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Executive Summary 

The State of Cahforn1a must maintain Its strong, mdependent, fair, and Impartial J ud1c1al branch 
of government With highly qualified JUdges who reflect the nch d1vers1ty of Cal1forn1a' s 
population In order to ensure that the state contmues to attract and retain such Judges, reasonable 
compensation must be provided 

Today, compensation for Cal1forn1a's Judges IS consistent throughout the state With respect to 
salanes but notably mcons1stent With respect to benefits To better understand the breadth of the 
mconsistencies, the Legislature drrected the Jud1c1al Council of Cal1forn1a-the constitutiOnally 
established pohcymakmg body for California's courts-to submit this report "analyzmg the 
statewide benefits mconsistenCies" for Judges m Cahforn1a 1 Th1s report analyzes the 
mcons1stenc1es m JUdicial benefits as they exist today Within the broader rustoncal context of the 
evolution of JUdicial compensation and fundmg of tnal courts from a county-based to a state-
funded system This approach was taken for three reasons 

• The mcons1stenc1es m JUdicial benefits result from the h1stoncal development of JUdicial 
compensation and fundmg of tnal courts generally 

• The legislative reforms of JUdicial salanes over the past 50 years serve as a useful model 
for cons1denng future legislative reform of JUdicial benefits 

• A report on mcons1stenc1es m JUdicial benefits would be mcomplete Without a discussion 
of JUdicial compensatiOn because benefits are an Important part of compensatiOn 

The report begms With a bnef history of JUdicial salanes that Illustrates how the Legislature 
reformed a system of disparate salanes pnmanly funded by the counties mto a uniform stateWide 
structure entrrely funded by the state These reforms Improved the stab1hty and mdependence of 
the JUdicial branch and contmue to help ensure consistent access to JUstice throughout Cahforma 

Next, the current mcons1stenc1es m JUdicial benefits-mcludmg the two-tiered JUdicial retirement 
system-are addressed, mcludmg the1r connection to the histoncal transition from county 
fundmg to state fundmg of JUdicial salanes and trial court operations Based on data collected 
from the 58 supenor courts, four broad conclusiOns can be reached 

1 About 90 percent of supenor court Judges serve m courts where some form of 
supplemental benefits IS provided, wh1ch demonstrates the Widespread acceptance of the 
need for and appropnateness of prov1dmg JUdges With a better benefits package than that 
currently provided by the state 

1 Sen Bill X2 11, Stats 2009, ch 9, § 6 
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2 The variance among supplemental benefits provided to supenor court Judges m 
Califorma IS the result of the mdividuallustory of each court and county and IS not based 
on any rational or consistent stateWide plan or formula 

3 The dispanty among JUdges can be sigmficant 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 mconsistent 
and, m some cases, result m JUStices of an appellate court receivmg lower compensatiOn 
than JUdges of a tnal court m the same geograpluc area 

Judicial benefits need the same kmd of reform that the Legislature brought to JUdicial salaries 

As part of Its operational plan for Califorma'sJudicial branch, the Judicial Council Is committed 
to Improvmg JUdicial compensatiOn, mcludmg benefits, to attract and retrun a diverse JUdiciary 
The council supports further mvestigation mto this Issue and a resolution of the mconsistencies 
that Will not reduce the benefits currently provided to any Judge Therefore, the Judicial Council 
wtlllater subrmt a second report to the Legislature that provides further mformat10n about the 
Impact of the current approach to JUdicial benefits and, If appropnate, Will make 
recommendatiOns regardmg options for reformmg JUdicial benefits m order to move toward a 
more consistent approach that would better attract the most quahfied JUdicial candidates and 
mruntrun the excellence ofCaliforma'SJUdiciary 
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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 IS charged with 
mterpretmg and applymg the laws of the State of California It provides for the orderly 
settlement of disputes between parties m controversy, determmes the gmlt or mnocence of those 
accused ofv10latmg laws, and protects the nghts and liberties guaranteed by the ConstitutiOns of 
Califorma and the Umted States The branch aspires to accomplish Its miSSion m a fair, effective, 
and efficient manner to assure JUStice to all who come before the courts 

