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Executive Summary

The State of Califormia must maintain its strong, independent, fair, and impartial yudicial branch
of government with highly qualified judges who reflect the rich diversity of Califorma’s
population In order to ensure that the state continues to attract and retain such judges, reasonable
compensation must be provided

Today, compensation for California’s yudges 1s consistent throughout the state with respect to
salaries but notably inconsistent with respect to benefits To better understand the breadth of the
mconsistencies, the Legislature directed the Judicial Council of California—the constitutionally
established policymaking body for Califorma’s courts—to submut this report “analyzing the
statewide benefits inconsistencies” for yjudges 1n California "'This report analyzes the
mconsistencies in judicial benefits as they exist today within the broader historical context of the
evolution of judicial compensation and funding of trial courts from a county-based to a state-
funded system This approach was taken for three reasons

e The inconsistencies 1 judicial benefits result from the historical development of judicial
compensation and funding of trial courts generally

o The legislative reforms of judicial salaries over the past 50 years serve as a useful model
for considering future legislative reform of judicial benefits

e A report on inconsistencies 1n judicial benefits would be incomplete without a discusston
of judicial compensation because benefits are an important part of compensation

The report begins with a brief history of judicial salaries that 1llustrates how the Legislature
reformed a system of disparate salaries primarily funded by the counties into a uniform statewide
structure entirely funded by the state These reforms improved the stability and independence of
the judicial branch and continue to help ensure consistent access to justice throughout Califormia

Next, the current inconsistencies in judicial benefits—including the two-tiered judicial retirement
system—are addressed, including their connection to the historical transition from county
funding to state funding of judicial salaries and trial court operations Based on data collected
from the 58 superior courts, four broad conclusions can be reached

1 About 90 percent of superior court judges serve in courts where some form of
supplemental benefits 1s provided, which demonstrates the widespread acceptance of the
need for and appropriateness of providing judges with a better benefits package than that
currently provided by the state

'Sen Bill X2 11, Stats 2009, ch 9, § 6



2 The variance among supplemental benefits provided to superior court judges 1n
Califormia 1s the result of the individual history of each court and county and 1s not based
on any rational or consistent statewide plan or formula

3 The disparity among judges can be significant Some judges receive no supplemental
benefits while others receive a supplemental benefits package worth approximately
$50,000 a year

4 Supplemental benefits make the overall compensation structure for judges inconsistent
and, 1n some cases, result 1n justices of an appellate court recerving lower compensation
than judges of a trial court 1n the same geographic area

Judicial benefits need the same kind of reform that the Legislature brought to judicial salaries

As part of 1ts operational plan for Califorma’s judicial branch, the Judicial Council 1s commutted
to improving judicial compensation, including benefits, to attract and retain a diverse judiciary
The council supports further investigation into this 1ssue and a resolution of the inconsistencies
that will not reduce the benefits currently provided to any judge Therefore, the Judicial Council
will later submut a second report to the Legislature that provides further information about the
impact of the current approach to judicial benefits and, 1f appropriate, will make
recommendations regarding options for reforming judicial benefits 1n order to move toward a
more consistent approach that would better attract the most qualified judicial candidates and
maintain the excellence of Califorma’s judiciary



I Introduction

The powers of California’s government are divided among three separate branches the
executive, the legislative, and the judicial 2 The judicial branch of government 1s charged with
mterpreting and applying the laws of the State of Califorma It provides for the orderly
settlement of disputes between parties 1n controversy, determines the guilt or innocence of those
accused of violating laws, and protects the rights and liberties guaranteed by the Constitutions of
Califorma and the United States The branch aspires to accomplish 1ts mission 1n a fair, effective,
and efficient manner to assure justice to all who come before the courts

The state Constitution vests the judicial power of California in the judges of the superior courts
in each of the 58 counties, the Courts of Appeal, and the Supreme Court * All judges are state
officers, even though, as 1n the case of most superior court judges, they preside over cases 1n a
single county and are subject to election 1n only one county 4 One of the articulated goals of the
judicial branch 1s to provide equal access to justice for all n the State of California > In order to
accomplish this goal, the state assumed the obligation to fund all trial court operations under the
Lockyer-Isenberg Trial Court Funding Act of 1997 (Lockyer-Isenberg Act) © and the funding of
and responsibility for tnal court facilities under the Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002 7 The
purpose of state funding was to ensure that the financial condition of a particular county did not
adversely affect the quality of justice 1n the courts of that county Likewise, in enacting
legislation to transfer responsibility for trial court facilities from the counties to the state, the
Legslature acknowledged the importance of equal access to justice through 1ts finding that the
“state can best ensure umformty of access to all court facilities in Califorma ”® With similar
mtent that the same high caliber of judges be available 1n every court 1n the state, the Legislature
over the past 50 years has worked to reform what was an inconsistent approach to funding of
judicial salaries by legislating uniformity with respect to judicial salaries and transferring
funding responsibility from the counties to the state

With regard to judicial benefits, however, significant discrepancies and inconsistencies exist
throughout the state These discrepancies were highlighted 1n the recent case of Sturgeon v

2 Cal Const,art 111, § 3 The legislative power of the state 1s vested 1n the California Legsslature, which consists of
the Senate and the Assembly, although the powers of initiative and referendum are reserved to the people (Cal
Const , art IV, § 1) “The core functions of the legislative branch include passing laws, levying taxes, and making
appropriations [Citations omitted 1” (Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist v State (2001) 25 Cal 4th 287, 299 ) The
supreme executive power of the state 1s vested in the Governor, who 1s required to see that the law 1s faithfully
executed (Cal Const,art V, § 1) Persons charged with the exercise of one of these powers may not exercise either
of the others, except as permitted by the California Constitution {(Cal Const , art III, § 3 )

3Cal Const,art VI, §1

*E g, the Chief Justice may assign any judge to sit n a court at any location 1n the state (Cal Const , art VI, § 6)

% Goal I n Justice in Focus The Strategic Plan for Califorma’s Judicial Branch, 2006-2012

S Assem Bill 233, Stats 1997, ch 850

7Sen Bill 1732, Stats 2002, ch 1082

¥ Sen Bill 1732, Stats 2002, ch 1082, § 1(c)(4)



County of Los Angeles (Sturgeon), ® 1n which the Court of Appeal found that the Legislature had
not sufficiently authorized benefits that the County of Los Angeles provides to the judges of the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County As part of its effort to continue to attract and retain a
high-quality judiciary and to maintain and improve access to justice statewide, the judicial
branch sought legislation, Senate Bill X2 11,'® which the Legslature enacted and the Governor
signed 1nto law 1n February 2009 SBX2 11 addressed the immediate problem of authorizing
existing county- and court-provided “supplemental” ' benefits to superior court judges 12 But the
Legislature recogmzed that a long-term solution requires a better understanding of the
mconsistencies 1n judicial benefits throughout the state and instructed the Judicial Council to
report on that subject Section 6 (uncodified) of SBX2 11 includes the following mandate

The Judicial Council shall report to the Senate Commuttee on Budget and Fiscal
Review, the Assembly Committee on Budget, and both the Senate and Assembly
Commnuttees on Judiciary on or before December 31, 2009, analyzing the
statewide benefits inconsistencies

Thus report 1s submutted to satisfy this statutory mandate and to support the continuing efforts of
all three branches of state government to maintain an equal level of justice throughout the state
As demonstrated 1n the following section, the statewide inconsistencies in benefits are the result
of the long history of shared responsibility for the funding of courts and judicial compensation
among the state and counties Addressing and resolving the inconsistencies and inadequacies of
the present system in a responsible manner 1s clearly in the public interest

The Legislature can bring to judicial benefits the same stability, uniformity, and processes that 1t
has already brought to judicial salaries, funding of court operations, and responsibility for court
facilities, and 1n doing so will help maintain a strong, fair, and impartial judicial branch, with
highly qualified yjudges who reflect the rich diversity of Califormia A first step is to understand
the history and current status of judicial benefits

il. History of Judicial Compensation in California

California judges receive compensation 1n the form of salary and benefits This section begins
with a discussion of judicial salaries and follows with a section on benefits, the latter in two parts

o Sturgeon v County of Los Angeles (2008) 167 Cal App 4th 630

1% Stats 2009, ch 9

"1 The term “supplemental” 1s used m SBX2 11 and i this report to describe benefits provided to judges by either a
county or a superior court The term “local” 1s also sometimes used to describe these benefits As used 1n this
report, the term “judicial benefits™ includes both supplemental benefits and those provided by the state

12 Justices of the Courts of Appeal and the Supreme Court do not receive any supplemental benefits so this report
focuses only on superior court judges



because the unique history of Califorma’s dual judicial retirement systems warrants special
13
attention

A Brief History of Judicial Salaries
From 1880 until 1927, superior court judges’ salaries were funded half by the state and half by

the county 1 which the judge sat '* During that same period, salaries of municipal court judges
were funded entirely by the counties, which paid salaries with revenue, including traffic and
criminal fines, collected within their jurisdiction 15

In 1927, the Legislature established a new system for setting and paying superior court judges’
salaries five categories of state contribution were set by statute, depending on the population of
the county Salaries also varied depending on the level of contribution by the local county
Municipal court judges’ salaries continued to be paid by the counties in amounts that varied from
county to county The amount 1n each county was codified in statute and was typically based on
resolutions submitted by local boards of supervisors 16

By the 1950s the complexities—and apparent unfairness—of this system of compensating judges
had become evident There was no uniformity 1n the salary amounts and the disparities were
great For example, a municipal court judge in Santa Cruz was paid $8,000 a year, while the
annual salary of the judge’s counterpart in Oakland was $15,000 '7 The necessity of separate
legislation for each county became burdensome During the 1953 session alone, the Legislature
was required to consider more than 160 bills proposing increases 1n judicial salaries '8 The
Senate Special Commuttee on Government Administration prepared a study and concluded that
the local variances had

resulted 1n a salary schedule for superior courts and municipal courts determined
by political expediency on the local level with resulting inequalities between
counties and between judicial districts []] The present salary structure reflects no
pattern which can be justified by any recognzed standards 19

' This report does not address compensation of subordinate judicial officers such as commuissioners and referees
Although they perform judicial duties, they are employees of the superior courts, not constitutional officers As
employees of the superior courts, their compensation—both salaries and benefits—is determined by the superior
court that employs them and, as with other superior court employees, there 1s no statewide uniformity n their
compensation packages
:‘; Sen Com on Judiciary, Rep on Judicial Compensation in Califorma (Feb 1991), p 340

Ibid
16 Sen Special Com on Gov Admin, Study on Judicial Salaries (Jan 3, 1955),p 12
Id,atp 13,table 5
B1d,atp 5
19 Sen Special Com on Gov Admin, Study on Judicial Salaries (Jan 3, 1955),p §



In response to this situation, the Legislature in 1955 enacted reform legislation, adding chapter
15 to title 8 of the Government Code 2° Under this chapter, the Legsslature set the salaries of all
state judges, each at a fixed amount less than the salary set for the Chief Justice Thus, associate
justices of the Supreme Court were paid $1,000 a year less than the Chief Justice, presiding
justices of the Courts of Appeal earned $2,000 a year less than the Chief Justice, and so on
Superior court judges were divided into three classifications based on the population of the
counties 1 which they sat, judges 1n more populous counties were paid more than judges 1n the
less populous counties Funding was shared between the counties and state with each paying a
fixed portion 1n amounts set by statute, which varied depending on the population of the county
Municipal court judges were also divided 1nto three categories based on county population with
salaries set by legislation accordingly, but the counties remained solely responsible for paying
those salaries out of locally collected fines and fees No judge’s salary was reduced as a result of
thus reform 2!

Legislation enacted 1n 196472 established a system under which superior court judges were paid a
uniform salary statewide, municipal court judges hikewise were paid a umform salary, although
in an amount slightly less than superior court judges Municipal court judges were still paid
entirely by the counties, however,? and superior court judges were still paid n part by the state
and 1n part by the counties > This reform also did not result in the reduction of any judge’s

salary

The 1964 legislation included another, more significant change, no doubt influenced by a study
conducted by the State Bar of Califorma that concluded that judicial salaries were well below
those paid to judges 1n other jurisdictions, lawyers 1n private practice, and lawyers 1n the public
sector Responding to concerns that lower salaries jeopardized the quality of the judiciary 1n
California, the Legislature raised judicial salaries 1n all categories and then provided for periodic
increases mdexed to per capita income m Cahiforma 2° The frequency of adjustments and the
method of calculation have undergone several changes, but for the most part the principle of
systematic adjustment remains 1n place today 26

Changes to trial court funding also affected judicial salaries Under the Brown-Presley Trial
Court Funding Act (Brown-Presley Act),?” each county had the option of receiving state funding

20Sen Bill 487, Stats 1955, ch 955

2! This was consistent with the predecessor to article 111, section 4 of the Califormia Constitution, which prohibits the
Legislature from reducing the salary of any state officer during his or her term of office

22 Sen Bill 50, Stats 1964, ch 144

2 Former Gov Code, § 71220

2 Former Gov Code, § 68206

% Sen Bill 50, Stats 1964, ch 144

2 Gov Code, § 68203

%7 Stats 1988, chs 944 and 945



for trial court operations nstead of relying solely on revenues raised within the county 28
Beginning July 1, 1989, if a county elected to participate 1n state funding, 1t recerved (as part of
1ts block grant) funding for a significant portion of the salaries for municipal court judges 1n that
county 29 Thus, although the county retamed full responsibility for payment of salaries for
municipal court judges, the state for the first time funded a portion of those salares

In 1994, the Legislature ended county funding of judicial salaries, and the state became
responsible for funding the salaries of all California judges 30 Municipal court judges, however,
were still paid lower salaries than superior court judges

The system of inequality between superior court and mumcipal court judicial salaries began to
change 1n 1998 First, as part of the Lockyer-Isenberg Act, Government Code section 68547 was
enacted, which allowed municipal court judges to achieve pay parity with superior court judges
under certain circumstances Parity was authorized when a court demonstrated that the maximum
use of judicial resources had been systematically implemented, as certified by the Judicial
Council—a process known as trial court coordination and a precursor to trial court unification 3
Later that year, Califormia voters amended the Constitution to authorize full trial court
umfication 32 This involved the merging of the superior and municipal courts 1n each county nto
a single, countywide trial court system on a majority vote of the judges within each county
Where a municipal court was abolished through unification with the superior court, the
municipal court judges became superior court judges 33 By January 2001, all 58 Califorma
counties had unified courts and all state trial court judges receirved the same state salary

The history of judicial salaries 1s characterized by two distinct developments First was the move
from county funding to state funding, a transition that took more than 100 years, during which
there was concurrent county and state funding Second was the move from a multiplicity of local
salary levels to statewide uniformuty within each level of court >* That too, took more than 100
years, but a superior court judge, as an officer of the state, now receives the same salary
regardless of where the judge presides 35 These two principles—state funding and umformuty of
salaries—help ensure the stability and independence of the judicial branch and that the quality of
justice 1s administered at a uniformly high level throughout the state

%8 This system was first enacted mnto law with the Trial Court Funding Act of 1985 (Stats 1985, ch 1607) but was
not implemented until Brown-Presley was enacted and sufficient funding was appropriated in 1988

2 Former Gov Code, § 68206(b), as amended 1n 1988

3 Former Government Code section 68206, which required partial funding by the counties of judicial salaries, was
repealed by Assem Bill 2544, Stats 1994, ch 308, § 13

3! The Trial Court Realignment and Efficiency Act (Stats 1991, ch 90)

32 proposition 220, as approved by voters, Gen Elec (June 2, 1996)

33 Former Cal Const, art VI, § 23

34 This transition to umformity was always achieved by raising salaries, not by lowering them

33 The only exception being the differential paid to presiding judges of the superior courts and administrative
presiding justices of the Courts of Appeal, which 1s discussed below



B Brief History of Judicial Benefits

1. Supplemental Benefits

As further discussed 1n Section III of this report and documented extensively in Appendix D,
today’s system of supplemental benefits 1s a hodgepodge Judges 1n some courts recerve no
supplemental benefits Judges in other courts can receive a supplemental benefits package worth
a sigmificant percentage of their salaries and which 1s often tied to, or comparable to, the
executive benefits package provided to officers and employees of the county There are some
internal inconsistencies within courts, with some judges receiving supplemental benefits and
others not The current status of judicial benefits 1s much like the situation with judicial salaries
decades ago, before the Legislature provided for umiformity and state funding As 1t was in the
past with judicial salaries, the current disparity 1n judicial benefits results from a long history of
shared responsibility between the state and the counties for funding the judicial branch in
Califorma

a. Supplemental Benefits and Trial Court Funding

The evolution of trial court funding by way of legislation that transferred responsibility for
funding trial court operations from the counties to the state occurred from the mid-1980s to the
late 1990s Judicial benefits were rarely a focus of this legislative evolution but were affected
nonetheless

1 Supplemental Benefits Before Trial Court Funding (Before 1988)

Before trial court funding becoming operative on July 1, 1988, under the Brown-Presley Act,
counties were solely responsible for funding salaries and benefits for municipal court judges
Superior court judges—whose salaries were funded by the state—could also receive county-
funded benefits Benefits provided by counties to superior and municipal court judges were
authorized by a number of statutes, including some that applied to individual counties and some
that applied statewide 36 The county-specific statutes that are still 1 the Government Code today
relate to Los Angeles, Yolo, and San Diego Counties

e Under Government Code section 69894 3, first enacted 1n 1959, employees 1n counties
with populations greater than 2 million®’ “shall be entitled to step advancement, vacation,
sick leave, holiday benefits and other leaves of absence and other benefits as may be
directed by rules of the court” and benefits “may be made applicable by rule to court
personnel, including but not limited to jurors, and judges ” Based on this statute, the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County adopted local rule 1 12, which provides that all
County of Los Angeles benefits extended to employees and local officers by local
ordinance are applicable to employees and judges of the Superior Court of Los Angeles

38 A table of statutes that relate to judicial benefits 1s attached as Appendix C and includes several statutes applicable
to municipal court judges that are outdated but have not been repealed

37 When first enacted, this statute would have applied to only Los Angeles, however, San Diego and Orange
Counties both now have populations exceeding 2 million



County The legal sufficiency of that statute as authority for supplemental benefits to
judges was successfully challenged, as discussed 1n section b below

¢ Government Code section 69893 7, first enacted in 1982, authorizes, but does not require,
Yolo County to extend management benefits packages to 1ts superior court judges

e Government Code section 69907, first enacted in 1985, provides that judges of the
Superior Court of San Diego County shall receive certain benefits received by the chief
adminstrative officer, including life insurance, comprehensive annual physical
examinations, executive flexible benefits plan, a dental plan, and a vision plan The
statute also authorizes judges to receive long-term disability insurance upon approval by
the board of supervisors

Government Code sections 53200 3 and 53214 5 apply statewide Although judges are state
officials, under these statutes they treated as county officers or employees for the purpose of
county-funded benefits Thus, section 53200 3, first enacted in 1957, deems judges who are paid
1n part or 1n whole by a county to be county employees for the purposes of participation in group
msurance plans Although the statute has not been repealed, 1t has been held unconstitutional, at
least with respect to its application to judges, as discussed 1n section b 38 Section 53214 5, first
enacted as section 53215 1n 1979, has the same effect with respect to deferred compensation
plans

Benefits provided by counties to judges of the municipal and superior courts in 1988—before
trial court funding—are summarized 1n a 1991 report of the Senate Commuttee on Judiciary 3

(A part of that report 1s attached as Appendix B ) The report found that a broad range of benefits
packages was being offered, that the packages generally reflected those being offered to state and
county employees, and that the benefits were modest compared to those offered 1n the private
sector at a similar level of career development The report 1dentified no defimtive pattern
regarding which counties provided benefits and which did not, although 1t noted both a tendency
to provide supplemental cash benefits 1n areas with a higher cost of living and a similarity of
benefits packages among adjacent counties

2 The Brown-Presley Act and Supplemental Benefits (1988)

As part of the Brown-Presley Act, the Legislature statutorily defined “court operations ” The
purpose of this definition was to establish the costs that a participating trial court could
permussibly fund with the block grants 1t received from the state The definition of “court
operations” included “the county share of superior and municipal court judges’ salaries, benefits,

38 Sturgeon, 167 Cal App 4th at 261-262

% Sen Com on Judiciary, Rep on Judicial Compensation in California (Feb 1991) Although the report was based
on a survey conducted after the enactment and implementation of the Brown-Presley Act, 1t noted that most of the
county-funded benefits it documented existed before the initiation of trial court funding (Seep 3)



and public agency retirement contributions »** This provision was understood by some courts as
authorizing funding of supplemental benefits for judges, and some courts picked up the cost of
benefits that had been funded by their counties before enactment of state trial court funding
statutes

After enactment of the Brown-Presley Act, the Legislature passed a bill authorizing San Diego
County*! to reimburse judges for their share of the contributions for the Judges’ Retirement
System, Riverside County also sponsored similar legislation *? This created a controversy that
resulted 1n the failure of the bill sponsored by Riverside County and the repeal of the legislation
regarding San Diego’s retmbursement of judges’ retirement contributions *? In response to this
controversy about supplemental benefits, the Senate Commuttee on Judiciary conducted an
extensive survey of supplemental benefits The resulting report reached several conclusions
discussed above, 1t also noted that uniformity of compensation was still appropriate but would
have a cost

Creation of a statewide unmiform benefits package would necessitate establishing
umformity at the “high end” to avoid overwhelming opposition and the potential
legal problems that may occur if existing benefits were abolished

Due to the concentration of the state’s total judiciary in urban jurisdictions with
reasonably equal costs of living, and the relative paucity of judges mn lower-cost
rural areas, a differential in compensation would not appear so cost-effective as to
warrant abandonment of the equal compensation principle *

Likely due to the political challenges these conclusions presented, the Legislature took no action
1n response to the report

Ruverside County was successful 1n a subsequent legislative effort related to supplemental
benefits Under Government Code section 69909, which was first enacted 1n 1990 as section
69908, superior court judges are entitled to participate in a county flexible spending plan and
may receive long-term disability insurance on approval by the board of supervisors

3 The Lockyer-Isenberg Act and Supplemental Benefits (1997)
The Lockyer-Isenberg Act contained two provisions relevant to supplemental benefits *> The
first required counties to submit to the Department of Finance a declaration addressing whether

“ Former Gov Code, § 77003(c), as enacted in 1988 The defimition of “court operations” found today in
Government Code section 77003(a)(1) still includes “salaries, benefits, and public agency retirement contributions
for superior court judges ”

