload could be more fully 
studied during the RAS model update and a more permanent weight was developed. 

Mental Health Certification was included as a caseweight category, and workload was captured 
during a time study as part of the 2024 RAS model update. (The 2024 update is not yet 
completed or approved.) 

Converting FTE to Dollars 

Once the number of staff has been calculated, this information is converted into dollars using an 
average salary cost, adjustments for cost-of-labor differentials based on U.S. BLS data, 
retirement and health costs, operating expenditure and equipment costs, and other adjustments to 
account for court size. The workload need is updated each year to reflect the most recent three-
year average of filings data.  

RAS Model Overview 

Each fiscal year, the RAS model is used to estimate the total FTE need in each court using the 
following formula: 

 

 

Step 1: Staff Need  

Staff need is calculated using a weighted caseload methodology. The total need is calculated for 
each case type and then summed across all case types using the following formula:  

 

 

  

The components of this formula include: 

• Average filings: three-year average filings for a given case type; 
• Caseweight: estimated staff time to process a filing of a given case type; 
• Staff year value: estimated minutes available for case processing per FTE per year; and 
• Court reporter need: judicial need multiplied by a factor of 1.25 in relevant case types. 

The methodology for determining judicial need, which is the number of judgeships needed in the 
trial courts, is a workload-based methodology similar to the RAS which is used to assess staff 
need in the trial courts. The judicial need methodology was first approved by the Judicial 
Council in August 2001 and later modified and approved by the council in August 2004. The 
model was updated in 2010 and most recently in 2018, and the resulting updated caseweights 
were approved by the Judicial Council in December 2011 and September 2019, respectively. 

Total Need (FTE) = Staff Need + Manager Need + Administrative Staff Need 

Staff Need (FTE) = Average Filings * Caseweight (mins.) + Court Reporter Need 
Staff Year Value (mins.) 
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Step 2: Manager Need  

Manager need is calculated by dividing the staff need (Step 1), plus each court’s court interpreter 
FTE, by a ratio of staff to managers and supervisors. This allocates managerial resources in 
proportion to staffing need using the following formula:  

 

 

 

The cluster manager ratio is calculated using actual data as reported by the courts in the last three 
years’ Schedule 7A data. The Schedule 7A process establishes all authorized trial court positions 
by classification and associated costs, and is used to develop the annual budget. To reflect 
economies of scale, separate ratios are calculated for courts in clusters 1, 2, 3, and 4.  

Step 3: Administrative Staff Need  

Staff support need is based on the same principles as manager need (Step 2). In this case, the 
combined staff and manager need is added to existing Non-RAS FTE before applying the ratio. 

 

 

The cluster administrative staff ratio is calculated using actual data as reported by the courts in 
the last three years’ Schedule 7A data. To reflect economies of scale, separate ratios are 
calculated for courts in clusters 1 and 2, and a pooled ratio is used for clusters 3 and 4. 

Cluster Model 

The cluster model is used in both the RAS model and the Workload Formula. It is used in two 
areas in the RAS model and two areas in the Workload Formula. (It is also used when making 
decisions in the Workload Formula, specifically to identify the smallest courts (cluster 1) to 
bring them to the 100 percent funding level.) Decisions on clustering may involve discussions 
and recommendations by the Data Analytics Advisory Committee and the FMS as their use 
impacts the RAS and the Workload Formula. 

Cluster Model Background 

The current four-cluster model was developed in the early 2000s. It was primarily informed 
based on the number of Authorized Judicial Positions (AJP). Courts were ranked by their number 
of AJPs first and then grouped into four clusters. The model was used as a stable proxy for court 
size. 

Manager Need (FTE) = Staff Need (FTE) + Court Interpreters (FTE) 
Cluster Ratio 

Administrative Staff Need (FTE) = (Staff Need (FTE) + Manager Need (FTE)) + Non-RAS FTE 
Cluster Ratio 
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Cluster boundaries were created based on a clear break in the number of AJPs. The smallest of 
the 58 trial courts, those with two AJPs, comprised cluster 1 courts. The remaining three clusters 
were identified based on natural breaks—or jumps—in the total number of AJPs.  

Based on the most recent review (done in FY 2020–21), the number of AJPs had not changed 
significantly since their initial use in the RAS model in FY 2004–05. Notable exceptions 
included the Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Francisco superior courts: 

• Riverside and San Bernardino had significant increases in their AJPs due to allocations of 
new judgeships approved by the Legislature over the last few years. However, these 
increases did not change their cluster status (they were/are cluster 4). 