The state ConstitutiOn vests the JUdicial power of Califorma m the JUdges of the supenor courts 
m each of the 58 counties, the Courts of Appeal, and the Supreme Court 3 All JUdges are state 
officers, even though, as m the case of most supenor court Judges, they preside over cases m a 
smgle county and are subJect to election m only one county 4 One of the articulated goals of the 
JUdicial branch IS to provide equal access to JUstice for all m the State of California 5 In order to 
accomplish this goal, the state assumed the obligatiOn to fund all trial court operatiOns under the 
Lockyer-Isenberg Tnal Court Fundmg Act of 1997 (Lockyer-Isenberg Act) 6 and the fundmg of 
and responsibility for tnal court facilities under the Tnal Court Facilities Act of2002 7 The 
purpose of state fundmg was to ensure that the financial condition of a particular county did not 
adversely affect the quahty of Justice m the courts ofthat county Likewise, m enactmg 
legislatiOn to transfer responsibility for tnal court facilities from the counties to the state, the 
Legislature acknowledged the Importance of equal access to Justice through Its findmg that the 
"state can best ensure uniformity of access to all court facilities m California " 8 With similar 
mtent that the same high cahber of Judges be available m every court m the state, the Legislature 
over the past 50 years has worked to reform what was an mconsistent approach to fundmg of 
JUdicial salanes by legislatmg umformity wtth respect to JUdicial salanes and transferrmg 
fundmg responsibility from the counties to the state 

With regard to JUdicial benefits, however, sigmficant discrepancies and mconsistencies exist 
throughout the state These discrepancies were h1ghhghted m the recent case of Sturgeon v 

2 Cal Const, art III,§ 3 The leg1slat1ve power of the state 1s vested m the Cahfom1a Legislature, wh1ch consists of 
the Senate and the Assembly, although the powers of1ntt1at1ve and referendum are reserved to the people (Cal 
Const, art IV,§ 1 ) "The core functions of the leg1slat1ve branch mclude passmg laws, levymg taxes, and makmg 
appropnations [C1tat1ons om1tted ]"(Carmel Valley F1re Protectwn D1st v State (2001) 25 Ca14th 287, 299) The 
supreme executive power of the state IS vested m the Governor, who IS reqmred to see that the law IS faithfully 
executed (Cal Const, art V, § 1 ) Persons charged w1th the exerc1se of one of these powers may not exerc1se e1ther 
of the others, except as perm1tted by the Cahfom1a Constitution (Cal Const, art III,§ 3) 
3 Cal Const, art VI,§ 1 
4 E g , the Ch1ef Just1ce may ass1gn any JUdge to s1t m a court at any locatiOn m the state (Cal Const, art VI, § 6) 
5 Goal I m Just1ce m Focus The Strategic Plan for Califorma 's Jud1c1al Branch, 2006-2012 
6 Assem Blll233, Stats 1997, ch 850 
7 Sen B1ll 1732, Stats 2002, ch 1082 
8 Sen Bll11732, Stats 2002, ch 1082, § 1(c)(4) 
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County of Los Angeles (Sturgeon), 9 m wluch the Court of Appeal found that the Legislature had 
not sufficiently authonzed benefits that the County of Los Angeles provides to the judges ofthe 
Supenor Court of Los Angeles County As part of Its effort to contmue to attract and retain a 
lugh-quahty JUdtctary and to mamtam and Improve access to JUStice stateWide, the JUdtctal 
branch sought legtslatton, Senate Btll X2 11,10 wluch the Legislature enacted and the Governor 
stgned mto law m February 2009 SBX2 11 addressed the tmmedtate problem of authonzmg 
extstmg county- and court-provided "supplemental" 11 benefits to supenor court Judges 12 But the 
Legislature recogmzed that a long-term solution reqmres a better understandmg of the 
mconststenctes mJudictal benefits throughout the state and mstructed the Judtctal Council to 
report on that subJect SectiOn 6 (uncodtfied) of SBX2 11 mcludes the followmg mandate 

The Judtctal Council shall report to the Senate Committee on Budget and Ftscal 
Revtew, the Assembly Committee on Budget, and both the Senate and Assembly 
Committees on Judtctary on or before December 31, 2009, analyzmg the 
statewide benefits mconststenctes 

Thts report ts submitted to satisfy tlus statutory mandate and to support the contmumg efforts of 
all three branches of state government to mamtam an equal level of Justice throughout the state 
As demonstrated m the folloWing section, the stateWide mconststenctes m benefits are the result 
of the long history of shared responstbthty for the fundmg of courts and JUdtctal compensation 
among the state and counties Addressmg and resolvmg the mconststencies and madequactes of 
the present system m a responsible manner Is clearly m the pubhc mterest 