*! Sen Bill 948 (1989-1990 Reg Sess )

2 gen Bill 872 (1989-1990 Reg Sess )

> Sen Com on Judiciary, Rep on Judicial Compensation in Califorma (Feb 1991), cover letter of Senator Bill
Lockyer,p 1

“ Id atpp 3-4

* The Lockyer-Isenberg Act shifted from the counties to the state, effective July 1, 2007, full responsibility for
funding court operations expenses (Former Gov Code, § 68073(a), now Gov Code, § 70311(a) ) As part of this

10



the amount of 1ts maintenance of effort payment (MOE) included the value of any supplemental
benefits paid to judges Following comment by the affected court and verification, the
Department of Finance typically would lower the county’s MOE by an amount equal to the cost
of those benefits, 1n which case the county continued to be responsible for those benefits costs *6
The second, uncodified provision stated that 1t was the intent of the Legislature “to provide that
no personnel employed 1n the court system as of July 1, 1997, shall have their salary or benefits
reduced as a result of this act ” Based on these two provisions, some counties continued to
provide supplemental benefits to judges

4 The Impact of Trial Court Funding on Supplemental Benefits

Tral court funding was not intended to bring uniformity to the system of supplemental benefits
for judges Instead, 1t preserved the then—status quo, allowing judges to continue receiving the
same supplemental benefits that they had received before trial court funding It also affected
which entity or entities had responsibility for funding supplemental benefits Before trial court
funding, supplemental benefits had been funded only by counties, after trial court funding, both
counties and courts 1n many instances were providing supplemental benefits In addition, some
counties used trial court funding as a dividing line for providing benefits In Fresno, for example,
the county decided to continue to provide supplemental benefits only for those judges holding
office as of July 1, 1997, and not to any judges taking office after that date This created a two-
tiered system within that court and similar actions in other counties had the same result
Discrepancies that had previously existed between different courts now occurred within a single
court

b. The Sturgeon Case (2006-2009)

In Apnl 2006, Judicial Watch, Inc filed a lawsuit, on behalf of Harold P Sturgeon, a Los
Angeles County resident and taxpayer, against the County of Los Angeles The complaint
challenged the validity of the benefits that the county provides to the judges of the Superior
Court of Los Angeles County The plaintiff alleged that the benefits amounted to a gift of public
funds, were a waste of public funds, and were not authorized by the Legislature, as required by
article VI, section 19 of the Califormia Constitution,*’ which states, 1n pertent part, “The
Legislature shall prescribe compensation for judges of courts of record

The trial court, ruling on a motion for summary judgment, rejected the plaintiff’s claims It found
that the benefits provided by Los Angeles County were neither a gift nor waste of public funds
and were authorized by the Legislature as part of the Lockyer-Isenberg Act Judgment was
entered against the plaintiff and 1n favor of the county 1n January 2007 The plaintiff appealed 48

new system, the counties submut to the state “mamtenance of effort payments,” which were calculated based on the
level of support counties provided to the trial courts in 1994-1995 Many counties continue to make these payments,
although the amounts have been adjusted over the years and, for many counties, abolished entirely (Gov Code, §
77201-77201 3)

6 Gov Code, § 77201(c)(3), as enacted 1n Assem Bill 233, Stats 1997, ch 850, § 46

*7 Sturgeon, supra, 167 Cal App 4thatp 636

8 Id atpp 636-637

11



The Court of Appeal agreed with the trial court that the supplemental judicial benefits provided
by the county to the judges of the Superior Court of Los Angeles County were neither a gift of
public funds nor a waste of taxpayer funds The appellate court said, “there can be little doubt the
benefits that the county provides its judges enhance the recruitment and retention of judges who
serve 1n Los Angeles” and serve a public purpose, 49 and that the Lockyer-Isenberg Act “under
any fair reading” authorizes supplemental judicial benefits *°

The appellate court went on to address, however, the requirement of article VI, section 19 of the
Califormia Constitution that the Legislature “prescribe” compensation of judges—which includes
benefits—and found that the record before the court did not establish that the benefits provided
by the county had been prescribed by the Legislature Notably, the appellate court held that both
the Lockyer-Isenberg Act and Government Code section 69894 3 were “ineffective legislative
prescriptions” for county-funded supplemental benefits >! For that reason, the court reversed the
Judgment by the trial court In doing so, the court said that correcting this legislative defect was
“not onerous, but does require that the Legislature consider the specific 1ssue and, at a mimimum,
establish or reference 1dentifiable standards >

C. Senate Bull X2 11 (2009)

In response to the Sturgeon case, the Califormia Judges Association, the Superior Court of Los
Angeles County, several judicial leaders, and the Administrative Office of the Courts worked
together to propose legislation that would adequately prescribe supplemental benefits This effort
was consistent with discussions that the judicial branch had conducted with legislators before the
Sturgeon case and was pursued so that the hundreds of superior court judges who had accepted
their appointments to the bench with an expectation of a compensation package that provides
both state and supplemental benefits could continue to receive the supplemental benefits, at least
for the duration of their terms of office > Judges rely on the compensation package that was 1n
place at the time they joined the bench, and for many judges that reliance includes county-
provided health benefits for family members, dissolution decrees that include obligations to
continue various benefits in place, and benefits that judges are unable to obtain elsewhere

On February 15, 2009, the Legislature passed SBX2 11, and on February 20, 2009, Governor
Schwarzenegger signed 1t into law SBX2 11 preserves the status quo for existing supplemental
benefits by authorizing counties and courts to provide such benefits to judges “on the same terms
and conditions™ as were in effect on July 1, 2008 SBX2 11 also allows counties to terminate
benefits with 180 days’ notice to the affected judges and the Administrative Director of the
Courts Benefits cannot, however, be terminated before the end of the current term of office for a
judge SBX2 11 did not authorize any new benefits and was not intended to be a global solution,

* Id atpp 639-640

0 1d atp 642

S 1d atp 656

21d atp 657

3 Judges n some courts, concerned about the statutory authority for their benefits, voted to end supplemental
benefits before enactment of SBX2 11 Ironically, because SBX2 11 authorizes continuation of benefits only as they
existed on July 1, 2008, these judges are precluded from reinstating the benefits they previously had received

12



1t simply preserves the status quo for an undefined period And as previously noted, SB 11 also
requures this report by the Judicial Council to inform the Legislature of the statewide
mconsistencies regarding supplemental benefits, presumably as prelude to a comprehensive,
long-term solution

d.

Supplemental Benefits After Senate Bill X2 11

Four developments have occurred since SBX2 11 became law

The parties to the Sturgeon case filed cross-motions for summary judgment based on the
impact of SBX2 11 After hearing these motions, the trial court held that SBX2 11
adequately prescribes compensation under article VI, section 19 of the Califorma
Constitution and that the benefits paid to the judges of the Superior Court of Los Angeles
County were, therefore, legally authorized Judicial Watch filed a notice of appeal on
September 28, 2009

Several county boards of supervisors have considered terminating benefits to the superior
court judges 1n their counties To date, no county has acted to do so, instead deferring
further consideration until the Legislature can review judicial benefits from a statewide
perspective and develop a plan to address the inconsistencies that currently exist

Judges 1n a few courts have voted to waive the supplemental benefits provided to them by
their courts

The Judicial Council on April 24, 2009, adopted Interim Procedures for Administration
of Court-Funded Supplemental Judicial Benefits to provide for further accountability and
to enhance public trust and confidence 1n the court system by regulating the supplemental
benefits paid by courts and requiring courts that provide such benefits to keep records and
report practices

In summary, unlike judicial salaries—which are now umform statewide and entirely state-
funded—the current status of supplemental judicial benefits 1s more like a patchwork quilt, with
a different history 1n each court SBX2 11 has stabilized the situation, allowing sufficient time
for thoughtful consideration of alternatives

2.

State-provided Benefits

As discussed above, some judges receive supplemental benefits and others do not All judges,
however, receive both nonretirement and retirement benefits from the state, as discussed below
And yet even the current system of state-provided retirement and nonretirement benefits 1s not
umform statewide, the current two-tiered system establishes disparities among judges based on
their dates of appointment

13



a. Nonretirement Benefits

In addition to the retirement benefits discussed below, the state provides to judges basic
nonretirement benefits that are similar to benefits provided to other state officials and state
employees Thus, judges may participate 1n health benefit plans, dental benefit plans, and a
vision service plan, with the state paying a part or all of the premiums as 1s done for all other
state employees The state also provides a $50,000 term life insurance policy, but only for those
judges participating 1n the Judges’ Retirement System II (those taking office for the first time on
or after November 9, 1994) The state also makes available supplemental life insurance and long-
term care 1nsurance, but judges must pay the full cost of this benefit Until June 30, 2009, judges
located 1n rural counties, like state employees 1n rural counties, were able to participate 1n the
Rural Health Care Equity Program under Government Code section 22877, that benefit was
limited to officers of the Califorma Highway Patrol in legislation enacted last year >

b Judicial Retirement Systems

In 1934, Califorma voters passed a constitutional imtiative authorizing a retirement benefit for
judges > In response, the Califormia Legislature established the Judges® Retirement System
(JRS) 1 1937 3¢ Under the newly estabhished JRS, all judges were automatically enrolled 1n the
new pension system The benefit was funded with a state contribution of 2 5 percent of judicial
salary and a 2 5 percent matching contribution by the judge The retirement benefit allowance
was equal to one-half the salary last received as a judge

In 1953, a series of legislative actions brought several changes, including tying judges’
retirement benefits to salaries of current judges holding the same office they last held and
requiring the state to guarantee funding of the Judges’ Retirement Fund and to appropriate the
funding to fulfill pension commitments >’ During the 1950s and 1960s, survivor and death
benefits were added *®

Despite the increase in benefits offered under JRS, state contributions to fund the retirement
system were unchanged until 1962, when legislation increased the 2 5 percent contribution rate
to 4 percent for both the state’s and the judges’ portions % The Judges’ Retirement Fund
remained viable until 1962, when the cash balance was no longer sufficient to cover the fund’s
rising cost obligations In 1964, payroll contributions were increased to offset the retirement
system’s growing habilities and the state’s and judges’ retirement contributions doubled from 4
percent to 8 percent *° In 1972, the Legislature mandated that on or before January 1, 2002, JRS
was to become fully funded and actuanially sound ®

34 Assem Bill 4X 12, Stats 2009, ch 12, § 12

% Former Cal Const art VI, § 26, repealed and substantively replaced on November 8, 1966, by current Cal Const
art VI, § 20

% Assem Bill 353, Stats 1937, ch 770

57 Assem Bill 387, Stats 1953, ch 1592

38 Survivor benefits, Sen Bill 387,Stats 1957, ch 2065, §4, death benefits, Sen Bill 770, Stats 1961, ch 2136

% Sen Bill 33, Stats 1962, ch 62

% Sen Bill 88, Stats 1964, ch 144

¢! Former Gov Code, § 75110, stats 1972, ch 538
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In response to the funding 1ssues that had arisen with JRS, the Legislature established the Judges
Retirement System II (JRS II) 1n 1994 Thus created a two-tierd system judges first appointed or
elected on or after November 9, 1994, were to participate in JRS II, while any judge inmitially
elected or appointed before that date remained 1n JRS 62 JRS II offered alternative retirement
benefits, namely a defined benefit plan or a monetary credit plan The defined benefit plan
provides a lifetime monthly benefit of up to 75 percent of final annual salary, the percentage
being based on age at retirement and years of service Under this plan, judges are eligible to
retire when they reach age 65 with 20 years of service, or age 70 with 5 years of service 63
Judges who do not qualify for the defined benefit plan participate in the monetary credit plan,
which allows for a refund of member contributions as well as a portion of the employer
contributions, equaling 18 percent of salary, plus any interest accrued 64

Like judicial salaries, judicial retirement 1s established and funded at the state level As with
nonretirement judicial benefits, however, disparate treatment of judges remains so long as there
are two separate judicial retirement systems In addition, as explained below, the inadequacies
of JRS II present a significant disincentive to attracting and retaining judges

. Current Status of Judicial Benefits

A Summary and Analysis of Supplemental Benefit Inconsistencies

Comprehensive information about supplemental benefits received by superior court judges 1n
California was obtained for this report Appendix D provides detailed information that shows the
supplemental benefits recerved by judges 1n fiscal year 2007—2008, which 1s the last full year
before July 1, 2008, the date as of which SBX2 11 preserves the status quo of supplement
benefits The data summarized here does not include the 112 justices of the Courts of Appeal and
the Supreme Court because they do not receive supplemental benefits

A chart 1illustrating the current patchwork of supplemental benefits 1s on page 18 Belowisa
summary

e There are 837 authorized judgeships in the 11 superior courts where supplemental
benefits are provided by the county

e There are 334 authorized judgeships in the 16 superior courts where supplemental
benefits are provided by the court

e There are 292 authorized judgeships 1n the 8 superior courts where supplemental benefits
are provided by the county and court

62 Gov Code, § 75502
8 Gov Code, § 75522
% Gov Code, § 75521
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e There are 151 authorized judgeships 1n the 23 superior courts where no supplemental
benefits are provided

This summary information 1s depicted in the chart below

900 - 837
8 Number of Authorized Judgeships in Courts in
800 - Which Benefits Are Provided
700 4
B Number of Courts in Which Benefits Are
600 - Provided
500 -
400 - 334
292
300 4
200 4 151
100 A
11 16 8 23
0 n T T
County Benefits Court Benefits Both Court and County No Supplemental
Benefits Benefits

The above summary includes both the number of courts and the number of authorized judgeships
within each court because the number of judges 1n a court varies greatly For example, the
Superior Court of Los Angeles County 1s the largest court 1n our state system with 436
authorized judgeships, while there are 15 superior courts with only 2 authorized judgeships each
Thus, the numbers of courts alone would not be representative of the number of judges who
recerve supplemental benefits Judges 1n the larger courts (e g, the Supernior Courts of Alameda,
Los Angeles, Orange, San Diego, and Santa Clara Counties) receive supplemental benefits, while
those 1n most of the smaller courts (e g , Alpine, Inyo, and San Benito Counties) do not recerve
supplemental benefits

But the number of authorized judgeships 1n a court does not tell the complete story, either Most

significantly, even 1n a court where supplemental benefits are provided, not all judges within the
court receive, or are entitled to receive, the same benefits or same level of benefits For example
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In one court, the county provides benefits only to those judges who were on the bench as
of July 1, 1997, the date the state took on responsibility for funding trial court operations
under the Lockyer-Isenberg Act

In another court, the county provides benefits only to those judges who were on the bench
as of December 31, 2005

In yet another court, although all judges may receive supplemental benefits, the county
reimburses the court only for those judges who were on the bench as of 1995

Several other factors make the landscape of supplemental benefits even more complicated

The scope and scale of benefits received vary widely Among the supplemental benefits
provided to judges are medical benefits, disability and life insurance plans, deferred
compensation plans, transportation benefits, and professional allowances and stipends In
some cases, a cash option 1s available 1n lieu of the benefit

The cost of supplemental benefits, where they are provided, also varies widely Judges in
some courts recerve benefits that cost as little as $102 per year per judge, while judges 1n
the Superior Court of Los Angeles County receive benefits of approximately $50,000

The variation 1n supplemental benefits and their nonexistence at many courts, including
the appellate courts, results 1n other significant compensation differences By way of
example, the Legislature has specified a uniform salary for all superior court judges
statewide and a salary for justices of the Courts of Appeal that 1s higher than for judges of
the superior courts Yet 1f the full value of the supplemental benefits 1s included 1n the
overall compensation paid to judges, there are counties 1n which superior court judges
recerve a more valuable compensation package than a justice of the Court of Appeal who
serves the same county

Four broad conclusions can be drawn from the data

1

About 90 percent of the superior court judges serve in courts where some form of
supplemental benefits 1s provided, which demonstrates the widespread acceptance of the
need and appropriateness of providing judges with a better benefits package than that
currently provided by the state

The variance among supplemental benefits provided to judges in California is the result

of the individual history of each court and county and 1s not based on any rational or
consistent statewide plan or formula
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Court

Type of Supplemental Judicial Benefit

Disability

Allowances/Stipends

Life Insurance
Medical
Retirement

Alameda

Transportation

Butte

Calaveras
Contra Costa

Fresno

[
|

Glenn

Kern

_Kings
Los Angeles

_Manposa

Average Annual
Benefit Cost per Funding Source
Judge County Court Hybnd

Less than $100 l i
$100 $1000 ]
Over $1 000

Mendocino

Mono

Monterey

|
!

Napa

Nevada

_——

Orange

Placer
Riverside

Sacramento

Eﬂ

]

San Bernardino

San Benito

San Diego

San Francisco

San Joaguin

San Luis Obispo

San Mateo

Santa Clara

|

Siskiyou

Solano
Sonoma

Trinity

Tulare

|_Tuolumne

Ventura

Yolo
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3 The disparity among judges can be significant some judges recerve no supplemental
benefits while others receive a supplemental benefits package worth approximately
$50,000 a year

4 Supplemental benefits make the overall compensation structure for judges inconsistent
and, 1n some cases, result 1n justices of an appellate court recerving lower compensation
than judges of a tral court 1n the same area

The disparity 1n judicial benefits 1s similar to the disparity 1n judicial salaries that the Senate
Special Commuttee on Governmental Admimistration found troubling in the 1950s The
Legislature’s response to this mequity was to adopt a more uniform schedule of judicial salaries
as proposed by the Judicial Council, and the Legislature continued to move toward uniformity
and state funding 1n judicial salaries and retirement plans over the next 40 years The funding of
supplemental benefits by counties 1s inconsistent with this development and with the progress
over the past 20 years toward state funding of most other trial court expenses, including court
operations® and court facihities %

B. Summary and Analysis of Judicial Retirement Systems

JRS II, which applies to those judges who were first elected or appointed to office after
November 9, 1994—and therefore, all current and future applicants for judicial positions—is
generally viewed as the single greatest impediment to recruiting new judicial apphcants from
both the public and private sector

JRS II 1s inconsistent with other public employee retirement plans because 1t requires judges to
be 65 years of age and, 1n the case of those judges under the age of 70, requires a minimum of 20
years of service before the judge can receive a defined retirement benefit %7 Because judges enter
the system at relatively high average age, JRS II 1s an inflexible and unattractive retirement
option for public sector attorneys who are considering judicial office This 1s best 1llustrated by
the following example

A sentor non-management deputy county counsel 1n San Diego 1s entitled to a retirement benefit
formula of 3 percent at 60 years of age If that attorney was hired at age 28, then at age 60 he or
she would be eligible for a defined retirement benefit equal to 96 percent of his or her highest
annual salary (3% x 32 years) If that attorey 1nstead were appointed to the bench at age 50, he
or she would have to wait until age 70 to obtain a defined retirement benefit for any years of
judicial service Alternately, he or she could retire at age 60 with only 66 percent of his or her
salary as a defined benefit from the county (compared with 96%) plus the lump sum defined
contribution payment available under JRS II This result creates a clear disincentive for attorneys
n the public sector, where many judicial candidates come from, to serve on the bench

8 Lockyer-Isenberg Act
¢ Tnal Court Facilities Act of 2002 (Stats 2002, ch 249)
7 Gov Code, § 75522(a)
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A similar example 1llustrates the problem with attracting attorneys from the private sector The
average age at which an attorney from the private sector takes the bench 1s a little higher than
those from the public sector 51 7 years of age over the past 10 years Therefore, that person
would typically have to remain on the bench until age 70 1n order to receive a defined retirement
benefit Delaying retirement until that age 1s considered undesirable 1n both the public and
prnivate sectors Thus, the current system presents a major impediment to recruiting the qualified,
diverse judiciary needed to preserve an equal level of access to justice 1n California’s courts

IV. Next Steps

The mconsistencies and deficiencies 1 the benefits packages offered to judges 1n the State of
California have an 1mpact on the state’s ability to continue to attract and retain high-quality
Judges, who are necessary to maintain a fair and impartial judicial branch The ability of the state
to diversify the bench to reflect the rich diversity of California’s population also 1s impeded by
the more robust compensation packages provided to public sector attorneys by local governments
and to attorneys 1n the private sector

To provide further assistance to the Legislature, the Judicial Council will continue to review the
mpact of judicial compensation, particularly with respect to judicial benefits, on the recruitment
and retention of the judiciary Upon completion of this work, the Judicial Council will report 1ts
findings and, 1f appropnate, make recommendations regarding options for reforming judicial
benefits 1n order to move toward a more consistent approach that would better attract and retain a
highly qualified and diverse judiciary These efforts are made at a particularly difficult time for
the state from a fiscal perspective Nonetheless, California must plan for the long-term strength
and vitality of 1ts judiciary so that the people of California continue to have broad and equal
access to high-quality justice throughout the state
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SURVEY FINDINGS

e Only two jurisdictions offered or proposed to offer county
assumption of the employee contribution to the State Judges
Retirement System: San Diego and Riverside. The former offered
the benefit ($550.34 per month for Superior, $500.06 per month for
Municipal) up until January 1 of this year.

e Nine counties reported the existence of some cash benefit for
superior court judges, either as a specific supplemental
compensation or a cash-out option in lieu of receiving benefits.
Counties so reporting, with maximum benefits available (assuming
complete cash-out of benefits plus acceptance of supplemental
compensation when offered):

Alameda: $550 Orange: $3500
Humboldt: $960 San Bernardino: $960

Los Angeles: $7547 Ventura: $420 ’
Marin: $8406 Yolo $3500
Monterey: $3112

While the number of counties offering some cash benefit comprise
only 15.5% of the total jurisdictions, some cash benefit is
offered to 50% of the State's Superior Court judiciary.

e Eight counties of the thirty-eight served by Municipal Courts
reported the existence of some cash benefit for Municipal Court
judges, either as a special supplemental compensation or a
cash-out option in lieu of receiving benefits. Counties so
reporting, with maximum benefit available (assuming complete
cash-out of benefits plus acceptance of supplemental compensation

when offered): .

Alameda: $550 Monterey: $3112
Humboldt: $960 Orange: $3500
Los Angeles: $6893 Sacramento: $905
Marin: $10,784 Ventura: $420

The number of counties offering such benefits constitute 21% of
the total served by Municipal Courts, but employ 54.7% of the
state's Municipal Court judiciary.