• San Francisco’s AJP count dropped from 65 to 55.9 when the court eliminated 10 
subordinate judicial officer positions in 2014. Due to this change, San Francisco was 
moved from cluster 4 to cluster 3. The request to change clusters was submitted via an 
ARP to the TCBAC, and the change was approved by the Judicial Council in FY 2020–
21.33 

Cluster Model Use in RAS/Workload Formula 

The cluster model is applied in two areas when developing the RAS model and in two areas in 
the Workload Formula. The ratios are updated every three years: 

RAS: 

1. Supervisor/Manager ratio (RAS): The number of staff to supervisor 

2. Administrative Staff (Program 90)/Case Processing Staff (Program 10) ratio (RAS): 
The number of Program 90 staff (Human Resources, Information Technology, etc.) to 
Program 10 staff (case processing)) 

Workload Formula: 

1. Court Executive Officer Salary (Workload Formula)  

2. Operating Expenses and Equipment (Workload Formula)–Essential one number for 
C1 and one for all others 

The cluster concept is also used in the Workload Formula when identifying the smallest courts 
(C1) to bring them to 100 percent of the funding need level (when new money is provided in the 
Budget Act). 

 
33 Judicial Council of Cal., Advisory Com. Rep., Trial Court Budget: Workload Formula Adjustment Request 
Process (ARP), Cluster Assignment Evaluation for the Superior Court of San Francisco County (June 30, 2020), 
https://jcc.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=8643165&GUID=506C4AE4-3DD1-4559-B281-C6D055EC103C. 
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Library of Definitions 

Terms 

Adjustment request process (ARP) – Judicial Council process by which the trial courts can 
request adjustments to funding based on workload factors not accounted for in the Workload 
Formula model but deemed essential to the operation of a trial court. 

Allocation – Method of dividing and distributing appropriated funding to entities within the 
judicial branch, such as the 58 trial courts. 

Appropriation – A budget appropriation is a law that designates funding for specific purposes. 
Appropriations are a part of the budget-making process for governments and associated agencies, 
and are usually limited in the amount and period of time during which the expenditures are 
authorized.  

Authorized Judicial Position (AJP) – Authorized positions that ensure a court has the 
necessary judicial resources, such as judgeships, commissioners, and referees within a trial court 
that are officially approved and funded through the state budget process.   

Band – A statistical concept where a range of values is plotted around the calculated average. (In 
terms of funding allocation, a 4 percent band would be a range between 2 percent above the 
statewide average funding level and 2 percent below.) 

Base allocation funding – Calculated each fiscal year by adjusting the prior year’s ongoing base 
funding allocation with new ongoing funding and adjustments. (Any one-time expired 
allocations are removed.) 

Base funding floor – A set funding amount established and allocated for the two smallest 
superior courts (Alpine and Sierra). It is based on the minimum level of staffing and operational 
costs necessary to support general court operations and is not related to their Workload Formula 
need. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) – The Bureau of Labor Statistics identifies labor cost 
differences between courts in various regions of the state. It is a component of the Workload 
Formula need calculation for trial court funding.  

Caseweights – A component of the Workload Formula (workload analysis) that assigns weights 
to cases based on the duration and resources required to process the specific case types. 

Cluster model – The current four-cluster model, developed in the early 2000s, ranks courts by 
their number of Authorized Judicial Positions. The cluster model is applied in the RAS model, 
Workload Formula, and other decision points where each cluster carries a particular value. 

Consumer Price Index (CPI) – A measure of the average change over time in the prices paid by 
urban consumers for consumer goods and services. The CPI is calculated and provided by the 
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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CPI funding – Funding included in the budget and allocated to all courts as a specific CPI 
percent increase over each court’s prior fiscal year Workload Formula allocation. 

Current-year base adjustments – Various allocation adjustments for base funding for the trial 
courts including funding floor allocation adjustments, supplemental funding adjustments when a 
court receives emergency funding in the prior year, and midyear adjustments for court 
allocations, such as the final reduction for fund balance above the 3 percent statutory cap.  

Data Analytics Advisory Committee (DAAC) – Advisory body to the Judicial Council that 
develops and recommends policies on the collection, use, analysis, and sharing of judicial branch 
data and information resources. 

Discretionary funding – Funding for the trial courts that has no restriction on what it can be 
used for and what can be expended at the courts’ discretion. 

Filing – Submission of documents into the court record with associated filing fee to initiate or 
continue a legal case. The various filing types include complaints, answers, motions, petitions, 
briefs, declarations, etc.  

Fiscal year (FY) – The 12-month period for accounting, financial reporting, and budgeting 
purposes, not necessarily aligning with a calendar year. California’s fiscal year begins July 1 and 
ends June 30 of the following year.  

Full-time equivalent (FTE) – Excluding overtime but including holidays and paid vacations, 
the value that results from dividing the maximum amount of regular time a position is authorized 
to work in a fiscal year (July 1–June 30) by the standard maximum annual time established by 
the court (typically 2,080 hours). For example, a position authorized to work no more than 1,040 
regular hours in a fiscal year is assigned an FTE value of 0.5. Except for temporary help 
blankets, the FTE value for each position can equal but not exceed 1.0.  