The Legislature can bnng to JUdtctal benefits the same stabthty, untformtty, and processes that 1t 
has already brought to JUdtctal salanes, fundmg of court operations, and responstbthty for court 
facilities, and m domg so wtll help mamtam a strong, fau, and Impartial JUdicial branch, wtth 
lughly qualified Judges who reflect the nch dtverstty of Caltforma A first step ts to understand 
the htstory and current status of JUdicial benefits 

II. History of .Judicial Compensation in California 

Caltforma JUdges receive compensatiOn m the form of salary and benefits Thts section begms 
With a dtscusston of JUdtctal salanes and follows wtth a section on benefits, the latter m two parts 

9 Sturgeon v County of Los Angeles (2008) 167 Cal App 4th 630 
10 Stats 2009, ch 9 
11 The term "supplemental" IS used m SBX2 11 and m this report to descnbe benefits provided to Judges by e1ther a 
county or a supenor court The term "local" IS also somet1mes used to descnbe these benefits As used m this 
report, the term "JudiCial benefits" mcludes both supplemental benefits and those prov1ded by the state 
12 Just1ces of the Courts of Appeal and the Supreme Court do not rece1ve any supplemental benefits so thts report 
focuses only on supenor court Judges 
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because the uruque lustory ofCaliforma's dual judicial retirement systems warrants special 
attention 13 

A Br1ef H1story of Jud1c1al Salar1es 
From 1880 unti11927, supenor court judges' salaries were funded halfby the state and halfby 
the county m wluch the judge sat 14 Dunng that same penod, salanes of municipal court judges 
were funded entuely by the counties, which paid salanes With revenue, mcludmg traffic and 
cnmmal fines, collected withm their JUriSdiction 15 

In 1927, the Legislature established a new system for settmg and paymg supenor court judges' 
salanes five categones of state contnbut10n were set by statute, dependmg on the population of 
the county Salaries also vaned dependmg on the level of contribution by the local county 
Murucipal court judges' salanes contmued to be pmd by the counties m amounts that varied from 
county to county The amount m each county was codified m statute and was typically based on 
resolutions submitted by local boards of supervisors 16 

By the 1950s the complexities-and apparent unfmrness--oftlus system of compensatmgJudges 
had become evident There was no uruformity m the salary amounts and the disparities were 
great For example, a municipal court judge m Santa Cruz was pmd $8,000 a year, while the 
annual salary ofthejudge's counterpart m Oakland was $15,000 17 The necessity of separate 
legislatiOn for each county became burdensome Dunng the 1953 session alone, the Legislature 
was reqUired to consider more than 160 bills proposmg mcreases In JUdicial salanes 18 The 
Senate Special Committee on Government AdmmistratiOn prepared a study and concluded that 
the local variances had 

resulted m a salary schedule for supenor courts and municipal courts determmed 
by political expediency on the local level With resultmg mequalities between 
counties and between JUdicial districts [m The present salary structure reflects no 
pattern which can be JUStified by any recognized standards 19 

13 Thts report does not address compensatiOn of subordmate JUdicial officers such as cormmss10ners and referees 
Although they performJudtctal duties, they are employees of the supenor courts, not constitutiOnal officers As 
employees of the supenor courts, their compensatiOn-both salanes and benefits-Is determmed by the supenor 
court that employs them and, as wtth other supenor court employees, there IS no statewide umform1ty m their 
compensatiOn packages 
14 Sen Com on JudiCiary, Rep on Judzc1al Compensatzon m Califorma (Feb 1991), p 340 
IS fb1d 
16 Sen Special Com on Gov Admm, Study on Judicial Salaries (Jan 3, 1955), p 12 
17 Jd, atp 13, table 5 
18 /d, atp 5 
19 Sen Special Com on Gov Admm, Study on Judicial Salanes (Jan 3, 1955), p 5 
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In response to tlus situation, the Legislature m 1955 enacted reform legislatiOn, addmg chapter 
1 5 to title 8 of the Government Code 20 Under this chapter, the Legislature set the salanes 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 prud $1,000 a year less than the Chief Justice, presidmg 
JUStices of the Courts of Appeal earned $2,000 a year less than the Chief Justice, and so on 
Supenor court judges were divided mto three classifications based on the population of the 
counties m which they sat, Judges m more populous counties were paid more than Judges m the 
less populous counties Fundmg was shared between the counties and state wtth each paymg a 
fixed portion m amounts set by statute, which varied dependmg on the population of the county 
Mumcipal court Judges were also divided mto three categones based on county population wtth 
salanes set by legislation accordmgly, but the counties remruned solely responsible for paymg 
those salanes out oflocally collected fines and fees No Judge's salary was reduced as a result of 
tlus reform 21 