® Thirty-three of the fifty-eight counties report offering life
insurance to the Superior Court judges, who constitute 82.25% of
the total superior bench. Twenty-five of the thirty-eight
Municipal Court counties report life insurance for the municipal
bench, 54.7% of total judges. Others offer insurance as an option
in a flexible package, not an independent benefit.

e Expense reimbursement for travel, 1bdging, and meals on business



Survey Findings ,

outside the jurisdiction is reported by all but six counties
(Calaveras, Glenn, Lake, Modoc, Sutter, and Yolo). However, it
may be assumed to be universal if reporting counties did not
consider reimbursement a benefit.

e Cafeteria plans offering an array of flexible benefit options to
both Superior and Municipal Court judges were reported by eight
counties: Alameda, Humboldt, Los Angeles, Marin, Monterey, Napa,
Orange, and Ventura. Such plans are characterized by the
inclusion of an array of non-traditional benefits such as child
care, dependent care, legal assistance, family counseling, etc.
46.4% of the state's Superior Court judges enjoy "cafeteria"
benefits, as do 48.5% of Municipal Court judges. Other counties
(Butte, Shasta, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Sonoma, Yolo, San Luis
Obispo, Kern, San Diego, San Bernardino) report county management
or employing benefits packages, but generally include only
traditional programs (health, vision, dental, insurance).

e Liability insurance was reported by nine counties for their
Superior Courts, and by four counties, K for their Municipal Courts.
(10.8% of Superior Court judges, 4.6% of Municipal). However, it
can be assumed that the benefit of defense in civil actions
arising from judicial practice is characteristically provided by
the counties, whether or not there exists an independent insurancr
plan. Nor may many jurisdictions consider liability insurance a
personal benefit, thus explaining a failure to report.

e Four counties reported specific automobile allowance arrangements:
Contra Costa offering an optional $250 per month, Kings offering
$0.25 per mile, Los Angeles providing the presiding judges of the
court with county cars, and San Diego offering the option of a
$134 per month allowance or a $30.00 per month public transit
pass. It is assumed that regular commuting costs are not covered
by any jurisdictions. However, travel to and from assignment
within the county, at a court not one's own, is reimbursed
pursuant to statutory requirement (Gov. C. Sec. 68542.5).

e Unique benefits were reported by Los Angeles County, offering an
allowance of up to $600 annually for reimbursement of personal
security expense, a 401(k) plan for a county match of defeftrred
compensation up to $3774/$3446 annually, and an expense allowance
for presiding judges of $900 annually. San Luis Obispo County
reported a "wellness" benefit of $200 per year for physical,
health club membership, dieting programs, and programs to quit
smoking.
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Survey Findings

CONCLUSIONS

e In the vast majority of jurisdictions, benefits are generally
reflective of packages normally offered to state and county
employees. Considering the total compensation package that may be
offered to individuals at a similar level of career development in
the private sector, the benefits may be characterized as modest.

e Data provided gives no evidence of any correlation between an
expansion of benefits and judicial sign-off on State Trial Court
Funding. Many jurisdictions specify the existence of their
benefits package prior to the initiation of State Trial Court
Funding. Any evidence to the contrary is circumstantial, or

anecdotal at best.

e While there is a general trend to be discerned in the
establishment of supplemental cash benefits in areas with a higher
cost of living, the development is not universal. Some counties
reporting the benefit (Humboldt, San Bernardino, Yolo) show a
relatively high "affluence index" as to the percentage at which
the base judicial salary compares to county per capita income and
median home price. 1In' other counties where the base salary is
relatively low compared to local per capita income and home price,
no cash benefit is offered (Contra Costa, San Francisco, San
Mateo). The cash benefit would seem to be draiven primarily by
Southern California interests believing a supplement is necessary
to maintain some equality in compensation in the face of increased
living costs in that area. Yet it might be noted that Superior
Court base salary in Los Angeles equals in excess of 500% of the
county per capita income, but only 400% in San Francisco, and
approximately 50% of the median home price in Los Angeles but less
than 40% in San Francisco.

e Extension of benefits would appear to occur by virtue of regional
"contagion", i.e., the institution of a benefit in one
jurisdiction leads to a call for its institution in local
neighboring jurisdictions. However, some innovative or
extra-ordinary programs emerge without pattern, presumably the
result of interaction between the local judiciary and county
administration, or as a result of such programs being initiated
pursuant to negotiations between the county and its non-court

employees.

® Creation of a statewide uniform benefit package would necessitate
establishing uniformity at the "high end" to avoid overwhelming
opposition and the potential legal problems that may occur if
existing benefits were abolished.
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Survey Findings

e Due to the concentration of the state's total judiciary in urban
jurisdictions with reasonably equal costs of living, and the
relative paucity of judges in lower-cost rural areas, a
differential in compensation would not appear so cost—-effective as
to wvarrant the abandonment of the equal compensation principle.

2 22 31
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A15TORY OF JUIDICIAL SALARIES
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[

Tnne history of qudicial selaries and berefits 1n {alrfo.nia Qas

heen marhed by dramatic changes The abiding princinle,
howe.er, hes been the need to attract and retain crmpoterl

judges s$o that the publir 15 well se:ved

This report discusses saleises and benef.rs separately and
mmcorporates legal opinions on the autbhority »f ine Leyissature
mm thoses graas '

Salarres

Early pisopLy

Uni1?® 1872 Califormia‘'s «ounties paid tne full salaries of
cuperior court judges From 1880 to 13227, the cost of supetior
court tudge si}erzes ware split £fifty-~{:fty hetween the stale
and counties.

furing this envire period, the counties pvead 511 of the
salarias for the inferior rourts ‘munic:pal, Just:ze and, enti?
apolished, county anf pclice courts) Ir 1v2° the Legislatue
began to set municipsl court saiarzes by statute

in virtuerlly every case, salary increaser made Dy leaislatl.e
action rodified decisyons made by a ~ounitv prars of

SUDEL, Y RoYT Bect se Lhe supar visare pard the =al naes, ihe
Jeu wintuie defsired to thesyr judgment of how hrah fhece chosd
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1/ Cal fornia Sendre Lipevral (Commitiees an Governmental
AMministreztion, “Study », Judicial Sataries, 71995 Fradyld
Califoynia Lenislaluyre, 1985, p © Talite J, arracrhad 1

pp  .3-15, was orepsred hy che Zal,frrnie Tudaes
As=or yat.or Thas %ebie sheows jud.ial =3larres {fr1om “U
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s/ Brats 1827,  h 358
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fees was to cover the cost ol their operstion, sucluding
salarigs to judges end octhers working there.

In 1927, ihe Legisiature traied to estaplish a new systiem £01
setting superisgr court jyudge salaries Five categories for
state contributions were esganlzshed, with counties grouped
1nto classes by population 3/ Ip 1931, a umiform state
contribution of $4,000 was establisned. $4,.00% was prescriben
as the minimum salary 2/ Muniycipal court judaes' saleries
continued to be paié whoily by ithe counties, bnbk wsre szer by
the Legislature Sucress in obtaining raises depended entirely
on the lower courts' relstionship with its noard nf
supervisors, whose recommendstions the Leoislatuire felr obliosd
to follow Disparities set in by 1947 A mupicipal courr
judge miaght earn anywhere f£rom $7.500 to $12,500 27 By 19.0,
while the state contribuvion to superior rgurt sjudicia!l
salaries rema:ined uniform, the five sepasrave salary
classxrfacations had completely bionken down Lo %8, one for «cach
county ©

The variat:ion 1n municipal court judiczal saleries had resched
the point where a municipal court }udge was psxd 88,000 1in
Santa Cruz and $I5,000 in Oanland <7

Salary incresses for any of the state's trral! court judoes were
hsrd tn come by, because county boards of supervisors were
reluctant to impose new costs on their counties by sending
salary increase resolutions up tve the Legislature.

Calitoinia's trisl court judges became markedly underpa:id,
whethe: the measure was salaries paid in other msyor states,
the income of California attorneys in private practice, the
federa! -udiciary, or state and county executive branch
cfficirals

This fragmented s:ituatior became increasingly burdensome foi
legislacvors as well During the 193 session, tne Leyislature
was reguired to cunsider over 160 bhrlls proposing iurreases o

3/ S8tats 1927, ~hs 343 and 348
4, Stats 1831, ch 276 See Table 2, attached a3z p 14
5/ 19%% Study, 1. 12

¢/ See Gav Code § 28022 et segqg

.l

18%5 Szudy., p2 12 and L4

x

g 4 at pp 15-18

21070}
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judicial salaries The need for adopting a fais and oiderly
mathod for fizxing rudnes' sdlaries had become acutely aurpilaur

Legsslatave refcoim
In 1952, » Senate Bpecisl Committee on Gover-nmental
Administration reported on judicial salaries. Among 1t-

findings were thess-

The

g/

he The existing system resulted 1nn judicial salaries Lnast
vere no! in keepaing with judges .r states w.th
comparakle populavigns and esconomies, ncr witi othes
California officials, nozx with tne incomes of the
attorneys trom whose ranks judges must be regcruvred
'y

- The existing county-by-counly system produced oross
inequities, detracted from the 1ndependence of thne
courts, and wasted the Legislacure's '.me

i
. Salary incréases had not been made on the sound vrin
ciples on which salary adjustments nornally are made

- Froper respect for and confidence in the courls 15
essential to our form of government

- County aovernments were paying a disproportionate
share of juficial salaries, as well as paying all the
other cosvs 0f trizl courts

special committee made four recommendstons

Judicial salar:zes should be i1nCreased to provide eqguity
among judges and should pe comparable with other publ:is
officers and judges in comparable states

Judicial salaries should be established on a statewide
basis under a formula distinguishing between ithe various
levels of courts The superior and municipal courts should
be divided into thiee classes eacnh on the pasis of counily
population Salary differentsals should pe made petween
the dirferent classes 211 judicial salaries shouid pe
contingent on thatr provided for the Thisef Justice

Couanty contributions to superier cocurt judiciral salaries
should be fixed, but adjusted according -0 the tnree

classes of superior couris

" — — e

=

valifeoirie Senate Spacia Uvommitree an f-nwernment=l
.3 Atundy)

Administiation. “Study on Judicial Salsries " 3

GCalifoinia Legislature, 12352, p &

314/7TO 5%;\



4 Court revenues should containve to be ‘he s urce of
municipal couvrt judicial siéarles, before The revenues 2tc
distvributed to the cities /

The salary rsnge proposed by the special commitiee was
$25,000 per yesr for the Chief Justire to §14,500 fo.
municipal court judges in small populatien counties Thg
would represent an inhcrease from the ezisting $71,500 co

$11,000 range

The tecommended reforms were iargely enected in 1955 i/
Hbalaries were pegged tc ther of the Chief Justice, butr the

proposed amounts were reduced by $1000

The salaries for mun:icipel court judgas were still to be paid
by the counties, out of the money produced by municipal court
revenues (fees, fines, forfertures) and from Lhe county sal.fs

or general Zund

Using this structure, salary adjustments were made by Lhe
Legislature in 19680 asnd 1961

Adiustments and jndezaing

In 1964, the Stste Bar of Californ:ia published a special repon
devarling now California judicial salsries nad steadily
édwindled over 29 vears in compaixson with those of other publ:c
cfficials, judges 1n comparable jutris@ictions in othexr states
and successful private practitioners 44/ Feoir exzample, n 1563,
the salary of a supreme court -Jjustice was less than that of
county counsel, the district attorney, and the sheriff in Los
Angeles County Los Angeles Superior Court judges trailed
prohatior offaicers, the publ.c defende:r, the chief assistant
county counsel, tne chief deputy district atcornsy, the
undersherxff, the public administreator, the county clerw ant
the marshall *  This imbalance created a concern about the

continuing gqual:ty of judicrary

1t 13 no secret that meany successrtul lawyers
who are worthy 0f judicral office have
eliminated themselves from considera-ion In

i e o . ——— . St spmot ey

18/ Stats 1953, ch  206.
ll/ Statg 195%, ch 95%
12/ Btate Basr of California, Special Reporir (Yeb 1864) 1

A3, I8 e8v 2
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fairness to their famil.es, they vorld ?o'

actept the loss of emarn.ngs esntalled 14
A second consideration was st play ain 1964 Both the rudiciary
and the Legislature were weary of the regular appearances that
the judges were reguired to make Lo reguest sslary adjustmentc
she substantral amount of legislative time consumed and tne
public perception e: the process

Tc address these considerations, the Leyislatuie adjusted
judicial salaries upward, using the 1955 structure, and indezecd
Judicial salarien rto the percentage rise in the per rapita
rneome ir California Auvomatic adjustments were {0 occur
evely four years, begianing i1in 1968 In addifrion, *he
three~tiered system gave way in 2966 to uniform statewaids
salaries for supelior court judgee at 525,000 and municipal
court 1udg=s at $23 000 Between the adoption or =wmhe per
capita income increase index and 1ts first appiagation in 1968,
a perrod of substartial prusperity snd inflstion in Californ.e
1esulted i1n 2 judicial sslary 1ncrease exceeding 20 vercent.
As & result, “he Legiszlature, 1n 1969, changed ths measure fm
increases to the Celifornia Consumer Price Index AGIUTgments
were to be made anaually, rscher Lhan every four yesars /
When wnflation increased sharply in the 70 s, Lthe Legislatule
made further substantial changes in the formuiation of -udicial

salaries

ig%6 leglslatlonllf froze salaries fur 18 months and limited
subsequent annual increases to five percent The net effect
wag a 22-month interval hetween the September 1, 1876,

s tustment and the next raise on July 1, 1978

In 1979, the Californias Consumer Praice Iindex was replaced by
the perceni{gge sslary inciease granted to state employees
generally i8 The five perces.t cap remained 1n efrect until 1!

was removed in 1981

I4/ lbad

157 Gov nde § AB203%, 2s snarced at lst Fx 8Sess , Stats
10R4, <h 144

L6/ Stats 1969, ch 1%47
17+ S~ars 1876, ~h 11R3
18/ Svats 1979, ch. 1018, § 1}

19/ Scats 198J, c¢h 102, § 58

310.TO ! f
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Qlson v Lory

The 1976 legislationr was challenged by a dumbe:r of judges 1n
Qlson v Cory I (1980) 27 Cal 38 332 The California Suvreme
Court held chat the five percent limitation on annusl sala-y
increases was an impermissible impairment of vested contractual
11ghts for judges during any term or unexpired Lerm of a
predecessor, under the contrarct clauses nf the federal and
California constitutions

& judge entering office 1s deemed to do so
i consaiderataion ¢f--gt least in pari--
salsry benefits then offered by the state
for thet office If salary bepefits sre
dzminished by the Legislature during a
Judge's term, or during the unexpiied term
of a predecessor judge, Lhe zudge zs
nevertheless entitled to Lhe contracted-for-
benefifts during the remainder of sucn

term

The situation was complicated by the passage of s November 1980
ballot measure that amended the Califormia Constitution, in
response to Qlson v Cory I, to give the Legislabture power to
alter at any time tne formula used to calculate the aanual
increase ip Judicizl salariss Ty Qlson « Corv. 11 (1982 134
Cal App 348 85, a Court of Appeal held thet the const:tutional
smendment could not change the formula for increasing jyudges'
salaries during their current verms, because or tne same
constitutionally protected contractuzl rights avplied by the

Supreme Court in Qison v Cozv I

The result of these enactments and decisions was the c-eatron
of three salary groups for some judges on the same Jourcs,
depending on the salary law in effect when their rerms began
The differences have disappeared as Lheir terms expired

Brown-Presley Tiial Court Fundang Act of 1988

Counti1es had continued to pay the entire sglarires of muricipa’
cour b judges Bv 1lv85, a combination of county budget
dxfficnlties, a snortaae of judicial officers, and the
Learslpturze 5 desite ho rataonalize the court stiucture and
harmonize re.ations with the count:es led to & consensus Lha-
mast funding for California’s ti1:1ail courcs showld come from tne

state

Legislation was pessed rerouring municipal court-generateqd
revenues to the state i1n exchange for new judgeships and = core

—— et - N7 At MIDOD N+ SOty b,y s

20/ 27 Csl 3d at 539

3L6/TN g
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nf state money Lo operate tne trial,ccurts, ynciuding furds fr1
salaraies

The statutes passed in 1285 did not become operative upt:l
1288, urder the 3rown-Presliev Trizl Court Funding Act /
Counties were top receive a2 block grant for each judicral
offecer's pnsition, ircluding those of munic:ipal court judges
and commiseioners Henceforth, counties wele Yo pravile fixed
dollar contribution~ to the salaries of each municipal coust
judge, on the sams scale and ain the same amounis as they )
proviged toward the salaries Of superior court judges 22

Justice courts as courts of record

dJustsce court judges became judges of courts of record nn
January 1, 1989, fullowang the approval of constitvtional
amendments 1n Propositaon 94 at rhe November 1988 electior in
the legislation adjusting “he Gevernment (ode to conform with
this naw status, the srate mandated that each justice court
judge be paird proportionately vo municipal court judues, 1 e
1ecerving whatever percentage of municipal court judge’'s salaiy
was egual to the percentage of full time that thear i1ustice
court was rated Counties were removed from conirml of the
salaries of justice court judges Justice court judges were
included i1n the Eélal Court Fund:ing block grant calculations

for each county

Aftear July 1, 19%0, a2ll new and most current justice cnurt
judges beyar full-time employment by the siate, in exchange £n~
the full salary of & municipal court judge

Benefr1ts
A. RETIREMENT BENEFITS

Ine eriganal ledsrslation

An i1nitiative consntaitutional amendment 1. 1934 provided for 8
reasonaple judicial retirement ailowance fo0¥Y age 01
disabilacy A mimilar provisiOn appears 1n the current
constitutior, article VI, mection 20, which stotes that “The
Iegislature shall provide for retirement with reasonable

LRI - - s

21/ Srats 1988, ch 945

22, &ee Table

23 BState 1989, ch= 1389 and 1437, § &

310/TC &
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allowance., of judges 0f courts of record for age and
disabirlicy ©

"mder the 1934 amendment, 1n 18937, vhe Legislature established
~he Judges®™ Retiremeni System << All judges of courts of
record were required to be members of the system, and a
contraibuti:on of 2-1/2 percent of salary was reguired by each
judge with a8 matcpino ¢onuripution by the stake The
contribution rates weig ircieased to 4 percent in 1962
to 8 percent in 1964 /

b -4
497 and

The present Judges' Rig}rement Law was enacted 1in 1“5?47/, and
contained 4 provision reguiring the Legislatuie to 1nclude
in the State Budget Act each year “such sums as may be
necessary tc¢ make the Judges' Ketitement Fund fully saffic:ert
to pay all of the obligations ¢f the fund which will] becoms
payable during the ensuing riscal yesr "

Untal 1953, the pensions provided ror judges were calcvlerted on
the basis of the salary last received by the judge pefor=
retirement (a so-called “fixed” formula) with no benefits for
SUrviving spouses In 1953, *he benefits were changea to
calculate the pens:ion on the basis of the salary pard st the
time eachggayment became due (a so-called "fluctuating”
formula) /" Benefits for surviving sgouses were fairst
provided on a 1imited basis 1o 1957 30

Mazor cnanges in 1959

The benefits provided by the original Judges' Retirement Law
enacted in 1937 were meagel During the first 17 years fﬁw
Judges retized The Retirement Fund built up a bealance of
$2,345 044 as of Juns 30, 1960

in the tate 19%50's, the'e was considerable public sen-imenv for
setting a compulsory retiresment age tor judger The Holbroolk
Survey published in 1957 showed that 10 percent of judges 1u
Los Angeles were over 70 years of age and 5 pegcent ware covel
75

—

24/ Stats 1937, cn 771
23/ Btats 1962, cn 62
26/ Steats 1964, cn 144
wr/ Btats 1953, ch 206
287 Gov  Tode § 75107
287 Htats 1433, ch 208
207 Stats 18%7, ch Z06%
316/70 &
& U7
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A constitutaional amendment to compel rerirement abt age 70 was
introduced in 1957, put wa: not wnacted Tne 1959 Legislacuie
approached the probhlem by creakting a financxal incentive for
1udues to re%ire before age 70 Seclion 7507% was enacted,
providing for increased penefits for ~udges reliraing befeore age
7¢, and {or their surviving spouses This section also
provided that a judge on the pench or thae =freclive date
(Septemper 18, 193%) would be eligible for the vanefits
accorded thereir 1£ he n1 she retirad wilhin five yesars
thereafter, regardless of age

The increase 1n benefits was substantizl and had dramalac
erfect A judge retirino under the 1937 acl could receive g
manimur 0of S50 percent of tne salary of the ¢office, with no
benefits pavable to the surviving spouse, o0 the judge cnuid
elect to receive a much smaller sum in the rormw ©f a 101nt
annuxrty with the spouse 2 judge guslifying under sectiop
7507% received §5 v 7% percent of the salary of the office L
life, with the surviving spouse recelving 32-1l/2 percent o
37-1/72 percent of the salary of the offaice Ir order nol ro
lose these benefits, almost all judges over age 70 retired
befare Saptember 18, 1364 On June 30, 19%9, nnly 43 1judges
ano 1l widows were on retirement rolls By Jure 30, 196%,
there were 161 judges angd 57 widows

Most of those who were added to the retirement rolle during tne
1859-1964 period had made extremely small contributions to the
Retirement Fund in relation to the new benef:its conferred by
section 73075 In some instances, the payments recexved in the
rirst year of retirement amounted to more that the judge’s
toral payments into the fund As noted above, the Legislature
increased the contripution rate from 2-1/2 percent Lo 4 percent
1n 1962, and increased it again to B percent in 1964
Roww:thstanding this increase ir the conrributlon rate, the new
and unfunded obligations created by the 1959 incencise act
guickly depleted the balance accumulatad over tne preceding i/

yRars

In 1%69, at the suggestion of %he staff nf the Senate Commitiee
on Gevernmeniay Efficiency, the Leg.slature engoted statutes
increasing rhe filing fee roy commenc:rg a <ivil action by $-
in the Superwor Court and §1 i1n the Manicipal Courts+’/, the
wncreese to be paid into the Judges' Rstirement Fund These
new statytes which were gnscted aFter the Legrslatvre had
alrerdy made & spac.zl appiopriatior to the tund for thnat
fiscal year, resulted in a temporsry casn <urplues in the frnd
in 1970 However, in the Budget Act of 1970 the Legislature
withdrew $:50,000 of that surplus {rom the Judges' Re-ivement
Fund 3a8 transferred it Lo “he General Pnd to help halance tne