Funding Methodology Subcommittee (FMS) – A subcommittee of the Trial Court Budget 
Advisory Committee tasked to review and refine the Workload Formula, develop allocation 
methodologies for nondiscretionary funding, evaluate existing allocation methodologies, and 
consider alternative methodologies to advance the goal of funding equity and stability to support 
trial court operations. 

Inflation – The gradual price increase of goods and services in an economy over time that are 
indexed and typically referred to as the Consumer Price Index.  

Judicial Need – The workload-based methodology used to determine the number of judgeships 
needed in the trial courts. This methodology is separate from, but similar to, the Resource 
Assessment Study, which is used to assess staff need in the trial courts.  

New money – Any new ongoing discretionary funding to support the cost of trial court 
workload, excluding funding for benefits and retirement increases 
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Nonbase allocations – Various funding included in the budget as a separate item with dollar 
amounts that change annually (i.e., self-help, dependency counsel, and court interpreters 
funding).  

Non-TCTF base allocations – Funding provided from the General Fund for employee benefits 
and pretrial funding. Typically, a static amount per court provided in December distributions. 

One-time allocations – Funding identified as one-time is either provided for a single year, such 
as funding for COVID-19 related case filing backlog, and allocated in a single year, or provided 
annually and reallocated each year, such as criminal justice realignment funding. 

Ongoing allocations – Allocations that remain in the base funding and are carried forward into 
the base allocation for future fiscal years (i.e., trial court benefit cost changes). 

Prior year adjustment – An adjustment to the prior year base allocation to account for changes 
that were not captured previously.  

Resource Assessment Study (RAS) – The model used to assess the workload need and 
allocation of staff resources to the trial courts. This methodology is separate from, but similar to, 
the Judicial Need, which is used to assess the number of judgeships needed in the trial courts.  

Restricted funding – Typically identified in a budget act through provisional language, allowing 
expenditures for the specific purpose of the appropriated funding (i.e., CARE Act and court 
interpreters funding). 

Schedule 7A – A worksheet used to start the budget process that includes trial courts’ budgeted 
salaries and benefits for each court staff position by classification, excluding judges. Schedule 
7A data is included in the Workload Formula and RAS models to derive statewide FTEs and 
salary costs for various positions.  

State appropriations limit (SAL) – The constitutional limit on the growth of certain 
appropriations from tax proceeds, generally set to the level of the prior year's appropriation limit 
as adjusted for changes in cost of living and population.  

Statewide average funding level – The ratio of available funding in a given fiscal year to the 
total estimated Workload Formula funding need for all trial courts.  

Superior court – In California, the trial court in any of the 58 counties that tries and determines 
legal cases. A single superior court may have branches in multiple cities within the county. 

Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee (TCBAC) – Advisory body to the Judicial Council 
that provides input on trial court funding issues and the budget process for the benefit of all 
courts statewide and proposes recommendations to the Judicial Council on trial court funding 
consistent with council goals.  

Trial Court Trust Fund (TCTF) – The special fund within the judicial branch’s budget that 
includes appropriations to fund trial court operations, salaries and benefits of superior court 
judges, court interpreter services, assigned judge services, and local assistance grants.  
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Workload Formula – The Judicial Council–approved methodology currently used to allocate a 
portion of funding to the trial courts with a focus on funding equity, stability, and predictability. 

Workload Formula allocation – The amount of available funding allocated through the 
Workload Formula methodology. 

Workload Formula need – The amount of funding needed to fully support annual court 
workload based on the calculated funding need.  

Workload-Based Allocation Funding Methodology (WAFM) – Methodology used to allocate 
funding to the trial courts in fiscal years 2013–14 through 2017–18. Funding was allocated based 
on workload as derived from filings, which required shifts in the baseline funding from some 
courts to others and was phased in over a five-year period.  

Acronyms 

APJ – Authorized Judicial Positions  

ARP – Adjustment Request Process 

BLS – Bureau of Labor Statistics 

C1, C2, C3, and C4 – Court clusters 1, 2, 3, and 4 (relative to the four-cluster model)  

CPI – Consumer Price Index 

CY – Current Year (in terms of current fiscal year) 

FY – Fiscal Year (in terms of state fiscal year, it is a 12-month period from July 1 to June 30) 

DAAC – Data Analytics Advisory Committee 

FMS – Funding Methodology Subcommittee 

FTE – Full-time Equivalent 

JBSIS – Judicial Branch Statistical Information System 

PY – Prior Year (in terms of previous fiscal year) 

RAS – Resource Assessment Study 

TCBAC – Trial Court Budget Advisory Committee 

TCTF – Trial Court Trust Fund 

WAFM – Workload-Based Allocation and Funding Methodology 

WF – Workload Formula 
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