Legislation enacted m 1964 22 established a system under which supenor court Judges were prud a 
umform salary statewide, municipal court judges hkewtse were paid a umform salary, although 
m an amount shghtly less than supenor court judges Municipal court judges were still prud 
entirely by the counties, however, 23 and supenor court Judges were still prud m part by the state 
and m part by the counties 24 This reform also did not result m the reduction of any Judge's 
salary 

The 1964 legislation mcluded another, more sigmficant change, no doubt mfluenced by a study 
conducted by the State Bar of Califorma that concluded that JUdicial salanes were well below 
those prud to Judges m other Junsdictions, lawyers m pnvate practice, and lawyers m the pubhc 
sector Respondmg to concerns that lower salaries Jeopardized the quahty of the JUdiciary m 
California, the Legislature rrused JUdicial salaries m all categones and then provided for pen odic 
mcreases mdexed to per capita mcome m Califorma 25 The frequency of adJustments and the 
method of calculatiOn have undergone several changes, but for the most part the pnnciple of 
systematic adjustment remams m place today 26 

Changes to tnal court fundmg also affected judicial salaries Under the Brown-Presley Tnal 
Court Fundmg Act (Brown-Presley Act),27 each county had the option ofreceivmg state fundmg 

20 Sen Bill487, Stats 1955, ch 955 
21 This was consistent with the predecessor to article III, sectiOn 4 of the California Constitution, which prohibits the 
Legislature from reducmg the salary of any state officer durmg his or her term of office 
22 Sen Bill 50, Stats 1964, ch 144 
23 Former Gov Code, § 71220 
24 Former Gov Code,§ 68206 
25 Sen Bill 50, Stats 1964, ch 144 
26 Gov Code, § 68203 
27 Stats 1988, chs 944 and 945 
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for tnal court operations mstead of relymg solely on revenues ratsed wtthm the county 28 

Begmrung July 1, 1989, tf a county elected to parttctpate m state fundmg, tt recetved (as part of 
tts block grant) fundmg for a stgntficant portion of the salartes for muntctpal court Judges m that 
county 29 Thus, although the county retruned full responstbtltty for payment of salanes for 
muructpal court Judges, the state for the first time funded a portiOn of those salanes 

In 1994, the Legtslature ended county fundmg of JUdtctal salartes, and the state became 
responsible for fundmg the salanes of all Caltfomta JUdges 30 Muructpal court JUdges, however, 
were still prud lower salanes than supenor court Judges 

The system of mequaltty between supenor court and muructpal court JUdtctal salartes began to 
change m 1998 Ftrst, as part of the Lockyer-Isenberg Act, Government Code section 6854 7 was 
enacted, whtch allowed muntctpal court JUdges to achteve pay panty wtth supenor court Judges 
under certrun cucumstances Panty was authonzed when a court demonstrated that the maxtmum 
use of JUdtctal resources had been systematically Implemented, as certtfied by the Judtctal 
Council-a process known as trtal court coordmat10n and a precursor to tnal court unification 31 

Later that year, Caltforrua voters amended the Constitution to authonze full trtal court 
uruficat10n 32 Thts mvolved the mergmg of the supenor and muructpal courts m each county mto 
a smgle, countywide tnal court system on a maJonty vote of the JUdges wtthm each county 
Where a muntctpal court was abolished through untficatiOn wtth the supenor court, the 
muructpal court Judges became supenor court Judges 33 By January 2001, all 58 Caltfomta 
counties had untfied courts and all state tnal court Judges recetved the same state salary 

The history of JUdtctal salartes ts charactenzed by two dtstmct developments Ftrst was the move 
from county fundmg to state fundmg, a transttton that took more than 100 years, dunng which 
there was concurrent county and state fundmg Second was the move from a multtpltctty of local 
salary levels to statewtde uruformtty wtthm each level of court 34 That too, took more than 1 00 
years, but a supenor court judge, as an officer of the state, now receives the same salary 
regardless of where the Judge prestdes 35 These two pnnctples-state fundmg and untformtty of 
salanes-help ensure the stabthty and mdependence of the JUdtctal branch and that the qualtty of 
JUStice ts adrmrustered at a untformly high level throughout the state 