31/ Gov  Code §§ 26827 2 and 72056
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stete budget for tne succeeding vear Since +hen, annual
augmentations in increasaing amounts have been required anc made
by the Legislature under section 75107

In 1972, the lLeg-slature enacted Government Code section
75109 ¢, which regquiied the State Contrcller Lo make
recommendations for financing tne Judges® Pertirement Law The
Controller contracted with BRctuarial Systems, Int oI San Jose
0 perform the firsu actuarizl analysis of Lhe Judges'
Retirement SHystem

The actuary recommended Lhe revention vf the stetutory
contribuzion rates for sudges and the state (§ percent each)
and the continued payment of filing fees 1o tne fund, anfa
turther recommended that the =tate pay an additional 17 6
percent of the mempership payroll from the fiscal year 1n7%
January 1L, 20062

A

The State Controller, under section 75109 5, “ormally
recommended that the state's contraibution be incieased ¢ 0 &
percent peginning July 1, 1974 This and a similar 1977
racommengation were not accevnted

Effecv on aveilabilaty of retired judges foi assionments

The present retirenent laws panslize tudges who wisgh 9 serve
the public tourts on sssignment Eight percent of an assigned
Judge's earnings must be contiibuvted to the Judges' Retiiement
System, even tnougn the 1udge may have paid 1in the maximun,
amount while on active service Furtner, from the 9z percent
remaining, the amount of thiz}udqe‘s retirement allowance
{pension) must be deducted Normally, thic 15 7% porcent of
A sitting judge's salary The end 1esult 15 that a recired
superior court judge who i1eturns on assignment to the supe.io.
court earns fnst $46 s day. before taxes Consequent 1y,
retired judges increasingiy have been attracted to pisvate
Judging, leaving the publ:c system without 2 sufficien. numbe.
of retired judges ko accept assignments when there 1s a vacancy
at the court, wnen regulsr judges are 11l, on vacatior oL
attending educarional programs, ov when changes of venue
requ.re assigned juvdges to back up the court recervinu the casge

B OTHER ETATE BENEFITS

in addliégn to rétlregegn bhenefits, the state nag made
medical and dental®f’ plaus available to rudges In the

32, See Gov Code § 68543 13
33/ Gov Coade § 27Bi6 4

34/ tov CoGe § 27952 et seg

310/ TC 10
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case of municipal coart 7yudges, the cnunties wmust pay cthe
premiums for the state plans Counties may c¢tfer their own
plans as alteinatives

<

c COURNRTY BENREFITS

Historzcally, some counties nave provided a number nf bhenefirs
to Judges to mainkain at Ilearl e sembiance Lo eyualzty with
county exerutives and other courty employees Jn those
counties, judicial benefits dre tied in kiund and extent ‘c
those of county executives

County Denefsts may include pesalth, derntal, and vision care
plans, life and lrepility imsurance, professiunal dues,
deferred compensation, automopile allowances, child care
rexmbursement and medical cere reimbursement for costs no.
covered by medical vlans  Some count:ies have afforded othe:
benefits, wincluding reimbursement of judges' copntributions te
the Judges Retirement System QOf course, the ex;scgnce and
extent of these beanefits vary from county to county. 2/

There has been an nngoing debate about the authority »f the
courctias 1o provide these benefils To & laige extent the
gdiscussion has centered on article Vi, section 19 or the
Cslifornia Constitution, which provides that the Legislature
snall prescribe compensrrior for judges of ronirs af recotd
end whether "compensetiorn’ :s limited to salaries, leaving “ne
counties fi1se to provide penefits

In recent years, some counties havwe had bills i1ntroduced %3
optain legislstive suthorization fnr specified benefits 3

Concein over benefits arises from the mixed sgource of funding
fnr judges which creaves confusion as to ‘nerr Classiricatson
8s county or state officeholders

. T st e A" A e e P

25/ See Table 3, atiacned atv pp 17-20 Tr:s 'nformal surtey
was comp:led by the Californ:a Judoes AssocCiation 1n 1389
and does not purport toe be verxrfied, official, or comples ¢

36, Fpor conflicting views concerning Legislative authoratly over
1udaes' salaries and benefits see the Januery ©, J88%
opinion nf Legislative Counsel and tne November 10, 1988,
epinion of Tio< Angeles County Counsel These apinyons are
st Lached at pp 21-30

31/ Se for example, Stats 178&« (h 137 (San ha=ao Lountw}
Senste B, 11 B™" of 1989 (Riterwnide tounty) aad hssemb.y
Brll 2R1% of 1900 {(Drange “ounkty)

!
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Counties have pard only a snare of super.or couct sslaries and
'*herefore have afforded superxior court judges onlty 2 Ffractinn
of the salary-based benefits provided to municipal court

judges The benefits of municaipal court judges have sufferen
from conflicting opinions on county versus state
responsibility Zounty contributions for municipal cnurkb
Judaes actually have lessened under Trial Court Funding, as
those contributions have peen placed on the same tnree-categnr,
schedule as that for supsrior court judges’ <alar:es There 15
lattie uniformity of benefits from county teo county Inscead,
a8 patchwork has resuvlteo that i1is anconsistent with prainciples
of uniformity ir tne treatment of state court judges

310/T0 |
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SALARIES OF CALZFORNIA JUDGES CINZE 1%0:
(Corpale.1on =n progress.)

Year Mmmcapel Superzor  Appesl Supreme L.,

=805 7,000 8,005 same
1923 st 5,000 10,000 same
1.5 5,00
2.25 5,000
2.5 6,000
2 75 5,000
1927 1.5 6,000 3,00C- 10,000 11,000 12,000
2.5 6,000 2,000
1828 1.5 7,500
2.5 7,500
1031 1.5 7,500 4,000~
1833 1.5 €,500 {over Gov.'s veto)
2.5 6,50
1929 1.5 7,500
2.5 7,500
2.7% 7,530
184 10,000
1941 1.5 7,500
1843 1.5 5,500 12,000 13,000 14,000
2.5 8,500 (Lcng Beach §7,500)
1845 1.5 10,000 (L.A.)
2.5 10, 13,000 14,000 15,000
2.75 8,310
5¢n 10,000 (8,300 an another czty of 5th class)
1.7 1 53 12,500 7,000~
2.% 12,5%¢ 15,000
2.75 12,50C
5tk 12,500
TABLE .
)
2.6
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Year Mourapal Superaor  Appeal Swrese CLJ.
1948 S15,.000 516,000 $17,000
18<2 2.5 13,500 7,000~
25 13,50¢C 15,000
£.73 15,500
5th 13,520
1951 L &4 15,000 13,500 18,000 12,000 20,500
tow 7,200 ({Placer, San Joaguan)
12,00
{Shaste, Tramaty)
13,750
(Santz Cruz, Solarc)
15,000
{San Bermaroino, Sznta Barbara)
16,750
(Alemecs, Los Angsles, San Dmego, San Francisco)
Low 10,25
1953 8,000~ 10,250~ 19,000 21,000 21,XX
15,000 16,730
1935 0w 15,000~ 231,500 23,000 24 .000
13,500 18,000
hkz=gh
16,500
195¢ 13,500~ 15,000~ 21,500 23,000 24,000
15,3000 18,000
1957 13,500- 15,000~ 21,500 23,000 24,000
16,500 18,000
1839 13,530~ 15,000~ 21,300 22,000 24.000
16,300 18,00
1960 16,000~ 18,000~ 24,000 26,000 28,000
18,000 20,000
1663 16,800~ 18,900~ 28,200 27,300 26,400
18,900 21,000
1963 16,80C- 18,%XX 23,200 27,300 29,400
&,200 21,000
10pF 523,000 $25,000 830,000 S22, 834,000
]
]
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30,000 32,000 3&,000
30,000 32,000 34,00C
36,667 35,132 41,578
36,279 L0,724 43,260
40,078 2,757 &3,418
42,087 44,907 47,708
3,672 46,583 49,493
45,139 4R,1L7 51,185
48,389 51.615  54,Bél
54,381 57,985 61,609
59.002 62.935 66.869
5%,002 62,935 66,86%
61,952 66,082 70,212
65,050 69,380 73,723
68,333 72,83 77,409
72,402 77,226  B2,054
72,401 77,226 Bz, 054

76,7457 B .B6O 85,800

83,268 BB ,B1& 93,140
88,830 SL,751 99,362
93,272 ©8,48% 104,330
93,272 99,488 10s,32C

107,46. ~15,161  120,7el

113,622 123,207 127,.00

&5_. 7
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State Contrabution to To muracipel

Year Superzor Court selary court salary
1880 507 ——
1927 300,000 plus $4,000 447 ~0-
100,000-29%,99¢ 3,500 50%
25,000-99,99¢% 3,000 45-607
5,000-24 ,998 2,500  45-887
Less then 5,000 2,000 44677
1931 4,000: 44-100% D~
1945 5,000: LD
1847 5,750: 3B-B2% 0=
1931 7,500: 45-737 L
1955 Grouwp I All, less 58,500 ~0—
PS¢ by county
Growp II All, less 57,500 D
Group TIT £11. less 85,50 .
1988 Growp I All, less 89,300 All, less 39,500
Qroup II All, less §7.,300 All, less S57.300
Group ZI1 All, less §5.,500 All, less $5,30C

[Under trael ct. funcang]

i

TABLE 2

?,r
1%
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

January 3, 1955
Hovx Iiarorp J Powers, Piesident
and Mecmbers of the Senate

GExTLEVEN Your Senate Special Committee on Governmental Ad-
ministration created by Senate Resolution 157 (Senate Journal June
10, 1953, page 4145) presents herewith a partial report of 1ts activities
and the results of 1ts study on judicial salaries, together with its rec-
vmmendations

Respectfully submitted by,

GEORGE MILLER, JrR, Chawrman

J Howarp Wi Liams, Vice Chanman
Harop T JouNson
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FOREWORD

One of the problems which has confronted the Legislature at each
session 1n the past has been the salary adjustments for the judicial
branch of government

Unlike the executive branch, the judiciary has been provided for
mdividually county by county This has led to the development of what,
m effect, may be called 58 separate classes of supeiior courts

In the report herein contained, the commaittee, after careful consid-
eration of the problem presents a formula for salaries of judges of the
various courts of record of the State which will establish a more equi-
table and less confusing basis for salary schedules 1n the future

The committee 15 gratefu) to and acknowledges the splendid coopera-
tion and assistance given it by the Judicial Council and the Conference
of Califormia Judges which have worked with the committee 1n devel-
opmg the formula presented in this report

The committee particularly acknowledges the efforts of the Hon Ben
V Curler, Judge of the Superior Court of Lassen County and Presi-
dent of the Conference of Califorma Judges 1953-34, the Hon Arthur
C Shepard, Judge of the Superior Court of Fresno County and
President of the Conference of Califormia Judges 1954-55, the Hon
Albert G Wollenberg, Judge of the Superior Court of San Francisco
City and County and Vice President of the Conference of Califormia
Judges, and the members of the Legislative Commuittee of the Con-
ference of California Judges who are- Hon Paul Peek, Justice of the
Appellate Court, Thaird District, Chairman, the Hon Ralph E Hoyt,
Judge of the Superior Court of Alameda County, Vice Chairman, the
Hon Joseph W Vickers, Judge of the Superior Court of Lios Angeles
County, Vice Chairman, the Hon Walter J Fourt, Superior Court,
Ventura County, the Hon Charles J McGoldrick, Superior Court,
Sonoma County, the Hon L N Turrentine, Superior Court, San Diego
County, the Hon Strother P Walton, Superior Court, Fresno County,
the Hon C Harold Caulfield, Mumeipal Court, San Franecisco, the
Hon Edward J Smith, Municipal Court, Oakland, the Hon Galbert
B Perry, Munieipal Court, Watsonville, the Hon Cecil E Edgar,
Mumieipal Court, Fresno, the Hon Clarke E Stephens, Municipal
Court, Lios Angeles, the Hon Fred B Wood, First Appellate District,
San Francisco, the Hon Murray Draper, Superior Court, San Mateo
County, the Hon Beitram D Janes, Superior Court, Plumas County,
and the Hon Lialburn (hbson, Mendocino County

(3)



CHAPTER 1
A FORMULA FOR JUDICIAL SALARIES

The judicial branch of government 1s established as an 1ndependent
part of our Republic In California the appellate courts are state courts
and the responsibihity for their support rests solely with the State

The trial courts of general jurisdiction, termed superior courts, are
considered state courts but are established ‘“in and for the county”
under the State’s political subdivision system Being state courts, the
State has the final responsibility for their support Under the present
system local county governments share m .he support of these courts
masmuch as they are established 1n accordance with the State’s pohicy
of permitting as much local autonomy as 1s practical

At the present the State contributes a fixed share toward the salaries
of the individual judges of the superior courts and the counties are
required to pay the balances according to the salaries established by the
Legislature

The trial courts of lumited jurisdiction (municipal courts) are es-
tablished in judicial districts within county boundaries These courts
are not considered state courts and the financial responsihility for
their support falls upon the local governments who are the recipients
of the revenues of this latter class of courts But the policy has also
been long established that the Liegislature shall determine the compensa-
tion of the judges

In practice this has meant that to gain legislative consideration for
salary increases the judges must prevail upon their local supervisors to
approve these imcreases mmasmuch as 1t will be the county which must
raise the money to meet the costs of said increases

In principle thas procedure imparrs the independence of the judicial
branch of government

In actuality 1t has resulted mn a salary schedule for superior courts
and municipal courts determined by political expediency on the local
level with resulting imequalities between counties and between judicial
districts

The need for adopting a fair and orderly method for fixing judges’
salaries became acutely apparent during the 1953 Session when the
Legislature had before 1t over 160 bills proposing salary increases, each
of which called for separate consideration and action Establishment of
salaries 1n this manner 1s extremely wasteful of the time of the legis-
lators since such bills can only be considered in the final days after
the passage of the budget hill, hence proper consideration cannot be
given to so many measures and mmequities result

The present sala1y structure reflects no pattern which ean be justified
by any recognized standards There are in fact as many eclassifications
for superior court salaries as there are counties

Yet, the duties of the superior court, 1ts functions and responsibilities
are the same and by and large, taking into consideration the human
elements, the work loads of the mdividual judges are comparable

The accepted principle for determining salaries of the various officials
within the political subdivisions of the State 1s that of population This

(F)
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standard, while not an absolute evaluation, does provide a reasonable
index for the relative work loads and one which, over the long period
has generally proven a fair average medsuremeént

In reviewing the judicial salaries as they relate to the superior
courts, 1t was evident that the differences in work loads were not as
great as would be indicated by the present wide disparagements in
salaries

That being true, the problem was simply that of determmmng to what
degree the differences are present The committee 15 1eluctant to con-
clude that in actuality there are differences, dependent upon popula-
tion, between the various superior comt functions, work loads and re-
sponsibilities But 1t does recogmze that fiom a standpomnt ot economies
there are differences both in the abihty of the local goiernments to
pay and In the costs of living as they affect the imndividuals whose
salaries are bemg considered

It was, therefore, the decision of the commiitee, upon the recom-
mendation of the committee appointed by the Conference of Calijornia
Judges and the Judicial Council, to establish three classes of superior
courts based solely upon population

The effect of this formula then would be to reduce the present 58
classfications to 3

The difficulty of drawing the lines for the three divisions proposed
was apparent from the outset No matter at what point the division 1n
class would be proposed there would be counties lefi out whose popula-
tions are close enough to the dividing line to raise questions as to the
soundness of the decision The committee, therefore, accepted the
recommendations of the Judscral Courcil and the representatives of the
Conference of California Judges which called for separations as
follows

Class 1 Counties with populations of 250,000 and over
Class 2 Counties with populations of 40,000 and over
Class 3 Counties below 40,000

The committee reecognizes that such a c(lassification 18 arbitrary
But ot 15 less artwtrary than (he present situation whereby there are
58 classifications It 1s believed that as a practical matter 1t 15 the most
suitable solution for the present which can be achieved

In making effective this formula 1t was recogmized that the trial
court salaries should be related to the appellate courts

The appellate courts have traditionally been accorded a position of
higher standing in the judicial system both with 1espeet to the com-
pensation and the prestige of their members

The committee accepted this traditional rank of the appellate courts
1 developing 1ts formula For both practical and economical reasons,
as well as more studied reasons gomng to the matter of presumed
quahfying experience for justices of the appellate courts and the
work thereof, the committee has arrived at a formula which prowides for
statutory separations in the compensation of the appellate and trial
courts

The formula thus developed 1s shown n Table 1 The salary of the
Chief Justice becomes the controlling factor and all others reccive the
salary of the Chief Justice less the amounts indicated by Table 1
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TABLE 1
PROPOSED FORMULA SALARY DIFFERENTIALS
Chief Justice _ o o e e et e $0,000
Associate Justices, Supreme Court .o o o e $1,000 less
Presiding Justices, Appellate Court. e o e - --$2,000 less
Justices, Appellate Court oo e e e e $2,500 less
Superior Court, Class 1__ __ e $6,000 less
Superior Court, Class 2_________ — $7.500 less
Superior Court, Class S ~-$9,000 less

The current salaries for the justices ot the appellate courts are
show 1n Table 1-A

The number of superior judges 1 each of the 58 counties and their
current salaries are shown 1 Tables 2, 2-A, and 2-B

TABLE T A
CURRENT SALARIES OF THE APPELLATE COURTS
Chief Tustice, Supreme Court oo e ————————— $21,500
Assoaate Tustices, Supreme Cowrt oo e 21,000
Presiding Tustiees, Distriet Couets of Appedl ceee o —— - 19,600
Assoctite Juslices, District Courts of Appeald . 19,000
TABLE 2
CLASS | SUPERIOR COURTS 1950 1954 No of
No County population salaries judges
1 Tos AngeleS o oo e e e 4,151,687 $16,750 80
2 San I'rneisto . e e - T75337 16,750 22
8 Alameda _o oo — - 70,315 16,750 14
4 San DO e e e 556,808 16,750 8
5 Contrt Cost - oo e e 298,084 15,560 ]
6 Sinta Clara o e e - 290 547 15,560 7
7 Sm Bernardimo . . o e e e 281,642 15,560 5
8  Sacramento o e ———— 277,140 16,730 8
9 Thesno _______ ____ e ———— e 276,515 15,000 )
TABLE 2 A
CLASS Il SUPERIOR COURTS 1950 1954 No of
No County populatton salaries judges
10 San Mateo o oo e e e 235,659 $15,560 4
AL KOl o il e oo e e —mm e 228,309 15,000 5
12 01aNEe v el e e e o 216,224 15,000 b
13 San Joaquin o il oL o memeee —- - 200,750 13,500 4
14 Rnerside - e e e e e 170,046 14,500 4
15 Tulare o o e e e ———————— 149,264 14,230 3
16 Monterey o e e 130,498 15,000 2
17 Slanislaus L o e e e 127,231 15,000 3
18 Venture - el e e 114,647 15,000 2
19 Solan0 oo e e s 104,833 15,000 2
20 Sonoma o __ e e e e 103,405 15,000 3
21 Santa Barbara o e 098,220 15,000 2
22 MArIN o e e B 85,619 15,0060 2
23 Merced@ o e e et e 69,780 13,500 2
24 HHumboldt oo e ——— - 69,241 138,750 2
25 Sauta Clus e e 66,53¢ 15,000 1
20 DBUtbe e e e e 64,930 13,500 2
27 Imperial ..__ e e e e e e - 62,975 14,000 2
o San Luis Obpo_ & e e 51,417 15,000 1
20 KNGS o o e e 46,768 13,750 1
80 NADA e e s 46,603 15,000 1
31 Placel o et e e 41,649 15,000 1
82 MenAoCiNo o e et e 40,854 15,560 2
33 Yolo - e e e e e e e e e 40,640 13,750 1
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TABLE 2B
CLASS HI SUPERIOR COURTS 7950 185 No of
No County population salaries judges
34 Shasta o e 36,418 $12,000 2
85 MAaGera oo e 36,964 13 500 1
36  Sisktyou o 30,738 11,750 1
37 Sutter .o e e 26,239 13,500 1
388 Yuba e e 24,420 13,500 1
89 Nevada o 19,888 11,527 1
40 Tehama e 19,276 11,527 1
41 Lassen .o oo e 18,474 11,527 1
42 El Dorado oo et e 16,207 11,527 1
43 Glenn e 15,448 11,627 1
44 San Bentto ________ e 14,370 10,250 1
45 Plumas . o 13,519 11,527 1
46 Tuolumiie o o e 12,584 11,527 T 1
47 Inyo o o e . 11,658 10,250 1
48 Colusa oot e 11,651 11,527 1
49 Lake o e 11,481 13,000 1
B0 Calaveras e 9902 11,527 1
51 ModoC e — _— - 9,678 11,000 1
52 Amador . o i e e 9,151 11,527 1
583 Del Norte wo o e 8,078 11,527 1
B4 MAripoSa oo e 5,145 11,627 1
55 TPy o e e e 5,087 12,000 1
36  S1erra e 2,410 10,000 1
857 MONO - o o e e 2,115 10,250 1
08  AlpIne e 241 10,000 1

In developing the formula 1t was recognized by the committee that
under the piresent method the entire cost for salary increases which
might be proposed under the formula would fall upon the counties, for,
as noted, the State provides a fixed contribution toward each judge’s
salary of $7,500 and the respective counties pay the balances But, 1f
the Staie 1s to deerde the amount of salary to be paid, the State should
then be hable for the Auctoations 1n costs which result from 1ts actions

Further, 1if 1t 15 the objective to mamtain the judieial branch of gov-
ernmeni sepairate and independent of the other branches, the State
should make all reasonable provisions to assure this independence

As a practical consideration, the counties have in the past voiced
demands for mmecreases by the State 1n its contribution toward the sal-
aries These demands can be expected to be continued and eventually
attained '

It the Liegislature should 1n the future determine that there 1s merit
in the county governments’ requests for relief in their costs for judges’
salaries and acted merely to increase the State s share from the present
$7,500 to $10,000, which was the most recent proposal of the counties,
there would be no assurance that this money would result in salary
mereases for the judges Yet the cost to the State of providing this
relief would be 1n excess of $500,000 Furthermore, merely increasing
the State’s contribution would not correct the present inequitable situa-
tion wherein each judge 1s paid according to the county government’s
recommendations

The commuttee, therefore, has considered the advantages of revers-
mg the present method of financing the judicial salaries and providing
that the counties shall pay a fixed amount and the State contribute the
balances
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Consistent with the formula developed for salaries, it 1s proposed
that the rates for fixed contributions by the counties be also established
1n three classes paiallel to the divisions proposed for the salary schedule

The rates of contribution are shown in Table 3 as follows

TABLE 3
FIXED COUNTY CONTRIBUTIONS IN THREE GROUPS
Range tncrease

Proposed over present

Group 1 {11 countien—7102 Judges) oo vocemaee $10,000 $1,500 to $700
(Populifion over 250,000)

CGroup 2 {23 counties—T0 Judiges) oo R,000 2000 to 60
(Population over 40,000)

Group 3 (24 counties—24 Judges) oo 64,000 4,500 to 00

In proposing this method of finanecing superior court salaries it
should be pointed out that in the past the amounts of eontributions of
the State and the counties towards judges’ salaries has varied from
time to time

Under the system which prevailed up to 1872 the county govern-
ments pald the entire salaries

Fiom 1880 to 1927 the salaries were shared equally between the
State and the counties

In 1927 there was established a schedule of fixed contributions to be
made by the State This schedule was divided 1nto five classes based on
county populations

In 1931 this was chauged to a uniform fixed contribution by the
State which was established at $4,000 In 1945 this contribution was
raised to $5,000 This was increased two years later to $5,750 and m
1951 1t was 1ased to $7,500

Historically, then there 1s the precedent for contributions to be
based upon county rank by population and class And in actuality,
since 1927, the counties have been required to contitbute shightly more
than one-half of the costs of the salaries even though they at one time
enjoyed a fitty-htty sharing of those costs

The formula proposed theiefore takes recognition of the precedents
established and provides that for the immediate future the large coun-
ties will pay shghtly moie than 50 percent of the salary costs while the
smaller counties will benefit by the State’s picking up the larger por-
tion of the salary costs Eventually as salaries are adjusted upwards
i accordance with hving-cost advances which may be anticipated, the
State will 1n all mstances pay the larger portion of the salaries The
commuittee does not feel this to be unreasonable masmuch as these are
actually state conrts The counties would eontinue to pay all of the other
costs mncident to the superior courts and those costs, which have never
been shared in by the State, continne to rise along with the salaries of
the judges

The proposal to fix the amount of the county contributions has the
immediate advantage to the counties of removing them from being
subjected Lo fluctuating costs which are controlled by the Legislature
It offers the advantage to the State of adding to the mndependence of
the judicial branch of government by removing the judges from the
piesent control exercised by local governments over their salaries
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It has the additional advantage to the counties of removing them
from the situation whereby the determination of one county that
Judges’ salaries should be increased sets off a state-wide movement for
judicial salary imcreases in all other counties

It has the further advantage to the State of permitting the establish-
ment of a formula whereby judges’ salary increases can i the future
be determined according to the factors which are used i determining
the salaries of those in other branches of State Government If hiving
costs 1ncrease, salary adjustments are made 1n accordance with the per-
centages mdicated by the increases 1 costs of hiving

No longer will the Legislature be confronted with judicial salary
proposals on an individual county’s request This method has resulted
1 a disruption of the salary structure for the entire judiciary

In establishing the classifications of courts, based upon county popu-
lation, 1t was recognized that a method of determmmg population other
than the decenmal census must be provided if the salary formula 1s to
operate without 1mposing a hardship upon various courts whose coun-
ties may experience considerable growth between such census Present
law provides one method whereby a special census could be taken Thas,
however, would place the superior court in an untenable position of
having the county undergo the expense of such a census for the sole
purpose of determining the salaries of a few individuals

Precedent for a better method 1s found in Section 11005 of the Reve-
nue and Taxation Code and Section 233345 of the Government Code
Both of these sections provide a method whereby the number of reg-
1stered voters at a general election 1s multiplhied by a factor thereby
giving an official population estimate upon which entitlements, fixed to
populations, are made

In the Revenue and Taxation Code provision, the factor is ¢‘3,”’ and
upon this determination the State Controller 1s provided the basis for
gasoline tax revenue apportionments In the Government Code prow:i-
sions, the factor of ‘‘24’’ 18 used 1n deterniming the population of new
counties

In examming these factors i1t was the opmnion of the committee that
a sounder one, for the purposes of this act, would be that of ‘‘registra-
tion times 27’ In studymmg the accuracy of this factor, applied to
recent registrations, it was found that it would provide a fair and
reasonable method of determining population on the basis of compar:-
son to actual registrations and actual populations in reecent years

In application to the judicial salary formula presently proposed this
defimtion of population would change the status of San Mateo and
Orange Counties from Class 2 to Class 1 and would move Shasta
County from Class 3 to Class 2

The formula would drop Kings County from Class 2 to Class 3
However, the formula 1s only apphed i those situations where the
county rank would be improved One can anticipate general elections
where candidates for principal offices may run unopposed This would
result 1o a hight vote at such an election To apply a population formula
to the detriment of a county and in direct conflict with the actual census
population figures would be exceedingly unfair
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The use of the proposed population formula faclor 1s reflected in
Tables 4, 4-A, and 4-B which show the comparisons between the 1950
census figures and the formula populations

TABLE 4
COMPARISON OF PRESENT COUNTY RANK WITH COUNTY RANK UNDER FORMULA
Class 1
County by present 1950 County by Formule
ronk population formula ranh population
1 Los Angeles _____ - - 4,151,687 1 TLos Angeles _.______._ 4,943,628
2 San PFrancsco _ .e.... 773,357 2 Alameda o 849,192
3 Alameda oo 740,315 3 San Fianciseo oo 803,800
4 San Diego ... 556,808 4 San Diego wcmeceee 651,806
5 Contia Costa ... 298,984 5 Santa Clara ——o__._ 344,204
6 Santa Clara . 290 547 6 San Mateo —ceeeoo. 319,834
T $Siin Bernarding _eo__ 281,642 7 Contia Costa oo 317,334
8 Saciamento -_______. 277,140 8 San Berpardino -______ 308,766
9 Fresmo o ____ 276,515 9 Sscramento .. 305,370
10 Fresno ___._________.__ 264,222
11 Orange 239,822
TABLE 4 A )
COMPARISON OF PRESENT COUNTY RANK WITH COUNTY RANK UNDER FORMULA
Class 2
County by piresent 1950 County by Formula
1ank population formula 1ank population
10 San Mateo —eeeooo. 235,659 12 Xern __ 198,626
11 KOD et e 228,300 13 Sam Jeaquin ... 181,150
12 Orange - .. ___._ 216,224 14 Rwnerside oo _. 178 %14
13 San Jeaquin - _..- 200,750 15 Stawmslaus ... 119,714
1t Ruverside oo 170,046 16 Tulawe . 117,434
15 Tulate . - ._ . . . 119,264 17 Sonoma __ o 115,162
16  Montetey --__—_ _-.. . 130,498 18 Monterey __.._____ ___ 109,174
17 Samslaus - - .. .- 127,231 19 Venfura ... 106,702
18 Ventula  eemccece coe 114,647 20 Santa Barbara ....___. 105,078
19 Solano wevenoo. - - 104,833 21 Solanwo - . 100,338
20 Sonoma e 103,405 22 Mavin 94,558
21 Sainta Babara o __ 98,220 23 Santa Cruz - —ea___ - 76,720
22 Marm o e __ 85,619 2% Humboldt ... ... 73,778
23 Merced oo 09,780 20 Butte oo 67,858
24 Idumboldt __.__ . _____ 69,241 206 San Tans Obispo .. 01,602
25 Santa Cruz . oo _ 686,534 27 Mereed .o _.___ 58,002
26 DButfe —oeen e 64,930 28 NaPd oo 51,376
27 Impenal oo 62,975 26 Placer e 42,320
28 San Luws Obispo —o___. 51,417 30 DMendocino __________ 41,741
29 KIMES oo 46,768 31 Impenal .. ... 41,314
B30 NAPd oo 46,6023 32 Shasta . _ ._____ 41,238
31 YPlaeer e 41,649 33 Yolo . ___ . _.___. 40,492
82 Alendocino -  ——_____ 40,854
33 Yealo . ____. 40,640

B-10
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TABLE 4.8
COMPARISON OF PRESENT COUNTY RANK WITH COUNTY RANK UNDER FORMULA
Class 3

Counlty by present 1950 County by Formula

tank population foermula rank population
34 Madera oo 36,964 34 Kmgs oo 34,992
30 Shastd coceeeae 36,413 35 Sishnvou o 32,910
368  Si1sk1yow oo 30,733 36 Madera ______________ 30,094
37 Sutter - . ___ 26,239 37 Sutter _____ _____.__ 23,340
S Yuby o L 24,420 38 Nevada . . ____.. 22,176
39 Nevida _____________ 19,888 39 Yuba - 20,782
40 ‘Tehamn _ ... . - 19,276 40 El Dorado ... - 19,880
41 Lassen ____ oo ______. 18,474 41 Tehyma ______________ 19,688
42 I Do1wdo oo 16,207 42 Lassen .__. . — 17,372
449 Glenn oo .. 15,448 4% Tuolumne weee e eean 15,634
44  San Benit0 oo oo 14,370 44 QGlenn . e o - 14,990
47 Plumis o e e 13,519 45 Take  cae v cn e 14,530
46 Tuolumne _______.. - 12,584 46 Plomas oo - 13,552
17 Inve o 11,658 47 San Benilo oo ___._ - 12,678
48 Colusa ... o __ 11,651 48 Calan Qs e 12,444
49 Lake i e 11,481 49 Invo e 12,048
D0 Calaveras . ___ 9,902 50 Amador __.____ —_——— 10,880
51 ModoC el 9,678 51 Del Norte oo oo 10,786
52 Amador oo 9,151 52 Colusa o~ 10,4H0
53 Del Norte o __ 8,078 58 ModoCe o 9,168
54 Maripost e 5,145 54 Trmity . 7 362
5% TumMy oo e 5,087 33 Manposa .- ____ ~ 7,008
"6 Swerra . 2,410 A8 SIePrQ cem ccmem oo 3,344
of MONO s 2,115 57 Mono oo 2,246
58 Alpmme ______ .. 241 98 Alpme __________.____. 360

Unlike the superior courts, the mumeipal courts are supported en-
tirely by county funds without state contributions
These funds are mn part derived by the counties out of the revenues

of those courts

The salaries ot the judges of the municipal courts are fixed by the
Legislature which has acted on the advice of the boaids of supervisors
As m the case of the superior courts, because the counties bear the
costs of increases, the municipal court judges are 1n the same position
as the superior court judges wherein they are subjected to a control by
local officials which detiacts from the independence of the judicial

branch of government

In examining the jadieial salary problem the committee reached the
conclusion that 1f a salary formula 18 to be worked out for the judiciary
on a state-wide basis, the formula must include all courts of record
The commuittee, thercfore, has mcluded i the formula the salaries for

judges of the municipal court

Table 5 reflects the present salaries of municipal court judges and the
formula populafions of the various counties whercin municipal courts

are located

B-11
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TABLE 5
MUNICIPAL COURTS Number of
County Salary Population judges
1 Yoy Angeles . __ $13,000 500,000 and over 80
2  San Franciseo —eee-- 15,000 500,000 and over 12
3 Alameda _________._ 13,000 Oakland and Piedmont 500,000 and over 13
13,500 others
4 San Diego . _______ 13,831 500,000 and over 9
5 Santa Clara ... 12,448 250,000 and over 4
6 San Mateo .. __ 12,448 250,000 and over 4
T Contra Costa _______ 12,448 250,000 and over 3
8 Suan Beinardmo _____ 8,400 250,000 and over 3
9 Sacramento ________ 12,000 250,000 and over 4
10 Tresno oo 11,000 250,000 and over 4
11 Orange . _________ 10,000 Under 250,000 2
12 Kern cecv e 12,000 Under 250,000 3
13 San Joaquin oo 9,600 Under 250,000 4
14 Runerside oo ____ 9,000 Under 250,000 2
15 Tulare ——o——____ __ —— Under 250,000 0
16 Stamslaws _________ 10,000 Modesto Under 250,000 2
8,000 others
17 Sonoma ... ______ - e Under 250,000 0
18 Monterey —_____ _ - 10,000 Under 230,000 2
19 Ventura . _—_____ _ _ .. Under 250,000 0
20 Sautaz Baibara _____ 9,600 Under 250,000 1
21 Solano e _______ 10,000 Under 230,000 1
22 Muarm e . 12 448 Under 250,000 2
23 Santa Cruz ____.____ 8,000 Under 230,000 1

In arriving ai the differences between the municipal courts salaries
and the superior courts, the committee was gnided in part by the recom-
mendations of the Judicial Council and the Conference of Califormia
Judges and m part by the existing situation wheremn the differences
which actually now exist between the two courts in the major ecounties
amounts to $1,750

The commitiee therefore proposed in 1ts formula that there shall be
three classes of mumeipal couris based upon population

These three classes wonld be divided as follows

Class 1 Counties with populations of 500,000 and over

Class 2 Counties with less than 500,000 population but over
250,000

Class 3  Counties below 250,000

The commitiee’s formula provides that the <alaries for the three
classes shlall be as follows

Class 1  $1,500 less than Class 1 superior courts
Class 2 $1,500 less than Class 1 municipal courts
Class 3 $1 500 less than Class 2 mumcipal comts

The committee in further considering the pioblem of mumeipal
court salaries had under advisement the proposal of the County Super-
visors Association which called for state contiibutions towards munie-
1pal court judges’ salaries

In examiming the present sitvation 1t was found that under Section
1463 of the Penal Code, there 15 provided a formula for apportionment
of revenues of the munieipal courts Under this provision of the law

B-12
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the cities wathin the counties having munieipal courts recerve substan-
tial revenues from those courts but pay nothing toward the costs of the
court’s operations

The revenues derived by the counties are not adequate to cover the
court operational costs

The committee therefore believes that before the revenues are dis-
tributed as provided under Section 1463 of the Penal Code the coun-
ties should be rexmbursed for the amounts expended for judges’ salaries

This, the committee holds, 18 an equitable, reasonable and fair pro-
posal If the State i1s to establish the salaries for these courts some
provision should be made to cover those costs

This was the origmnal intent of Section 1463 of the Penal Code which
apportioned certain percentages of the revenues to the counties Those
percentages were based upon the actual court costs at the time

But the actual court costs at the time did not mmclude adequate sal-
aries for the judges in the first instance and did not include 1n certain
mstances the salaries of persons who act as bailiffs and clerks but
were carried on pay rolls other than the courts’ When these costs
are added to the ‘municipal courts the percentages apportioned to the
county governments do not cover the county’s costs 1n each instance

However, since the original intent was that the costs should he cov-
ered from the revenues, the committee behieves that the proposal to take
the salaries of the judges off the top of the revenues merely conforms
to the ormgmal intention, and will equalize the present deficits now paid
by county governments

This phase of the proposal also has the added advantage of guar-
anteeing a greater independence for the municipal courts The salaries
of the judges of those courts would no longer be subject to the control
of the local governments but would .become an integral part of the
state-wide salary structure for the entire judicaal branch of government

For reference purposes Appendix I of this report 1s a table showing
the revenues of the municipal courts for the 1953-54 Fiscal Year and
the apportionments thereof and reflects the net gains or losses to the
various counties in the amounts expended in comparwson to revenues
derived )

B-13
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CHAPTER Il
SALARY LEVELS

In making a salary formula for the judicial branch of government a
determination of the imtial salaiy levels must be developed which
would provide, under the formula, reasonable equitable compensation
for all levels of comits m the judicial system

As has been mdicated the determination of salary levels has been
made on the basis of each county Under such a system the influence
of personalities 1involved has been mescapable But this 1s not a proper
determining factor in establishing salary schedules for this branch of
government any more than i1t would be 1n establishing salaries for the
Legislature or for the executive branch The salaries should be estab-
Iished on the basis of the job to be performed with the presumption
that the proper men will be attracted to the jobs

In attempting to find proper salary levels to fit the formula the
committee naturally has taken into consideration, as a practical matter,
current salary levels Tt 1s obvious that any proposal which would
reducc curient salaries wounld not be realistie

The salary schedules which were developed and are proposed in this
report, therefore, are based upon the following factors

1 Present salaries

2 Salares paid comparative judicial positions m other states and by
the Federal Government

Salaiies paid other public officials 1n other states

Salaries paid publie officials in California

Earnings of snccessful attorneys in California

[

Tables 1-A, 2, 2-A, 2-B and 5 in the preceding chapter show the
curient salaries of the supreme, appellate, superior and muniecipal
couris respectively

Table G shows the present salaries paid 1n si1x other states to judges
of comparable courts

Table 6-A shows the present salaries for the federal judicial system
and the proposed salaries which will be acted upon by the present
Congress *

From these tables 1t can be seen that salary advances in the Califor-
nma judicial system are necessary to place California judges on a level
with other states having comparable populations and economies Also 1t
can he seen that salary advances are warranted on the basis of the
recommendations of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional
Salaries to the Congress

Table 7 shows the salaries of top public officials 1n representative
states It 1s noted that wmle Califormia leads in compensation for legis-
lators, 1t lags behind other states in salaries paid governors, attorneys
general and sectetares of state, as well as judges

Table 7-A shows the current salaries paid top local government offi-
cials 1n the major counties Comparing these salaries with those of the
courts leads to the conclusion that either the local governments are
overpaying certain public officrals or the State i1s underpaying the
judiciary It does not seem realistic to attach as much or more im-



1
16 STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES

TABLE 6
COMPENSATION OF JUDGES *
Appellate courts Major trual cour ts, Major trial couris,
State Supreme Intermediate general jurmadiction  lumited jurisdiction
New York __ $35,500 $25,500 $24,000-830,000 $17,000-821,000
38,000CJ
Califormia ... 21,000 19,000 10,000- 16,750 8,000- 15,000
21,500CJT 19,500
Pennsylvamia_. 235,000 23,000 11,000- 18,000 14,000- 18,500
25,500 CJ 23,500
Minows _.__. 20,000 12,500 12,500- 19,500 10,000- 19,500
Major Co 19,500
Ohio -____ - 16,000 13,500 5,300- 13,000 5,300- 13,000
18500C7
Michigan ... 18,500 —— 9,000- 21,500 10,000- 17,500
New Jersey .. 24,000 20,000 20,000 7,400- 16,000
25,000CJT

* The Book of States 1954-1955 The Judiclary Tables 4-5 pp 438 439

TABLE 6 A
CURRENT AND PROPOSED SALARIES OF THE FEDERAL COURTS
Current Proposed *

Chief Justice of the United States oo oo e $25,500  $40,000
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States__ 25,000 39,500
Judges of the United States Couits of Appenls____._ __ ____ 17,300 30,500
Judges of the United States Court of Clums oo _______ 17,500 30,500
Judges of the Tax Court of the United States-______ . —___ 15,000 27.500
Judges of the Court of Military Appeals. . ______ 17,500 30,500
Judges of the United States Court of Customs and

Patent Apperls oo e 17,500 30,500
Iudges of the United States Customs Court ... ____ _______ 15,000 27,300

Judges of the United States District Courts (including the
Tmited States Distriet Couris for the Ihstnets of Hawan
and Puerto Rico, the Distuiet Court for the Teirtotv of
Aliska and the District Court of the Viigin Yslands) ... 15,000 27,500

* Propoced salanes are tecommendations of the Commisstan on Judicial and Congressional Salaries which are
warrently under consideration in Congress

portance to county or city officers than o the chief justice, meinbers
of the Supreme Court or exen members of the distzmet eourts of appeal

While the salaries paid to others 1n public officc within and without
the State, as well as salaiies paid by other states and the Federal Gov-
ernment to the judiciary, weigh materially in considering salary levels
of the California judiciary, 1t would seem that ithe deciding factor for
determination of that salary structure should be the earnings of those
1n the profession from which the members of the bench are drawn

It 1s recognized that practically all attorneys aspire to judgeships
However, 1t 1s also recognized that many able attorneys who would be
assets to the judiciary are reluctant to seek judgeships at great finan-
cial sacrifice In accepting a judgeship, an attorney ordinarily is dedi-
eating his remaining years to the bench Tn the mmterest of efficient and
honest administration of justice 1t 1s essential that judges be compen-
sated adequately

It 1s also essential that judges be selected from among those in the
legal profession who have proven their ability and knowledge of the
law While lawyers with the largest 1ncomes 1n private piactice are not
always the most learned and the best in their profession, abihity and

\
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STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 17

TABLE 7
SALARIES OF STATE OFFICIALS IN REPRESENTATIVE STATES (1954)
Govanor ' Secietary of State
Calforma . o ______. $25,000 Cahforma —.._. A, $12 000
Ihnows .. - oo 25,000 Flondad oo 12,500
Lomsiana o 18,000 IIhROots oo e 16,000
Massachusetts .. ___.__ .. __ 20,000 Indiana cccee oo - 12,500
Michigan .. o __ 22,500 Towmsana o e 16,800
New Tersey v oo 30,000 Massachusetts .o ___ oo 9,000
New Yorh oo __ - 50,000 Michigan e 12,500
Ohto .- ..o o ... - 20,000 Minnesotr __ ___. . __.__ 12,000
Pennsylvanta . ._.. .__. 25,000 MisSOUrtT, .. - v cee mme 1,000
Yugmia . - L. 17,500 New Tersey oo - 13,000
Attorney General New Yorh oo 15,000
Calif ] Oho . 12,000
aliforma - ... . .. 221 000 P o
S " ennsylvamia oo 13,000
Jonneetieut .o _. 12,500
' Rhode Ysland e = - 9000
Tlonda o . _.___. 12,500 Vig 1020
Thnows _ - . e ____ 16000 AW oo e "
Towmsiwma  coce - oo 12500 T egislilne Salaries
Masoichusetts o _______ 12,000 Caforma oo = - 36000
Aachigan oo 12,500 JINNOIS e oo 1,000
New Terse) oo s 18,000 Massachusetts —.._ _ - 4,500
New York . . o 20,000 AMielug M e e 2,900
Oho .. . ___ - 12,600 New Jersey oo 3,000
Pennsybhvama ____________. 15,000 New Yorh . oo 5,000
Rhode TYoland _____________ 12,000 Obh1o o 3,200
Virgiult o e 12,000 PornsyIvani coo e e 1,500
WiIseonSIN e 3,000

suceess do attract chents with the result that ordinarily the most able
do enjoy high incomes

If the bench 1s to be made attractive to this type of lawyer, they
must not be required to make too great a financial sacrifice 1n accepting
or seeking the office

‘While there are no actual studies, nor could any such studies be
made with any assurance of accuracy, as to the earnings of those 1n the
legal profession, the levels of income of the sueccessful groups of at-
torneys 1 any community can easily be estimated Such estimates will
conservatively establish the faet that in the larger cities the annual
eainmngs of the substantial group of successful practieing attorneys
range between $30,000 and $50,000 There are those, of course, who
enjoy practices where the earnimgs are consideirably more In the
smaller communities the earnings of this group would range between
$20,000 and $30,000 There are those, of course, who enjoy practices
in the smaller eommunities, and larger ones as well, whose earnings
are considerably more The ranges given here are merely the average
estimated earmings of the largest segment of practicing attorneys, ex-
cluding those who either exceed those ranges or who fail to attain
practices as financially rewarding It goes without saying that the state
judicial system would not gam in stature 1f 1t relied, due to low sal-
aries paid, upon those who failed to achieve a reasonable success 1
private practice for 1ts Judges

The necessity for public respect and confidence 1n om judicial sys-
tem demands personnel of proven character, ability, and success in the
field of law and this alone merits adequate salaries The public would
not long mamntain this respect and confidence 1f our court personnel
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Pogition

strict attorney . _ _____ _.