28 This system was first enacted mto law with the Tnal Court Fundmg Act of 1985 (Stats 1985, ch 1607) but was 
not Implemented until Brown-Presley was enacted and sufficient fundmg was appropnated m 1988 
29 Former Gov Code,§ 68206(b), as amended m 1988 
3° Former Government Code sectiOn 68206, whtch requrred parttal fundmg by the counttes ofJudictal salanes, was 
repealed by Assem Btll 2544, Stats 1994, ch 308, § 13 
31 The Tnal 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 umformtty was always achieved by raismg salaries, not by lowermg them 
35 The only exceptiOn bemg the dttferenttal paid to presidmgJudges of the supenor courts and administrative 
prestdmgJusttces of the Courts of Appeal, whtch ts discussed below 
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B Br1ef H1story of Jud1c1al Benefits 

1. Supplemental Benefits 
As further discussed m SectiOn III ofth1s report and documented extensively m Appendix D, 
today's system of supplemental benefits IS a hodgepodge Judges m some courts receive no 
supplemental benefits Judges m other courts can receive a supplemental benefits package worth 
a s1gmficant percentage of their salanes and which IS often tied to, or comparable to, the 
executive benefits package provided to officers and employees of the county There are some 
mtemal mcons1stenc1es Withm courts, With some Judges rece1vmg supplemental benefits and 
others not The current status of JUdicial benefits Is much bke the situation With JUdicial salanes 
decades ago, before the Legislature provided for umform1ty and state fundmg As It was m the 
past With Judicial salaries, the current d1spanty In JUdicial benefits results from a long history of 
shared respons1b1hty between the state and the counties for fundmg the JUdicial branch m 
Cahforma 

a. Supplemental Benefits and Tnal Court Fundmg 
The evolution oftnal court fundmg by way of legislatiOn that transferred respons1b1hty for 
fundmg tnal 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 Trw/ Court Fundmg (Before 1988) 
Before tnal court fundmg becommg operative on July 1, 1988, under the Brown-Presley Act, 
counties were solely responsible for fundmg salaries and benefits for mumc1pal court Judges 
Supenor court Judges-whose salaries were funded by the state--could also receive county-
funded benefits Benefits provided by counties to supenor and mun1c1pal court Judges were 
authonzed by a number of statutes, mcludmg some that apphed to md1v1dual counties and some 
that apphed stateWide 36 The county-specific statutes that are still m the Government Code today 
relate to Los Angeles, Yolo, and San Diego Counties 

• Under Government Code sectiOn 69894 3, first enacted m 1959, employees m counties 
With populatiOns greater than 2 mllhon37 "shall be entitled to step advancement, vacatiOn, 
sick leave, hohday 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, mcludmg but not limited to Jurors, and JUdges " Based on this statute, the 
Supenor 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 
ordmance are applicable to employees and Judges of the Supenor Court of Los Angeles 

36 A table of statutes that relate to JUdicial benefits IS attached as Appendix C and mcludes several statutes applicable 
to mumc1pal 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 exceedmg 2 million 
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County The legal sufficiency of that statute as authonty for supplemental benefits to 
JUdges was successfully challenged, as discussed m sectiOn b below 

• Government Code sectiOn 69893 7, first enacted m 1982, authonzes, but does not reqmre, 
Yolo County to extend management benefits packages to Its supenor court Judges 

• Government Code section 69907, first enacted m 1985, provides that judges ofthe 
Supenor Court of San Diego County shall receive certam benefits received by the chief 
admmistrative officer, mcludmg life msurance, comprehensive annual physical 
exammat10ns, executive flexible benefits plan, a dental plan, and a VISion plan The 
statute also authonzes Judges to receive long-term disability msurance 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 m 1957, deems Judges who are paid 
m part or m whole by a county to be county employees for the purposes of participation m group 
msurance plans Although the statute has not been repealed, It has been held unconstitutional, at 
least with respect to Its applicatiOn to Judges, as discussed m section b 38 Section 53214 5, first 
enacted as sectiOn 53215 m 1979, has the same effect with respect to deferred compensation 
plans 