ASSESSOF e e . e

Auditor . .

Chief adminmistirative officer ... _

County cletk e
Health officer o

Medacal darector - o . —____
Shenff __ o e e

Superintendent of schools

Surveyol e ol o
Welfare dweetor ... _—__ __.____

County counsel ________ ____ .

City attorney _._ —__ ... _

Special counsel, water s

ervice

Chaef probation officer ____ . ____

Publie defender ... . . __

Controller ____ ..

Mayor . . . e

Tax collector oo

Treasurer _ e .~ -
Purchasing agent ____._ —_ -~
Road commissioner - ... ___

Director of public works

Manager of utihties -
Assistant manager of ut
and chief engineer of

aties

water serviee oo __ __
General manager, water service

General manager,

mumeipal railway —_________.

City engineer . o _.. -

Manager of the mrport
Genei1al manager,
Recreation and Parhks

Los
Angeles
$21 000

20,500
17,496
21,600
14,040
15672

20,500
16,500
20,500
19,500
20,496
15,000
19,824
17,496

16,560
19,248
18,000
17,496
17,496
17,196
17,490

31,176

23,232
22,560

20,496
16,500

15,504

TABLE 7.A

COMPARISOMN OF SALARIES OF EXECUTIVES

San

Mrancisco Alameda

$16,800
16,800
16,800
20,400
10,600

16,800
13 500
25,000

11,200

16,800
16,200
11,200
(Juy )
11 400
16,800
22,400
10,800
12,300
13,500

16,800
20,400

16,800
16,800
13,500
14,200

13 500

$20,000
12,000
13,200
13 200
12,000
12,000
18,000
16,200
14,000
16,488
12,132

San

Diego
$14,400
12,000
11,448
16,800
9,600
15,348
15,348
8,700
8,100
6,300
6,972

Contra
Costa
$12,000
10,900
10,500
15,000
10,000
14,076
15,420
10,000
12,000
2,300
10,692

Santa

Clara Bernardino

$13,152
12,528
12,528
18,504
8,904
15,228
16,788
10,000
12,000
11,364
8,484

San

Sacra-
mento

*$9,000 1§11,400

7.800
7,500
10,908
*8,400
12,024
12,720
*8,700
6,900
7,200
8,988

* Lffecthve January 3 1955

1 Cffecthve September 1 1954

19,200
19,200
16,740

7,716
12,000
11,880
19,500
12,000
10,764

7,728

Fresno

$12,000
9,000
7,800
11,148
7,800
12,456
13,908
9,000
10,000
12,456
11,784

San
Mateo
$13,000
9,000
8,800
15,475
9,500

18,996
10,500
12,000
10,800

81

¢
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STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 19

whs not made up of persons of the highest type That respect and con-
fidence cannot be maimtamed if the salaries paid do not permit an
above average standard of iving within the eommunities

After due consideration of all factors, and with studied considera-
tion of the earnings of those in the legal protession from which ranks
must come the members of the judiciary, the committee has agreed
upon a salary level which appears to be reasonable

The proposed level for the salary schedule 1s $25,000 for the Chief
Justice This 1s the present salary of the Governor However, the
office of Governor provides certamn additional compensations, meluding
a mansion and mansion allowance, which are not provided for the Chief
Justice The salary, therefore, proposed 1s not equal to the compensa-
tion provided for the Governor

How this salary level for the Chief Justice, being the controlling
factor for all other judicial positions, would apply to all other judges
1s shown 1n Table 8

TABLE 8
SALARY SCHEDULES BASED ON FORMULA WHICH WOULD RESULY
IF CHIEF JUSTICE RECEIVES $25,000 J
Supreme Court Proposed  Present
Chief Justice e e e $25,000 $21,500
Associate Justices (6) -~ — 24,000 21,000
District Courts of Appeal
Presiding Justices (7). e o e e $23,000 $19,600
Associate Justices (14) oo 22,500 19,000
N Superior Courts Average
Clhiss 1 Proposed  present
{Population over 250,000y . ___ {11 counties 162 judges) $19,000 $16,750
lass 2
{Population over 40,000 and undet
2HVOMD Y o o (2) counties 30 judges) 17 500 15,000
Chiss 3
(Population under 40000) o ___ (24 counties 24 judges) 16,000 11,000
1
Class 1 Mounicipal Courts
(Population over 500,000) _. e, $17,500 $15,000
Class 2
(Population over 250,000) . __ o _ 16,000 13,500
Class 8
{Population under 250,000) . __. . . __ 14,500 11,000

While these figures call for salary mncreases beyond what 1s normally
expected for cost of living adjustments, 1t must be kept 1o mind that
the formula and salary levels provided are not cost of hving adjust-
ments i the ordmary usage of the term Rather, 1t 18 an adjustment for
the entire judicial branch of government which has not received in the
past the normal cost of hiving 1nereases on a proper basis Now lagging
far behind, these increases must be provided if equity i1s to be re-
established

This 1s particularly true mn the courts of the smaller counties Under
the current salaries provided theie 15 a difference of $6,750 between the
highest and lowest salaries paid superior court judges The committee
does not agree that such differences exist between two superior court

B-18



20 STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES

%)udges Certainly they do not exist on an arbitrary county population
as1s

In examining Table 8 1t will also be noted that the salaries proposed
under the formula for municipal court judges are substantially n-
creased, particularly outside of the largest counties

At the present time the salary difference between the highest and
lowest paid municipal court judges 1s $7,000 As in the ease of the
superior courts, the committee does not believe such difference exists
between two judges of the municipal courts

In developing the formula, however, the committee realistically took
mto consideration current salaries to avoid proposing salary increases
which would be wholly impiactical so far as public acceptance

The committee recogmzes that even so the salaries propoesed for the
municipal courts may, at fitst glance, appear high

But the committee believes that to most people the munieipal court
15 their only contact with the judicial branch of government and to
those persons the municipal courts are the judiciary Tt seems, there-
fore, absolutely essential that the dignity of those courts be maintained
m order that the people may continue to regard with respect and
confidence their courts, which 1s to say that the public continue to have
respect and confidence 1n 1ts government

This cannot be accomphished 1f a salary schedule 1s not established
and mamntained which will atiract to those courts the type of persons
who have the respect and confidence of their fellow citizens to begin
with

The committee, therefore, believes that the salary levels proposed
are rcasonable within the limits of practicalities and will accomplish
the objectives which are foremost 1 1ts mind as essential to continued
confidence m goveinment

The estimated increased cost to the State to adopt the formula pro-
posed at the salary levels rccommended would amount to $400,500 for
the superior courts

Tables 9, 9-A and 9-B show the present state costs and county costs
m each county and reflect the formula salary costs to both the State
and the counties, 1f the Chief Justice’s salary 1s set at $25 000

Unde: the proposal made to a previous Legislature, whereby superior
comt salaries would have been made uniform throughout the State with
the State paying all of the salary costs, the 1ncreased costs would have
exceeded 23 milhion dellars with no increases to judges m the larger
counties

Another proposal, as noted 1n ihe previous chapter, which would
have mereased the State’s contribution from $7,500 to $10,000, would
have incieased the costs by more than $500,000 with no assurance of
salary mcreases for any judges

The formula whieh was partially effecied 1n the 1953 Regular Session
was confusing to the Legislature, increased the State’s costs and failed
to 1emove the judictary from the local control which detracts from the
1ndependence of the courts

The committee, therefore, believes the formula presented here 1s
casily understood, proper m foim, strengthens the independence of
the judiciary, rehieves the counties of the unfair burden of providing
salary increases over which they have no control, conseives the time

B-19



STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 21

of the Legislature and permuts 1t to provide equitably for all judges on
the basis of proper salary consideration factors

TABLE 9
SUPERIOR COURTS
Class
No Present  Formula  Present Formula
of Present Formula  3late state county county
County judges salary salary costs costs costs cosls

I—Los Angeles 80 $16,750 $19,000  $000,000  $720,000 $740,000 $800,000

2—8an Fran-

CINCO 22 16,7 19,000 165,000 198,000 203,500 220,000
o —Adamedy L 14 16,770 19,000 105,000 126,000 129,500 140,000
4—Ran Ihego __ N 16730 19,000 60,000 72,000 74,000 80,000
—Santy (tua T 19960 19,000 52,300 63,000 76,420 70,000
h—Nan Mafeo _ 4+ 15960 19,000 30,000 36,000 32,240 40,000
T—Contrir ('osty 5015500 19,000 37,700 47,000 40,300 "G,000
S>—ni1n Bernn
dmo o 915560 19,000 37,500 45,000 40,300 50,000
O—Sactments 6 16,76 19,000 15,000 4,000 $73,7300 60,000
10—T"1esno ____ H 35000 19000 43,000 7,000 13,000 60,000
1T—Orange . __ 513008 19,000 37,7500 43,000 37, W0 a0,000
Total—
Table 9_ 162 41,215,000 $1, 138,000 41,434,260 $1,620,000
TABLE 9 A
SUPERIOR COURTS
Class 11
No Piesent  Formula  Present Formule
of Present Formula stale state tonunty county
County qudges salwry  salary (0sts costs costs costs
12—Ken e D RIR000 RTTH00 0 NIT 0 MT00 %37 500 540,000
13—8an Toaqumn_. {1 13,500 17,500 30,000 38,000 24,000 32,000
14—Ruarside —__ 4 14,300 17,3500 30,000 35,000 28,000 32,000
16—Tulmre ... 3 14270 17,500 22,700 28,700 20,250 21,000
16—Monterey __ 2 13,000 17,500 15,000 19,000 15,000 16,000
17—Stamslaus . 3 15,000 17,500 22,000 28,7500 22,500 21,000
18—Ventura o.__ 2 135000 17,500 13,000 190,000 15,000 16,000
19—Solwno ____ 2 135,000 17,500 17,000 19,000 15,000 16,000
20—Sonoma ._._ 3 13,000 17,500 22,500 28 500 22 500 24,000
21—S8anta
Barbara _ 2 15,000 17,500 15,000 19,000 15,000 16,000
22—Marm ___.__ 2 13,000 17500 15,000 19,000 15,000 16,000
23—Merced . 2 13,500 17,500 13,000 19,000 12,000 16,000
24—Humboldt ._ 2 13,750 17300 15,000 19,000 12,500 16,000
25—8anta Cruz.. 1 15000 17,500 7500 9,500 7,500 8,000
26—DButte e _ 2 13,600 17,500 15,000 19,000 12,000 16,000
27—Impernnnl .. 2 14,000 17,500 15,000 19000 13,000 16,000
28—San l.ns
Obispo .. 1 13,000 17,500 7,500 9,500 7,500 8,000

20—Kings .. 1 13,750 17,500 7 300 9,500 6,260 8,000

30—Napa o 1 15,000 17,500 7,500 9,500 7,000 8,000

3l—8Shasta e 2 12,000 17,500 15,000 20,000 9,000 12,000

32—Placer ——.__ 1 15,000 17500 7,500 9,500 7500 8,000

33—Merdocino ._ 2 15,660 17,500 13,000 19,000 16,120 16,000

34—Yolo weu__-. 1 13,750 17,3500 7,000 9,500 6,250 8,000
Total—

Table 9-A 50 SITH000  &470,000 %346 870 $396 600
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TéBLE 9-B
SUPERIOR COURTS
Class 11}
No Present  Formula Piesent Formouln
v 6f Present Formula slate state county county
County judges salmry salaiy costs vosts costs co’ls
35—Madera ___._ 1 $13,500 $16,000 $7,000 $10,000 56,000 £6,000
36—Sishnyon - . 1 11,750 16,000 7,500 10,000 4,270 6,000
37—Sutter ... 1 13,5 16,000 7,500 10,000 6,000 6,000
38—Yuba ___.._ 1 13,500 16,000 7,700 10,000 6,000 6,000
39—Nevada ... 1 11,527 16,000 7,00 10,000 4,027 6,000
40—Tehama .. 1 11,527 16,000 7,900 10,000 4,027 0,000
41-—Jassen _____ 1 11,527 16,000 71700 10,000 4,027 6,000
42—El Dorado .. 1 11,527 16,000 7,500 10,000 4,027 ©,000
43—Glenn _____ 1 11,527 16,000 7.500 10,000 4,027 £,000
44—8an Bemito._ 1 10,230 16,000 7,500 10,000 2,750 6,000
45—Plumas .._.. 1 11,527 14,000 7,600 10 060 4027 6,000
46—Tuolumne ... 1 11,627 16,000 7,700 10,000 1,027 4,000
47—Inyo ._oo-._ 1 10,250 16,000 7,500 10,000 2,750 6,000
48—Colusa - 311,527 16,000 T, 10,000 4,027 ¢ 000
49—ILake .o 1 13,000 16,000 7.500 10,000 5,000 6,000
50—Calaveras __. 1 11,627 16,000 7,500 10,00V 4,027 6,000
51—NModoe .. _ 1 11,600 10000 7,500 10 (00 3,500 8,000
52—Amador ._-. 1 11,527 16440 7,500 10,000 4,027 6,000
53—Del Norte... 1 11,527 16,000 7,500 10 000 4,027 6,000
54—Manposa .. 1 1L,527 16,000 7,000 10,000 1,027 6,000
—Tomity ---. 1 12,000 36,000 7,500 14,000 4,500 6,000
o6—Seira  _ .. 1 10,000 16,000 1.5 10,000 2 500 6,000
57—Mono . .- 1 10,250 106,000 7.0 10,000 2,7 6,000
o8—Alpme ... 1 10,000 16,000 7,500 10,000 27500 6,000
Tot 11—
Table 9-B 24 $240,000 $97 324 8144,000

Total—
Tables 9,
9A, 9B 230

$180,000

1 770000 $2,174,000 $1,808,47%4 §2,160,000
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CHAPTER 1l
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

The present salaries provided judges are not in keeping with salaries
paid the judiciary in states with comparable populations and econ-
omies, are not in keeping with compensation for other public officials
within the State, and are not attractive to the profession from whose
ranks judges must be recruited

The present method of determining salaries for yjudges on a county-
by-county basis produces gross imequities, detracts from the inde-
pendence of the courts, and wastes the time of the Legislature

Salary incicases for judges have not, in the past, been based upon
sound primneiples upon which salary adjustments are normally made

Pioper respect for and confidence 1n the courts, particularly the
mumcipal eourts, which 1epresent the only contact with the judieial
branch of government that the bulk of the population ever has, 1s
essential to our form of government.

County governments are presently paying a disproportionate share
of the salaries of judges as well as paying all other costs of trial
coutts

Tt 15 the function of the Legislature to establish the salary schedules
tor the judicial branch of government

Pl

RECOMMENDATIONS

Salaries for judges shonld be incieased to provide equity among
Judges and to provide adequate compensation on a comparative level
with other publie officers and judicial salaries provided by siates of
compdrable populations and economies

Salaries for the judiciary should be established on a state-wide basis
with a formula to distinguish between the various levels of courts
This formula should provide differences between the supreme, appel-
late, supersor and municipal courts The superior and municipal
courts should be divided mto three elasses each on the basis of county
populations and salary differentials should be made between the
different (lasses The salaries of all judges should be contingent
upon the salary provided for the Chief Justice

The county goy cinments’ contribution toward superior court judges’
salaries should be fixed and not subject to fluetuations by reason of
legislative salarv adjustments The fixed eontributions of the counties
should be adjusted according to three classes of superior courts
bascd upon the same population classes as are established for the
judges’ salaries

Salaries of the muniapal eourt judges should be provided from the
revenues produced by those courts before such revenues are dis-
tnbuted to the cities which contribute nothing toward the expenses
of the municipal courts
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Alameda
Alameda _.__

Berkelev-Albany

Qakland-Piedmont

Hayward-San Leandro

Contra Costa
City of Richmond_

Fresno
Fresno ..

Kern

Bakersfield

Mann
Central Jud Dist

Monterey
Monterey-Carmel

Salinas

Orange *
Anaheim-Fullerton
Santa Ana-Orange

Ruerside

APPENDIX I
COSTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES OF MUNICIPAL COURTS, FISCAL YEAR 1953-1954
Gawn or loss
Total revenue State’s share  City’s share  County’s share County’s cost {0 county

$92,405 67 $2,498 50 $73,224,11 $16,693 06 $63,069 47 —$§46,376 41
297,450 88 6,253 50 216,305 21 74,892 17 111,19796 , —36,30579
1,420,119 40 32,328 21 1,027,767 19 360,024 00 412,125 01 —52,101 01
248,917 14 8,222 97 121,842 36 118,851 81 101,207 14 17,644 67
$2,058,893 09 $49,303 18  $1,439,138 87 $6570,461 04 $687,599 58 —$117,138 54
$432,503 33 $14,995 00 $345,971 45 $86,521 88 $152,109 37 —$65,587 49
$417,626 61 $10,882 50 $197,855 50 $209,388 61 $137,499 28 $71,88988
$355,738 02 $10,987 00 $205,638 50 $139,112 52 $119,365 51 $19,747 01
$130,677 35 $3,527 00 $57,509 92 $69,640 43 $61,342 19 $8,208 24
$93,744 20 22,339 00 $55,900 80 $35,504 40 $56,765 05 —$21,260 65
121,815 25 3,533 00 60,154 64 58,127 61 52,086 95 6,040 66
$215,559 45 $5,912 00 $116,055 44 $93,632 01 $108,852 00 —$15,219 99

$218,729 49 $6,224 00 $73,602 91

196,263 90 5,859 50 57,735 63
$692,014 24 $20,442 50 $465,731 18 $206,740 58 $284,64855 —$27007 97
$220,993 91 $5,829 50 $139,729 69 $94,918 82 $71,897 86 $23,020 86

Riverside

SEIYVIVE IVINIdAL NO XdALS
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Sacramento
North Saecramento

Sacramento

San Bernardino
San Bernardmno -

APPENDIX 1—Continued
COSTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES OF MUNICIPAL COURTS, FISCAL YEAR 1953-1954

Gain or loss

San Diego
Oceanside

San Diego
South Bay

Bl Cajon ____

San Francisco
City and County of

San Joaqum
Stockton

San Mateo
Central Jud Dast

Northern Jud Dist
Southern Jud Ist

Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara

Santa Clera
Palo Alto-Mt View

San Jose-Alviso

Total rervenue State’s share  Cily’s share  County’s share County’s cost to county
$225,743 44 $6,245 34 $36,218 36 $183,279 74 $42,462 92 $140,816 82
566,953 78 11,576 50 456,299 93 99,077 85 166,843 80 —67,766 45
$£782,697 22 $17,821 84 $492,518 29 $282,357 09 $209,306 72 $73,050 37
$203,031 96 $0,391 75 $111,534 22 $86,105 99 $103,4Q6 14 —$17,350 15
$257,888 08 $6,817 00 $113,640 41 $137,430 67 $50 501 27 $£86,929 40
1,677,977 94 48,680 00 1,445,458 21 183,839 73 393,165 27 —209,325 54
112,173 80 4,491 00 36,574 54 71,108 26 46,330 40 24,577 86
94,902 30 4,011 00 49,927 87 40,963 43 45,013 79 —4,050 38
$2,142,942 12 $63,09900 $1,645,601 03 $433,342 09 $535,010 73 —$101,686 64
$2,703,357 53 $62,937 50 $969,854 03 $1,670,566 00
$429,085 54 $8,620 50 $233,106 65 $187,358 39 $148,936 85 $38,421 54
8186,255 51 $4,977 00 $124,413 83 $56,864 68 $43,347 73 $13,516 95
232,440 74 5,537 650 153,650 61 78,252 63 46,505 42 26,747 21
251,874 87 8,618 00 181,835 83 61,420 54 65,079 20 —3,658 66
$670,570 62 $9,132 50 $459,900 27 $191,537 85 $154,932 35 $36,605 50
$168,231 25 $2,46000 $110,587 71 $55,183 54 $39,600 99 $15,682 55
$235,576 88 $8,264 00 $149,411 68 $77,901 20 $78,711 00 —$809 80
444 268 20 12,817 50 291,391 14 140,059 56 143,912 00 —3,852 44
$679,845 08 $21,081 50 $440,802 82 $217,960 76 $222,623 00 —$4,662 24

SATHVIVE AVIDIANL NO AdNLS
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APPENDIX 1—Continuved
COSTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES OF MUNICIPAL COURTS, FISCAL YEAR 1953-1954

o
Gamor logg =

Santa Cruz t Total revenue State’s share  City’s share  Counity's share County's cost to couftv
Santa Crusz - _  $193,000 00 $3,91600  $110,084 00 $79,000 00 $52,000 00 $27,000 00

Stanislaus
Modesto $170,686 00 $3,609 00 $72,344 77 $94,732 23 $67,296 79 $27,435 44

Solano
Vallejo — $214,38013 $4,856 50 $109,947 11 $99,576 52 $43,498 05 $56,078 47