Benefits provided by counties to JUdges of the muniCipal and supenor courts m 1988-before 
tnal court fundmg-are summarized m a 1991 report ofthe Senate Committee on Judiciary 39 

(A part of that report IS attached as Appendix B) The report found that a broad range of benefits 
packages was bemg offered, that the packages generally reflected those bemg offered to state and 
county employees, and that the benefits were modest compared to those offered m the pnvate 
sector at a similar level of career development The report Identified no defimtive pattern 
regardmg which counties provided benefits and which did not, although It noted both a tendency 
to provide supplemental cash benefits m areas with a higher cost of hvmg 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 statutonly defined "court operations" The 
purpose of this defimt10n was to establish the costs that a partiCipatmg trial court could 
permissibly fund With the block grants It received from the state The defimt10n of "court 
operations" mcluded "the county share ofsupenor and mumcipal court judges' salanes, benefits, 

38 Sturgeon, 167 Cal App 4th at 261-262 
39 Sen Com on JudiCiary, Rep on Jud1c1al Compensatwn m Califorma (Feb 1991) Although the report was based 
on a survey conducted after the enactment and Implementation of the Brown-Presley Act, It noted that most of the 
county-funded benefits It documented existed before the Imtlation oftnal court fundmg (Seep 3) 
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and pubhc agency retirement contnbut10ns "40 Thts provislOn was understood by some courts as 
authonzmg fundmg 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 fundmg 
statutes 

After enactment of the Brown-Presley Act, the Legislature passed a bill authonzmg San Diego 
County41 to reimburse Judges for theu share of the contributions for the Judges' Retirement 
System, Riverside County also sponsored similar legislation 42 This created a controversy that 
resulted m the failure of the bill sponsored by Riverside County and the repeal of the legislatiOn 
regardmg San Diego's reimbursement of Judges' retuement contributions 43 In response to this 
controversy about supplemental benefits, the Senate Committee on Judiciary conducted an 
extensive survey of supplemental benefits The resultmg report reached several conclusiOns 
discussed above, It also noted that umformity of compensation was still appropnate but would 
have a cost 

Creation of a stateWide umform benefits package would necessitate estabhshmg 
umformity at the "high end" to avmd overwhelmmg opposition and the potential 
legal problems that may occur If existmg benefits were abolished 

Due to the concentration of the state's total Judiciary m urban JurisdictiOns wtth 
reasonably equal costs of hvmg, and the relative paucity of JUdges m lower-cost 
rural areas, a differential m compensatiOn would not appear so cost-effective as to 
warrant abandonment of the equal compensatiOn pnnciple 44 

Likely due to the political challenges these conclusiOns presented, the Legislature took no action 
m response to the report 

Riverside County was successful m a subsequent legtslattve effort related to supplemental 
benefits Under Government Code section 69909, which was first enacted m 1990 as section 
69908, supenor court Judges are entitled to partiCipate m a county flexible spendmg plan and 
may receive long-term disability msurance on approval by the board of supervisors 

3 The Lockyer-Isenberg Act and Supplemental Benefits (1997) 
The Lockyer-Isenberg Act contamed two provisions relevant to supplemental benefits 45 The 
first requued counties to submit to the Department of Fmance a declaration addressmg whether 

4° Former Gov Code,§ 77003(c), as enacted m 1988 The defimt10n of"court operatiOns" found today m 
Government Code section 77003(a)(l) still mcludes "salanes, benefits, and pubhc agency retrrement contnbut10ns 
for supenor court JUdges " 
41 Sen Btll948 (1989-1990 Reg Sess) 
42 Sen Btll 872 (1989-1990 Reg Sess) 
43 Sen Com on Judtctary, Rep on Jud1c1al Compensatwn m Califorma (Feb 1991), cover letter of Senator Btll 
Lockyer, p I 
44 Jd at pp 3-4 
45 The Lockyer-Isenberg Act shtfted from the counties to the state, effective July 1, 2007, full responstbthty for 
fundmg court operatiOns expenses (Former Gov Code,§ 68073(a), now Gov Code,§ 70311(a)) As part ofthts 
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the amount of Its mamtenance of effort payment (MOE) mcluded the value of any supplemental 
benefits prud to JUdges Followmg comment by the affected court and venficat10n, the 
Department ofFmance typiCally would lower the county's MOE by an amount equal to the cost 
of those benefits, m which case the county contmued to be responsible for those benefits costs 46 

The second, uncodified provision stated that It was the mtent of the Legislature ''to provide that 
no personnel employed m the court system as of July 1, 1997, shall have theu salary or benefits 
reduced as a result of this act " Based on these two provisions, some counties contmued to 
provide supplemental benefits to Judges 

4 The Impact ofTnal Court Fundmg on Supplemental Benefits 
Tnal court fundmg was not mtended to bnng uniformity to the system of supplemental benefits 
for Judges Instead, It preserved the then-status quo, allowmg Judges to contmue receivmg the 
same supplemental benefits that they had received before tnal court fundmg It also affected 
which entity or entitles had responsibility for fundmg supplemental benefits Before tnal court 
fundmg, supplemental benefits had been funded only by counties, after tnal court fundmg, both 
counties and courts m many mstances were providmg supplemental benefits In addition, some 
counties used tnal court fundmg as a dividmg line for providmg benefits In Fresno, for example, 
the county decided to contmue to provide supplemental benefits only for those JUdges holdmg 
office as of July 1, 1997, and not to any Judges tak:mg office after that date This created a two-
tiered system withm that court and similar actiOns m other counties had the same result 
Discrepancies that had previously existed between different courts now occurred Withm a smgle 
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, agrunst the County of Los Angeles The complamt 
challenged the validity of the benefits that the county provides to the JUdges of the Supenor 
Court of Los Angeles County The plruntlff alleged that the benefits amounted to a gift of public 
funds, were a waste of public funds, and were not authonzed by the Legislature, as reqmred by 
article VI, section 19 of the California Constitution,47 which states, m pertment part, "The 
Legislature shall prescnbe compensatiOn for JUdges of courts of record " 

The tnal court, rulmg on a motiOn for summary JUdgment, reJected the plruntlff's clrums It found 
that the benefits provided by Los Angeles County were neither a gift nor waste of pubhc funds 
and were authonzed by the Legislature as part of the Lockyer-Isenberg Act Judgment was 
entered agrunst the plruntlff and m favor of the county m January 2007 The plruntiff appealed 48 

new system, the counties submit to the state "mamtenance of effort payments," which were calculated based on the 
level of support counties provided to the tnal courts m 1994--1995 Many counties contmue to make these payments, 
although the amounts have been adjusted over the years and, for many counties, abolished entirely (Gov Code, § 
77201-77201 3) 
46 Gov Code,§ 77201(c)(3), as enacted m Assem Bill233, Stats 1997, ch 850, § 46 
47 Sturgeon, supra, 167 Cal App 4th at p 636 
48 Jd at pp 636--637 
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The Court of Appeal agreed wtth the tnal court that the supplemental JUdicial benefits provided 
by the county to the Judges of the Supenor Court of Los Angeles County were neither a grft 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 recrwtment and retention of JUdges who 
serve m Los Angeles" and serve a pubhc purpose, 49 and that the Lockyer-Isenberg Act "under 
any fair readmg" authonzes supplemental JUdicial benefits 50 

The appellate court went on to address, however, the reqUirement of article VI, section 19 ofthe 
California Constitution that the Legislature "prescnbe" compensation of Judges-which mcludes 
benefits-and found that the record before the court did not establish that the benefits provided 
by the county had been prescnbed by the Legislature Notably, the appellate court held that both 
the Lockyer-Isenberg Act and Government Code section 69894 3 were "meffective legislative 
prescnptions" for county-funded supplemental benefits 51 For that reason, the court reversed the 
Judgment by the tnal court In domg so, the court srud that correctmg this legislative defect was 
"not onerous, but does reqmre that the Legislature consider the specific Issue and, at a mimmum, 
establish or reference Identifiable standards " 52 

c. Senate Btll X2 11 (2009) 
In response to the Sturgeon case, the Califorma Judges AssociatiOn, the Supenor Court of Los 
Angeles County, several judicial leaders, and the Administrative Office ofthe Courts worked 
together to propose legislation that would adequately prescnbe supplemental benefits This effort 
was consistent wtth discussions that the JUdicial branch had conducted with legislators before the 
Sturgeon case and was pursued so that the hundreds of supenor court JUdges who had accepted 
theu appomtments to the bench wtth an expectation of a compensation package that provides 
both state and supplemental benefits could contmue to receive the supplemental benefits, at least 
for the duration of their terms of office 53 Judges rely on the compensation package that was m 
place at the time they JOined the bench, and for many Judges that reliance mcludes county-
provided health benefits for family members, dissolutiOn decrees that mclude obligatiOns to 
contmue vanous benefits m place, and benefits that judges are unable to obtam elsewhere 