Los Angeles
Alhambra $176,724 51 $5,044 50 $108,432 75 $63,247 26 $86,745 —$23,497 74
Beverly Iills - 322,064 63 4,693 00 207,747 14 109,624 49 160,151 9,473 49 3
Burbank ———— 244220980t 5,427 50 198,018 07 40,650 33 84,796 —44,145 67 g
Citrus - ——— 86,561 74 2,375 50 12,471 55 41,714 69 45,285 —3,57031 N
Compton — 346,108 50 5,895 50 154,850 72 185,362 28 119,084 66,20828 £
Downey ; —_— —————— 145,689 15 1,968 00 —— 143,721 15 55,535 88,186 15
East Los Angeles._______ _____ . ______ 237,851 93 4,618 30 31,636 99 201,596 64 99,787 101,809 64 a
EFl Monte - 185,023 55 1,690 00 18,709 83 164,623 72 57,344 10727972 A
Glendale - _— 147,295 /76 1,694 25 96,073 52 49,527 79 100,369 —50,841 21 E
Inglewood — 381,445 27 3,655 00 185,324 22 192,466 05 111,803 80,663 05 @
Long Beach 722,348 03 8,020 50 579,287 88 133,039 65 240,994 105,954 36 “t;
Los Angeles . ... 7,500,936 02 § 112,83300 5,975,452 39 1,412,525 63 2,081,877 —669,35137 ,;
Tos Cerrtos ... - 150,259 46 218200 46 00 148,031 46 054,534 093,49746 |
Pasadena —— e 445,097 83 9,547 00 356,313 10 79,237 73 159,371 —80,133 27 @
San Antonio . —— 489,777 84 8,299 00 226,866 74 254,612 10 129,648 124,964 10
San Jose ——- 191,591 45 2,277 50 119,319 11 69,094 84 50,147 19,847 84
Santa Anita 122,822 20 1,291 00 84 639 58 36,871 62 48,637 —11,765 38
Santa Monica ___ _— 240,020 22 3,194 50 195,550 65 41,275 07 113,702 —72,426 93
South Bay — — 382,057 10 6,537 50 288,302 86 87,216 74 114,767 —27,550 26
South Gate o 130,556 86 4,056 00 78,283 41 48,217 45 52,282 ~—4,0684 55
‘Whittier - - 179,316 50 3,180 00 34,879 86 141,256 64 59,876 81,380 64

A e s o dnduded $12,827,76925  $198,47955 $8,982,22637  $3,646,813 33 $3,066,714 —$319,000 67

1 Include. $125 School Fund

I-1047 1-656 1500 (o}

printed sm CALIPORNIA STATE PRINTING OFFICE
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AUTHORITIES RELATED TO
BENEFITS FOR TRIAL COURT JUDGES

Article VI, section 19 of the California Constitution J
The Legislature shall prescribe compensation for judges of courts of record
A judge of a court of record may not receive the salary for the judicial office
held by the judge while any cause before the judge remains pending and
undetermined for 90 days after it has been submitted for decision
(As amended Nov 5, 1974 )

Government Code section 53200 3'

For the imited purpose of the application of this article, judges of the superior
and municipal courts and the officers and attaches of said courts whose salaries
are paid either in whole or in part from the salary fund of the county are county
employees and shall be subject to the same or similar obligations and be granted
the same or similar employee benefits as are now required or granted to
employees of the county in which the court of said judge, officer, or attache Is
located
(Added by Stats 1957, amended by Stats 1977 )

Government Code section 53214 5
A county or city and county which pays the salaries, either in whole or in part,

of judges of the superior and municipal courts and the officers and attaches of
those courts may allow the judges, officers, and attaches to participate in any
deferred compensation plan established pursuant to this article Any county or
city and county is hereby authorized to enter into a wntten agreement with the
judges, officers, and attaches providing for deferral of a portion of theirr wages
The judges, officers, and attaches may authorize deductions to be made from
their wages for the purpose of participating in the deferred compensation plan
(Formerly § 53215, added by Stats 1979, renumbered and amended by Stats 1981 )

Government Code section 68206 6

The Controller may agree to participate in a county payroll procedure to pay
superior court judges solely from a county payroll Such procedure shall be
prescribed by the county auditor and approved by resolution of the county board
of supervisors It shall include provision for payment in advance to each
participating county by the state of its share of the applicable judges' salanes and
may Include provision for payroll deductions authorized under applicable state
laws Nothing in this section, and no procedure adopted pursuant to this section,
shall increase or decrease any compensation or benefits available to, or received
by, superior court judges as a result of being paid from a state payroll
(Added by Stats 1985 )
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Government Code section 69893 7

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the following provisions shall apply
to the Yolo County superior and municipal courts

(a) To assist the court in the performance of its duties and the exercise of the
powers conferred by law upon the court, a majority of the judges of the superior
and municipal courts, with the approval of the board of supervisors, may
establish such job classifications and may appoint a clerk and such officers,
assistants, and employees, including official court reporters, as necessary A
majority of the judges of the superior and municipal courts may delegate the
creation of job classifications and the appointment of employees to the court
executive officer Official court reporters shall hold office at the pleasure of the
appointing officer

(b) The compensation, including salary, retirement, vacations, and other
benefits, of all Yolo County superior and municipal court officers and employees
may be adjusted by the board of supervisors The board of supervisors may
extend the management benefits package to officers, assistants, and employees
of the superior and municipal courts, including judges, on the same basis as it 1s
extended to other officers and employees of the county Unless otherwise
provided by law, employees of the superior and municipal courts are subject to
the personnel regulations, memoranda of understanding and affirmative action
plan of the county

(c) In addition to the official court reporters, the presiding judge of the supernior
and municipal courts may appoint as many court reporters pro tempore as the
business of the court requires, who shall hold office at his or her pleasure The
court reporters pro tempore shall be unsalaried, but shall be compensated at a
rate to be established by joint action of the board of supervisors and a majority of
the judges of the superior and municipal courts In cnminal cases, the
compensation of the court reporters pro tempore shall, upon order of the court,
be a charge against the general fund of the county The presiding judge of the

. superior and municipal courts may delegate the appointment of court reporters

pro tempore and the determination of their salary to the court executive officer
(Added by Stats 1982, amended by Stats 1996 )

Government Code section 69894 3

Employees of the superior court in each county having a population of over
2,000,000 shall be entitled to step advancement, vacation, sick leave, holiday
benefits and other leaves of absence and other benefits as may be directed by
rules of the court Where statutes require implementation by local ordinances for
the extension of benefits to local officers and employees, these may be made
applicable by rule to court personnel, including but not imited to jurors, and
judges

These benefits shall also include the same lump sum payments for sick leave
and vacation for the superior court employees when they are separated from the
service as are made to county employees of the county, except that lump-sum
payments to court commissioners when separated from the service of the
superior court shall be limited to accrued vacation if any, as i1s provided by local
rule of court, exclusive of accrued sick leave
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Court employees under this section shall have the right to transfer to other
departments in the county government, subject to the approval of the board of
supervisors, the county charter, and other usual conditions that may be placed
upon the transfer, including, but not imited to, a requirement that the transferee
successfully complete an appropriate civil service examination The right of
transfer shall not give any employee any additional rnights by reason of his
employment with the court, other than those to which he would have been
entitied if the employment had been with a different department of the county
government

Employment by the court shall be deemed to be employment by the county, If
approved by rule of court, for the purpose of determining a court employee's
rights with respect to a county's ordinances providing for salary step
advancements and other employee benefits and rights, including, but not limited
to, amount of compensation, vacations, sick leave, and accumulated sick leave

In any such county attaches may be voluntanly transferred from a position in
one judicial district to a position in another within the county and promoted or
voluntarily demoted from a position in one judicial district to a position in another
within the county in substantially the same manner as transfers, demotions and
promotions are authorized generally in county departments or between
departments of the county

Rules of the court may include other matters pertaining to the general
administration of the court, including conditions of employment of court
personnel, including but not imited to jurors and judges When rules are adopted
by a majority of the judges and filed with the Judicial Council they shall have the
same status as other rules of court adopted pursuant to Section 68070

When requested to do so by the court the county shall through the county civil
service commission furnish to the court services as may be required in
connection with the recruitment and employment of court officers and employees
(Added by Stats 1959, amended by Stats 1961, 1963, 1967, 1994)

\
N

Government Code section 69894 4

All of the employees provided for iIn Section 69894 1 and judges of the
superior court In each county having a population of over 2,000,000 shall be
allowed actual traveling and necessary expenses incurred while engaged in the
duties of therr office, which shall be the same as allowed to officers and
employees of such county Any expenses for travel outside of the county shall
require the prior approval of the board of supervisors

Whenever, because of the nature of the duties of any judge or officer of the
court, the board of supervisors determines that the best interest of the county
and the court would be served, it may assign an automobile in lieu of allowing
travel expenses

The salaries provided for in said Section 69894 1 shall be paid by the county
out of such fund as other salary demands against the county are paid The
expenses provided for in this section shall be paid in monthly installments out of
the general fund Salaries and expenses shall be audited in the same manner as
the law requires for other demands against the county
(Added by Stats 1959 )
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Government Code section 69907

(a) In the County of San Diego, In addition to any other compensation and
benefits, each judge of the superior court shall receive the same life insurance,
accidental death and dismemberment insurance, comprehensive annual physical
examinations, executive flexible benefits plan (except that if deferred
compensation Is selected, no adjustment based on retirement tier shall apply),
and dental and vision insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the
classification of chief administrative officer Changes in these benefits shall be
effective on the same date as for those for the classification of chief
administrative officer

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the superior
court shall receive long-term disability insurance to the same extent as provided
by the County of San Diego for the classification of chief administrative officer
(Added by Stats 1985, amended by Stats 1986, 1989, 1990 )

Government Code section 69909

(a) In the County of Riverside, in‘addition to any other compensation and
benefits, each judge of the superior court shall receive the county flexible
benefits plan

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the superior
court shall receive long-term disability insurance to the same extent as provided
by the County of Riverside for other elected county officials
(Formerly 69908, added by Stats 1990, renumbered and amended by Stats 1991 )

Government Code section 73642
[Benefits for Judges of the Municipal Court of the El Cajon Judicial Distnct of San
Diego County ]

(a) In addition to any other compensation and benefits, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive the same life insurance, accidental death and
dismemberment insurance, comprehensive annual physical examinations,
executive flexible benefits plan, except that If deferred compensation Is selected,
no adjustment based on retirement tier shall apply, and dental and vision
insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the classification of chief
administrative officer Changes in these benefits shall be effective on the same
date as those for the classification of chief administrative officer

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive one or more of the following benefits the same
long-term disability insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the
classification of chief administrative officer or retiree health benefits whereby
each judge of the municipal court serving on or after October 1, 1987, who retires
from the municipal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall receive the same
amount of insurance premium for retiree health benefits under the Public
Employees' Medical and Hospital Care Act (Part 5 (commencing with Section
22750) of Title 2) that the state provides to retired superior court judges under
that act
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004 )

C4



Government Code section 73952
[Benefits for Judges of the Municipal Court of the North County Judicial District of
San Diego County] k

(a) In addition to any other compensation and benefits, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive the same life insurance, accidental death and
dismemberment insurance, comprehensive annual physical examinations,
executive flexible benefits plan, except that if deferred compensation 1s selected,
no adjustment based on retirement tier shall apply, and dental and vision
Insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the classification of chief
administrative officer Changes in these benefits shall be effective on the same
date as for those for the classification of chief administrative officer

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the
municipal court shall recetve one or more of the following benefits the same
long-term disability insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the
classification of chief administrative officer or retiree health benefits whereby
each judge of the municipal court serving on or after October 1, 1987, who retires
from the municipal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall receive the same
amount of insurance premium for retiree health benefits under the Public
Employees' Medical and Hospital Care Act (Part 5 (commencing with Section
22750) of Title 2) that the state provides to retired superior court judges under
that act
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004 )

Government Code section 74145 ’
[Benefits for Judges of the Municipal Courts of Riverside County]

(a) In addition to any other compensation and benefits, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive the county flexible benefits plan

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive the same long-term disability insurance as provided
by the County of Riverside for other elected county officials
(Added by Stats 2004 )

Government Code section 74342
[Benefits for Judges of the Municipal Court of the San Diego Judicial District of
San Diego County]

(a) In addition to any other compensation and benefits, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive the same life insurance, accidental death and
dismemberment insurance, comprehensive annual physical examinations,
executive flexible benefits plan, except that if deferred compensation Is selected,
no adjustment based on retirement tier shall apply, and dental and vision
insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the classification of chief
administrative officer Changes in these benefits shall be effective on the same
date as for those for the classification of chief administrative officer

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive one or more of the following benefits the same
long-term disability insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the
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classification of chief administrative officer or retiree health benefits whereby
each judge of the municipal court serving on or after October 1, 1987, who retires
from the municipal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall receive the same
amount of insurance premium for retiree health benefits under the Public
Employees' Medical and Hospital Care Act (Part 5 (commencing with Section
22750) of Title 2) that the state provides to retired superior court judges under
that act

(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004 )

Government Code section 74742
[Benefits for Judges of the Municipal Court of the South Bay Judicial District of
San Diego County]

(a) In addition to any other compensation and benefits, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive the same Iife insurance, accidental death and
dismemberment insurance, comprehensive annual physical examinations,
executive flexible benefits plan, except that if deferred compensation i1s selected,
no adjustment based on retirement tier shall apply, and dental and vision
insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the classification of chief
administrative officer Changes in those benefits shall be effective on the same
date as for those for the classification of chief administrative officer

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the
municipal court shall receive one or more of the following benefits the same
long-term disability insurance as provided by the County of San Diego for the
classification of chief administrative officer or retiree health benefits whereby
each judge of the municipal court serving on or after October 1, 1987, who retires
from the municipal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall receive the same
amount of iInsurance premium for retiree health benefits under the Public
Employees' Medical and Hospital Care Act (Part 5 (commencing with Section
22750) of Title 2) that the state provides to retired superior court judges under
that act
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004 )

Government Code section 77003

(a) As used In this chapter, “court operations” means all of the following

(1) Salaries, benefits, and public agency retirement contributions for superior
court judges and for subordinate judicial officers For purposes of this paragraph,
“subordinate judicial officers” includes all commissioner or referee positions
created pnor to July 1, 1997, including positions created in the municipal court
prior to July 1, 1997, which thereafter became positions in the superior court as a
result of unification of the municipal and superior courts in a county, and
Including those commissioner positions created pursuant to former Sections
69904, 70141, 70141 9, 70142 11, 72607, 73794, 74841 5, and 74908, and
Includes any staff who provide direct support to commissioners, but does not
include commissioners or staff who provide direct support to the commissioners
whose positions were created after July 1, 1997, unless approved by the Judicial
Councill, subject to availability of funding



(2) The salary, benefits, and public.agency retirement contributions for other
court staff

(3) Those marshals and sheriffs as the court deems necessary for court
operations

(4) Court-appointed counsel In juvenile court dependency proceedings and
counsel appointed by the court to represent a minor pursuant to Chapter 10
(commencing with Section 3150) of Part 2 of Division 8 of the Family Code

(5) Services and supplies relating to court operations

(6) Collective bargaining under Sections 71630 and 71639 3 with respect to
court employees

(7) Subject to paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Section 77212, actual indirect
costs for county and city and county general services attributable to court
operations, but specifically excluding, but not imited to, law library operations
conducted by a trust pursuant to statute, courthouse construction, district
attorney services, probation services, indigent cnminal defense, grand jury
expenses and operations, and pretrial release services

(8) Except as provided in subdivision (b), other matters listed as court
operations Iin Rule 10 810 of the California Rules of Court as it read on January
1, 2007

(b) However, “court operations” does not include collection enhancements as
defined in Rule 10 810 of the California Rules of Court as it read on January 1,
2007 ‘
(Added by Stats 1988, amended by Stats 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1997, 1998,
2001, 2002, 2007 )

Government Code section 77201

(a)-(b) * * *

(c) The Department of Finance shall adjust the amount specified in paragraph
(1) of subdivision (b) that a county i1s required to submit to the state, pursuant to
the following

(1) A county shall submit a declaration to the Department of Finance, no later
than February 15, 1998, that the amount it is required to submit to the state
pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) either includes or does not include
the costs for local judicial benefits which are court operation costs as defined in
Section 77003 and Rule 10 810 of the California Rules of Court The tnal courts
in a county that submits such a declaration shall be given a copy of the
declaration and the opportunity to comment on the validity of the statements In
the declaration The Department of Finance shall verify the facts in the county's
declaration and comments, if any Upon verification that the amount the county 1s
required to submit to the state includes the costs of local judicial benefits, the
department shall reduce on or before June 30, 1998, the amount the county is
required to submit to the state pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) by an
amount equal to the cost of those judicial benefits, in which case the county shall
continue to be responsible for the cost of those benefits If a county disagrees
with the Department of Finance's fallure to verify the facts in the county's
declaration and reduce the amount the county Is required to submit to the state
pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (b), the county may request that the
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Controller conduct an audit to verify the facts in the county's declaration The
Controller shall conduct the requested audit which shall be at the requesting
county's expense If the Controller's audit verifies the facts in the county's
declaration, the department shall reduce the amount the county Is required to
submit to the state pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) by an amount
equal to the amount verified by the Controller's audit and the state shall
reimburse the requesting county for the cost of the audit

(d-(h)***
(Added by Stats 1998, amended by Stats 2000, 2007 )
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METHODOLOGY AND TECHNICAL NOTES FOR DATA ON SUPPLEMENTAL
JUDICIAL BENEFITS

~

<

Development of the Survey Instrument

In 1993, the California Judges Association (CJA) conducted a survey to ascertain the range of
supplemental judicial benefits being offered throughout the state The study 1dentified the courts
offering supplemental benefits, the range of benefits being offered, and whether the court or the
county pays for the supplemental benefits This work provided the foundation for a subsequent
survey conducted in 2008

One methodological challenge that was apparent from the CJA survey findings was that courts
did not use the same terminology to describe benefits As a result, open-ended telephone
mterviews conducted in 2008 to gauge the scale and scope of supplemental judicial benefits
resulted 1n data that were rich n historical detail but difficult to compare across courts

To overcome this hurdle, subject matter experts from the Administrative Office of the Courts
(AOC) Human Resources Division, Office of Court Research, and Office of the General Counsel
collaborated to organize benefits information into broad categories that would make a
comparison of benefits among courts more meaningful and reduce survey nonresponse errors
that can result from respondents not seeing their specific benefit listed on the survey

The various benefit types 1dentified in 2008 were grouped into the following categories Medical
Benefits, Disability Insurance, Life Insurance, Retirement Benefits, Transportation Allowances,
Personal Allowances/Stipends Each category contained a list of benefit types, which were
derived from the information gathered in the 2008 interviews Each benefit type was 1dentified
broadly but also included subcategories i order to capture detail For example, the Medical
Benefits category contained the following benefit list General Health, Dental, Vision, Bundled
Plan, Medical Savings Account, Cash Supplement, and Long-term Care To help respondents
determine where to capture benefits, defimtions for each of the listed benefits with examples was
provided along with the survey

Administration of the Survey

As noted above, a second survey of supplemental judicial benefits was needed to adequately
address the requirements of SBX2 11 This survey, 1dentified as the Follow-up Survey on
Supplemental Judicial Benefits (FY 200 —2008), was used to collect information in 2009 to
follow up on the 2008 open-ended telephone interview with courts



AOC research staff reviewed the benefit information gathered 1n the 2008 interviews and
transferred this information into the new survey instrument The new survey was pilot-tested
before the 2008 information was transferred, and the transfer process was conducted
independently by several staff members to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the information
This provided partially completed survey instruments for each court that would be used to update
data collected 1n the 2008 interviews and gather new information that was not previously
collected

The partially completed surveys, along with an accompanying list of benefit definitions and
general instructions, were distributed to the courts To gather the data on supplemental judicial
benefits, a combination of phone interviews and e-mail inquiries were conducted with identified
court individuals Interview respondents often included court executive officers, judges, court
financial officers, finance directors, human resources directors

Surveys were completed for all 34 courts where judges receive either court-funded or county-
funded supplemental judicial benefits Research staff reviewed these completed surveys and
followed up with courts as necessary to clarify or confirm responses After this data quality
review process, data from the completed surveys were compiled for analyses

Technical Notes for Appendix D Tables '

All Tables
Data on Supplemental Judicial Benefits are for FY 2007-2008

Some of the benefits listed in the tables are no longer provided to judges 1n a particular county

Some judges who received a particular supplemental benefit in FY 2007-2008 have elected to no
longer receive that benefit

Table 1
Figures are from the 2009 Court Statistics Report as of June 30, 2008

The 50 new judgeships authorized but not funded by Assembly Bill 159 are included 1n the total
of authorized judgeships

Table 2
San Benito costs for all listed benefits are from FY 2008-2009

San Joaquin cost of Bundled (Health, Dental, Vision) 1s from FY 2008-2-09

Calaveras cost of N/A for mileage allowance was reported by the court thusly, “Is mmimal, no
total cost available



The zero values 1n the table where a court indicates that 1t offers a benefit but 1ts total cost 1s zero
represent one of the following scenarios

The cost for a given benefit (e g , dental) 1s represented 1n the cost of another benefit

(e g , general health care) because the court was unable to provide separate cost figures
for both benefits

The cost to the court or county for the benefit,1s actually $0 because the judge pays the
total cost (e g , Fresno offers a 457 Plan and does not provide a match contribution to the
Judges)

In some courts, the cost of a given benefit may be paid based on an arrangement between
the court and the county

Table on page 18 of the Report
The average annual benefit cost per judge was computed, and 1n some cases estimated, 1n the

following ways

Some courts indicated that a uniform/standard benefit amount 1s provided for each judge
that receives the benefit (1 € , each judge receives the same amount of benefit) This
benefit amount per judge was used and represents the actual annual benefit amount per
judge

Some courts indicated that all judges 1n their court received a particular benefit, however,
information on whether each judge received the same amount was not obtained The
value was computed by taking the total amount spent in FY 2007-2008 on the benefit
and dividing 1t by the total number of judges (filled positions in FY 2007-2008) that
recerved the benefit This calculation provides an estimated average annual benefit
amount per judge

In some cases where not all judges received the benefit, data was collected from the court
on the number of judges that received the benefit in FY 2007-2008 As 1n the preceding
example, the value was computed by taking the total amount spent in FY 2007—2008 on
the benefit and dividing 1t by the actual number of judges that received the benefit This
calculation provides an estimated average annual benefit amount per judge

In some cases there was not sufficient information to compute an actual or average
benefit cost per judge These benefits were those where the cost was variable (e g , “up to
$200/year per judge,” “up to $85/ month per participating judge ($1,080 per year)”) and
the number of judges recerving the benefit was not known In these cases the maximum
benefit amount available to the judge was used as the value in table 4 In the examples
above, we used $200 per judge and $1,080 per judge as the values, which represent the
benefit amount per judge 1f the judge participated at the maximum benefit level



SURVEY ON SUPPLEMENTAL JUDICIAL BENEFITS (FY 2007-2008)
Definitions of Benefits

Medical Benefits (General Health, Dental, Vision Plans, etc )

General Health Care

Coverage that provides for the payment of benefits for covered sickness or injury It may include
msurance for losses from accident, medical expense, disability, or accidental death or
dismemberment

Dental Plan

Dental msurance plans usually cover preventive care and treatment of teeth, gums, and the
mouth

Vision Plan ’

Vision insurance plans are usually separate plans covering medical treatment relating to eye
health )

Bundled (Combined) Medical Plan (Health, Dental, Vision)
A health insurance plan that bundles general health care, dental, and vision nsurance into one
combined plan

Medical Savings Account

A savings account into which employees can make tax-deferred deposits that can be used to pay
for medical expenses not covered by msurance This type of account must be coupled witha -
high-deductible health plan and 1s typically available to employees of small businesses (less than
50 employees) or self-employed individuals Employers with small group Medical Savings
Accounts (MSAs) may make contributions on behalf of employees, or employees may make the
entire contribution Savings can be rolled over to the next year or withdrawn as income Funds
are typically used for medical expenses, including prescription drugs, qualified long-term care
and insurance premiums, and COBRA coverage It may also be called a Health Savings Account

An MSA may work as follows A portion of the money currently spent on a health
insurance plan 1s deposited into a newly established MSA, up to 31,400 for an individual
(or $3,375 for a family) The other portion might be used to purchase a catastrophic
policy that covers medical expenses after the deductible 1s met

Cash Supplemental Health Contribution (2 k a. Flexible Spending Account)

Cash provided to employees to supplement health insurance costs or provided as reimbursement
for health-care costs or deductibles This benefit may take the form of an account that gives
employees the opportunity to set aside pretax funds for the reimbursement of eligible benefits
These accounts, which may be set up through 125 Plans (Cafeteria Plans), can be funded through
salary reduction, employer contributions, or a combination of both Employees can purchase
additional benefits or pay health insurance deductibles and copayments with the money 1n these
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accounts The money 1n these accounts typically needs to be used within a plan year It may also
be referred to as a Health Care Flexible Spending Account

Long-term Care

An msurance plan that 1s available to the employee and his or her spouse, parents, parents-in-
law, and siblings Provides for personal care of essential activities such bathing, dressing, eating,
or other basic needs over an extended because of an accident, disease, or frailty in old age
Employee typically pays 100 percent of the monthly premium for this voluntary benefit

Other Insurance Benefits—Disability (Short- and Long-term) and Life Insurance

Disability Income Insurance
A form of health mnsurance that provides periodic payments to replace a certain percentage of
income lost when the insured 1s unable to work as a result of illness, injury, or disease

Short-term Disability Insurance (SDI)
A provision to pay benefits to a covered disabled person as long as he or she remams
disabled up to a specified period

Long-term Disability Insurance (LTD)

Insurance 1ssued to an employer (group) or individual to provide a reasonable
replacement of a portion of an employee’s earned income lost through serious and
prolonged 1llness or mjury during the normal work career

Bundled Package SDI and LTD
A disability insurance plan that bundles short-term disability and long-term disability into
one combined plan

Other Disability Insurance
Another type of disability isurance not captured by SDI, LTD, or the bundled package

Life Insurance

A type of insurance policy paid by the employer that provides money 1f the insured person dies
while the policy 1s m effect This basic group term life msurance policy may include provisions
for accidental death and dismemberment (AD&D), conversion, and accelerated benefit options

Life Insurance

A type of insurance policy paid by the employer that provides money 1f the insured
person dies while the policy 1s 1 effect This may be a basic group term life insurance
policy may include provisions for accidental death and dismemberment (AD&D),
conversion, and accelerated benefit options

Supplemental Life Insurance (for example, AD&D)

Additional life insurance usually available for employees and dependents that may be
used to supplement an existing life insurance policy For example, a supplemental life
msurance policy that covers AD&D may be obtained as additional coverage beyond that
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provided by a basic group term life insurance policy An employee typically pays for the
cost of this insurance

Bundled Package Life and Supplemental Life Insurance
A life insurance plan that bundles life insurance and supplemental life insurance into one
combined plan

Other Life Insurance
Another type of life insurance not captured by life insurance, supplemental hfe insurance,
or the bundled package ]

Retirement Benefits—Deferred Compensation Plan/Defined Contribution Plan

Deferred Compensation Plan/Defined Contribution Plan

A retirement plan that allows employees to accumulate money on a tax-deferred basis Set up as
an individual account for the employee, this plan usually specifies an annual contribution amount
for employees and may include employer contributions A qualified plan can have the option of
permitting employees to withdraw assets without penalty for certain “emergency” situations
specified 1n the plan, although the normal taxes must be paid on the withdrawn portion

This type of plan 1s also referred to as a “Defined Contribution Plan,” meaning that the plan
defines how much the worker—and the employer, 1f 1t chooses—will contribute to a worker’s
retirement account Typically in these types of plans, the worker directs how at least a portion of
the contributions will be invested (within the investment options offered by the employer), and
bears all the investment risk Benefits are based solely on the amount contributed to the
participant’s account, plus any income, expenses, gains and losses, and forfertures of accounts of
other participants that may be allocated to the participant’s account May also be referred to as
Retirement Savings Plan, 401(k), 401(k) Thrift Plan, 403(b), or 457 plan (based on the sector of
employment)

¢ Sec 401(k) Private-sector salary reduction plan

* Sec 403(b) Nonprofit sector salary reduction plan

* Sec 457 Public-sector salary.reduction plan

401(k) Plan
Type of deferred compensation plan that has a 10 percent penalty for withdrawal before
the age of 59 5, designated Roth contributions are permitted

457 Plan

Type of deferred compensation plan with no 10 percent penalty for withdrawal before the
age of 59 5 (although the withdrawal 1s subject to ordinary income taxation), designated
Roth contributions are not permitted

Other Retirement Plan
Another type of retirement plan not captured by the 401(k) or 457 plans
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Transportation Allowances

Car Allowance

A periodic or monthly amount paid out to an employee for the use of a personal vehicle in the
performance of official or job-related duties
Mileage Reimbursement )

Monetary reimbursement provided to an employee at a specified rate per mile for job-related
travel to locations other than the employee’s usual workplace or office

Other Transportation Allowances
Monetary reimbursements or an allowance paid for identified transportation costs not captured
by the car allowance or mileage reimbursement

Professional Allowances/Stipends

Continuing Education/Traming/Professional Development
Reimbursement or allowance provided for continuing education and tramning expenses, mcluding
conferences, trainings, books, and other education program materials

Equlpmentl

Reimbursement or allowance provided for the purchase of equipment (computers, laptops,
printers, fax machines, scanners, etc ) to be used for job-related functions

Personal Security

Reimbursement or allowance provided for personal security expenses

Professional Association Dues or Memberships
Reimbursement or allowance provided for the cost of membership 1n professional associations

Parking
Reimbursement or allowance provided for the cost of parking or designated parking spaces

reserved specifically for judges

Child Care
Employer funding for child-care expenses

Wellness Program

Reimbursement or allowance provided for activities designed to promote safety and good health
among employees It may include physical fitness programs, smoking cessation, health risk
appraisals, diet information and weight loss, stress management, and high blood pressure
screening

! Allowances for cell phones and other personal communications devices are not included 1n this category and are
not counted as a benefit for purposes of this survey
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Other Allowances—Specifically Designated
Cash payments provided to an employee for specifically designated items that have not already
been captured 1n the list above

Other Cash Allowances/Stipends—Not Designated

Cash payments not designated or some other type of unspecified allowance that may be referred
to as management pay, cash payments, executive flex payment, business expense, professional
allowance, or maintenance of effort payment



Supplemental Judicial Benefits by Court
as of July 1, 2008

County-Funded Benefits

Court:Funded Benefits

Court- and County-Funded

No Supplemental Benefits

Benefits

Authorized Authorized Authorized Authorized
Courts Judgeships Courts Judgeships Courts Judgeships Courts Judgeships
FRESNO 44 ALAMEDA 69 CONTRA COSTA 38 ALPINE 2
LOS ANGELES 436 BUTTE 12 KERN 38 AMADOR 2
MENDOCINO 8 CALAVERAS 2 KINGS 8 COLUSA 2
MONTEREY 20 GLENN 2 MONO 2 DEL NORTE 3
RIVERSIDE 64 MARIPOSA 2 ORANGE 112 EL DORADO 6
SAN BERNARDINO 78 NAPA 6 SACRAMENTO 64 HUMBOLDT 7
SAN FRANCISCO 51 NEVADA 6 SONOMA 19 IMPERIAL 9
SAN MATEO 26 PLACER - 12 YOLO 11 INYO 2
SANTA CLARA 79 SAN BENITO 2 3 courts 292 LAKE 4
TRINITY 2 SAN DIEGO 130 Judgeships LASSEN 2
VENTURA 29 SAN JOAQUIN 32 MADERA 10
837 SAN LUIS OBISPO 12 MARIN 10

11 courts
Judgeships SISKIYOU 4 MERCED 10
SOLANO 19 MODOC 2
TULARE 20 PLUMAS 2
TUOLUMNE 4 i SANTA BARBARA 19
16 courts 334 SANTA CRUZ 10
Judgeships - SHASTA 11
SIERRA 2
STANISLAUS 22
SUTTER 5
TEHAMA y 4
- YUBA 5
23 courts 151
Judgeships
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Supplemental Judicial Benefits 1n FY 2007-08

Fundin Benefit
Sourc: Total Cost Available to
All Judges
Statewide Total . $33,602,542 .
County Funded Supplemental Judicial Benefits County . $30,388,289
Court Funded Supplemental Judicial Benefits Court $3,214,253
Alameda .. TEEN o T T ~ T $67,04r U
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) Court $46,303 X
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated) Court $20,744 X
Alpine , $0
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
Amador - I S0 O R~ TLiond - %0 .
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
Butte - 7 - - =TT sasen” Y
Other AIIowances/Stlpends (not specmcally de5|gnated) Court $1,800
Calaveras _ $549
Life Insurance Court $504 X
Long-term disability Court $45 X
Mileage allowance Court N/A
Colusa; ¥ ¥~ = U xR T UE0 T T oo D s Ty
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
Contra Costa o ’ TET. L. o $122,560 n
County Total $14,582
457 County $1,764
Car allowance County $12,000 X
Life Insurance County $510
Long-term disabtlity County $308
Court Total $107,978
457 Court $16,066 X
Car aliowance Court $90,000
Long-term disability Court $1,912 X
Del Norte ‘ T ) $0 A
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
El Dorado v i $0
No Supplemental Judicial Beneﬂts
Fresno’s T T Tl o T T L eome” W T
457 County $0 X
Bundied (Life and Supplemental) County $555
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated) County $6,729
Glenn i $11,263
Life Insurance Court $143 X
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated) Court $10,994 X
Short-term disability Court $126 X
Humboldt.. - . s §‘ %‘":: i5 ;§“ $ ff} %‘; - e&‘i {?ﬂ;ﬂﬁ”’f o $Q: ‘i” o

No Supplemental Judtcnal Beneﬁts
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Imperial ‘
No Supplemental Judicial Beneﬁts

Inyo
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits

-

Kern
County Total
Car allowance
Court Total
Car allowance
Mileage allowance

Kings
County Total
Dental
General Health Care
Vision
Court Total
457

Bundled (Life and Supplemental)

Cash Supplement (Flex Plans)
Dental

General Health Care

Life Insurance

Other Disability Insurance

Vision

Lake

No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
lassen Lo

No 5upplemental Judicial Beneflts
1bs Angeles _ g

401K

457

Cash Supplement (Flex Plans)

Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated)

Madera
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
Marin., R P
No Supplemental Judicial Beneflts
Mariposa - Lo F
Life Insurance
Mendocino ‘
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated)
Merced
No Supplemental Judiciai Benefits
Modoc ’ Jen

No Supplemental Jud|C|aI Benefits
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Funding

Source

County

Court
Court

County
County
County

Court
Court
Court
Court
Court
Court
Court
Court

County
County
County
County

Benefit

Total Cost Available to

$247,198
$120,258
$120,258
$126,940
$118,014
$8,926

$46,899
$27,361
$3,270
$23,521
$570
$19 539
$7 764
$1,955
$0

$0

$0

$73
$9,747
$0

$0

e - ~

- PP TN ;n

$23,482,932
$3,957,130
$2,001,295
$14,454,245
$3,070,262

All Judges

KX XXX XXX

e



Benefit
Total Cost Available to
All Judges
$2,526% ,, - .

Funding
_ Source
Mono  * T, 7T L e e m
County Total .
Wellness Stipend County
Court Total
Dental Court
Life Insurance Court
Mileage allowance Court
Vision Court
Monterey ¢ - ) ) W
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) County
Other Life Insurance County
Other Cash Allowance/Stipend - ‘Flexible health care’ County
Other Cash Allowance/Stipend - ‘Professional expenses’ County
Napa | ” <y ‘. R
Dental Court
General Health Care Court
Life Insurance Court
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated) Court
Vision Court
Wellness Stipend Court
Nevada > “g= - e T T T T T L
Life Insurance Court
Other Retirement Benefit Court
Orange . " A
County Total
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) County
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated) County
Court Total
Bundled (Life and Supplemental) Court
Placer <. Tt bt
Bundled (Life and Supplemental) Court
Plumas R R e
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
Riverside >
457 County
Life Insurance County
Long-term disability County -
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated) County
Sacramento , ~ - LT L D i T *
County Total _
Dental County
Life Insurance County
Court Total
Dental Court
Life Insurance Court

-

$600
$600
$1,926
$720
$606
$101
$499

$80,661
$242
$817
$72,477
$7,126

$8,136
$61,501
$1,008
$18,720
$384
$882

$231
$3,600

$2,468,700
$2,436,000
$2,000,000
$436,000
$32,700
$32,700

- $90,631 «.' .

X
X
X
X
X
X

B —
(A %

'$3,831

i 4 ¢

X
X

o —

L
o
&

X

’ $110§..6:J: A:w ’

$1,020

X

$0 “.

$401,865
$231,478
$4,109
$1,507
$164,771

$96,664’
$73,970
$69,198
$4,771
$22,694
$6,306
$385

¥
ey

F
¥
',



e »

AN

San Benito 3 - : ..
Long-term disability
Life Insurance

Supplemental Life Insurance (e g AD&D)

San Bernardino
Life Insurance
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated)

v
L S

San Diego ;v © . PPN
Bundled (Health, Dental, Vision)
Bundled (Life and Supplemental)
Car allowance
Other Allowances/Stipends (specifically designated)

San Francisco
Dental
General Health Care
Vision

[ —

San Joaquin  : -
Bundled (Health, Dental, Vision)

San Luis Obispo
Car allowance
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans)
Continuing Education, Training, Prof Dev
Life Insurance
Long-term disability
Other Life Insurance
Wellness Stipend

San Mateo
Dental
General Health Care
Life Insurance
Long-term disability
Vision
‘Santa Barbara,~ ~ -
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
Santa Clara
Bundled (Health, Dental, Vision)

Life Insurance
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated)

Santa Cruz- .7 ™.

xy

No Supplemental Judicial Benefits

Shasta
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits

v - “

R N - N
]
&

- -~ .
», g % - N .
~ S

N

Sierra .

No Supplemental Judicial Benefits

o g gy e e Lo o A - g
:s'skwo“ A e Ry b - - -...=¥ ik AR it E R0

Bundled (Life and Supplemental)
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated)
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Funding
Source

Court
Court
Court

County
County

Court
Court
Court
Court

WSFER o

County
County
County

'\.ss\“

Court

Court
Court
Court
Court
Court
Court
Court

County
County
County
County
County

-

County
County
County

L

~

Benefit
Total Cost Avalilable to
All Judges

w w

$6,582 b S
$93 X
$6,480 X
$10 X

$1,280,175
$1,652
$1,278,523

% $1,916,803 -
$1,000,297
$56,013
$852,898
$7,595

$409,831
$47,647
$362,184
$0

- oway

£

77 %414,376 ¢

$14,376

$229,758
$72,000
$91,074
$50,400
$1,224
$405
$14,135
$520

. $284,950
$22,897
$251,372
$5,172
$836
$4,674

PR - ~ ey

. $0

KX XX XXX

XXX XX

$1,181,531
$1,133,106
$6,570
$41,854

o  w -
A ~

“ -
- S

o

- $0
$0 8

", §32;808°
$2,808
$30,000



Solano o c
Bundied (Life and Supplemental)
Car allowance
Dental
Other Allowances/Stipends (not specifically designated)
Vision

Sonomd % T, T RBE
County Total
Car allowance
Dental

General Health Care
Life Insurance
Long-term disability
Vision

Court Total
401K

Stanslaus N
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits

e ~ & bl k-
Sutter ' '

No Supplemental Judicial Benefits™

Tehama., . * 2T L Ay
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits

Trinity
Dental
Life Insurance

Tulare »_ %, . ) Lo e
Wellness Stipend

Tuolumne ,° . e <
Cash Suppiement (Flex Plans)
Equipment Stipend
Life Insurance

Ventura . . ’
401K
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans)
Life Insurance

g W e - LRV - -

Yo;o... - a %a ‘MA - P
County Total
Bundled (Health, Dental, Vision)
Bundled (Life and Supplemental)
Court Total
457
Bundled (Health, Dental, Vision)
Bundled (Life and Supplemental)
Yuba R A
No Supplemental Judicial Benefits
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Funding
Source

Court
Court
Court
Court
Court

z?;

<
~

County
County
County
County
County
County

Court

wr

Benefit
Total Cost Availabie to
All Judges

$162,996 N
$1,071
$117,000
$13,500
$29,250
$2,175

¥ $406,661° T .
$244,661
$8,320
$14,508
$212,935
43,888
$1,951
$3,059
$162,000
$162,000

$0

XXX XX

X X X X X X

%0
R 50 4

$672
$480
$192

$10,523 -
$10,523 X

" $55,783 7 -
$53,280 X

$360
$2,113 X

$294,243
$124,637 X
$167,185 X
$2,422 X
" $174,954 -
$40,641
$40,401 X
$240 X
$134,313
$3,500
$129,973
$840

$0

X X X
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Comparison of JRS and JRS Il

Retirement Formula Optional Settlement Final Early Retirement Employee Employer Contribution
and Survivor Compensation Contribution
Continuance
JRS e With 10 or more years of Eligible survivor Retirement 1s A defined benefit1s | 8% of salary 8% of salary plus the
service and age 70, will recetve | recerves 50% of based on the earned after 5 years amount necessary to pay all
65% of an active judge’s salary | unmodified allowance | current salary of [ of service with retirees and beneficianes
Judge may reduce the | an active judge retirement benefits collecting benefits
e With 20 or more years of unmodified allowance deferred to at least Annually, funds are
service and age 60, will receive | to provide a hfetime age 63 appropriated by the
75% of an active judge’s salary | benefit to beneficiary legislature to meet the JRS
and/or survivor liabilities during the fiscal
year
JRSII | Two Benefit Formulas Elgible survivor of a Average monthly | Monetary Lump 8% of salary 20 358%
® "Defined Benefit” at 3 75% of | judge receiving a salary earned for | Sum amount

final compensation (FC) x
years of service Maximum of
75% of FC with 20 years and
age 65 or age 70 with a
mimmum of 5 years

¢ "Monetary Credit” accrual
equal to 18% of monthly salary
plus net interest earned on
mmvestments Five or more years
but less than age 65 will be a
lump sum payment of monetary
credits

“defined benefit”
recetves 50% of
unmodified allowance
and or an optional
settlement for hife

Judges who retire with
a lump sum of
“monetary credit” have
no survivor or
beneficiary options

the 12 months
immedately
preceding
Jetirement




ESIP (Extended Service Post Retirement Retiree Health Care | Pre-Retirement Death Pre-Retirement Disability
- | Incentive Program) COLAs Benefits-Not Eligible to | Death Benefits- Retirement
Retire Eligible to Retire
JRS e Established for judges who Retirees receive ¢ 100% coverage of | ® Refund of Either 32 5% or e 4 year vesting
continue 1n service beyond retirement the employer contributions plus 6 37 5% of salary required
therr mimmum retirement age | increases at the portion of the months’ salary, or, depending on the
and have 20 years same rate of health care ® 25% of salary monthly | age and years’ of ® 65% of active
® Provides 20% of pay per Increases active premium after 10 for life to surviving service at the time Judge’s salary
month 1nto the Judges Judges recetve years of service spouse, or, of the judge’s death unless 20 or
Retirement Fund and 1s paid » Coverage begins e [f the judge paid a $2 more years then
out upon completing at least once retirement premium and had at 1t 1s 75% of
3additional years of service allowance 1s started least 16 yrs of service, incumbent’s pay
The 20% 1s up to S years and and continues for the benefit 1s 1 625%
drops to 8% after the 5 surviving spouse for each year up to 19
additional years of service and domestic yrs with a maximum of
partners 32 5% of pay If 19 or
more years of service
the benefit will be
37 5% of salary
JRSII [ N/A Maximum 3% -  100% coverage of | e Surviving Spouse will | 1/2 of what the e 5 yr vesting
based on the CPI the employer receive the greater of | judge’s benefit "o Benefit 1s based
portion of the the accrued monetary | would have been on age at oath
health care credits, or had the judge date

premium after 10
years of service
Judges younger
than age 65 must
pay the full
premium until age
65 when state share
starts

No continuing
employer paid
health coverage for
SUrviving spouses
or domestic
partners

Three times the annual
salary payable 1n 36
equal monthly
payments

retired on the date
of death

® 75% with 20yrs
of service, or,

e 65% of pay
unless hired at
age 53 or older
(refer to table on

page 3)'

"If disabihity 1s deemed job related, benefit 1s automatically 65% of salary regardless of age at oath date
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JRS Il Disability Table

Age At Which Became a Judge | % of Disability Benefit
53 63 75%

54 60 00%

55 56 25%

56 52 50%

57 48 75%

58 45 00%

59 4125%
60 37 50%

61 33 75%

62 30 00%

63 26 25%

64 22 50%
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