On February 15, 2009, the Legislature passed SBX2 11, and on February 20, 2009, Governor 
Schwarzenegger signed It mto law SBX2 11 preserves the status quo for existmg supplemental 
benefits by authonzmg counties and courts to provide such benefits to JUdges "on the same terms 
and conditions" as were m effect on July 1, 2008 SBX2 11 also allows counties to termmate 
benefits wtth 180 days' notice to the affected judges and the Administrative Director of the 
Courts Benefits cannot, however, be terrnmated before the end of the current term of office for a 
Judge SBX2 11 did not authonze any new benefits and was not mtended to be a global solutiOn, 

49 Jd at pp 639--640 
50 Jd at p 642 
51 Id at p 656 
52 ld at p 657 
53 Judges m some courts, concerned about the statutory authonty for thetr benefits, voted to end supplemental 
benefits before enactment ofSBX2 11 Iromcally, because SBX2 11 authonzes contmuattOn of benefits only as they 
extsted on July I, 2008, these JUdges are precluded from remstatmg the benefits they previOusly had recetved 
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It Simply preserves the status quo for an undefined penod And as previously noted, SB 11 also 
reqUires this report by the Judicial Council to mform the Legislature of the stateWide 
mconsistencies regardmg supplemental benefits, presumably as prelude to a comprehensive, 
long-term solution 

d. Supplemental Benefits After Senate B1ll X2 11 
Four developments have occurred smce SBX2 11 became law 

• The parties to the Sturgeon case filed cross-motiOns for summary Judgment based on the 
Impact of SBX2 11 After heanng these motiOns, the trial court held that SBX2 11 
adequately prescnbes compensation under article VI, sectiOn 19 of the Califorma 
Constitution and that the benefits paid to the Judges of the Supenor Court of Los Angeles 
County were, therefore, legally authonzed Judicial Watch filed a notice of appeal on 
September 28, 2009 

• Several county boards of supervisors have considered termmatmg benefits to the supenor 
court Judges m their counties To date, no county has acted to do so, mstead defemng 
further consideratiOn until the Legislature can review JUdicial benefits from a statewide 
perspective and develop a plan to address the mconsistencies that currently exist 

• Judges m a few courts have voted to waive the supplemental benefits provided to them by 
their courts 

• The Judicial Council on Apnl24, 2009, adopted Intenm Procedures for AdmimstratiOn 
of Court-Funded Supplemental Judicial Benefits to provide for further accountability and 
to enhance pubhc trust and confidence m the court system by regulatmg the supplemental 
benefits paid by courts and reqUirmg courts that provide such benefits to keep records and 
report practices 

In summary, unltke J udtctal salartes-whtch are now uruform stateWide and entirely state-
funded-the current status of supplemental JUdicial benefits IS more hke a patchwork qUilt, with 
a different history m each court SBX2 11 has stabilized the situatiOn, allowmg 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 retuement and nonretirement benefits Is not 
uniform stateWide, the current two-tiered system establishes disparities among Judges based on 
their dates of appomtment 
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a. Nonret~rement Benefits 
In addition to the retirement benefits discussed below, the state provides to JUdges basic 
nonretirement benefits that are s1rmlar to benefits provided to other state officials and state 
employees Thus, JUdges may partiCipate m health benefit plans, dental benefit plans, and a 
vision service plan, with the state paymg a part or all of the premiums as Is done for all other 
state employees The state also provides a $50,000 term life msurance policy, but only for those 
Judges part1c1patmg m 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 msurance and long-
term care msurance, but Judges must pay the full cost ofth1s benefit Until June 30, 2009, Judges 
located m rural counties, like state employees m rural counties, were able to participate m the 
Rural Health Care Eqmty Program under Government Code section 22877, that benefit was 
limited to officers of the California Highway Patrol m legislation enacted last year 54 

b Judlclal Ret~rement Systems 
In 1934, Cal1forma voters passed a constitutionalimtiative authonzmg a retirement benefit for 
Judges 55 In response, the Cal1forn1a Legislature established the Judges' Retirement System 
(JRS) m 1937 56 Under the newly established JRS, all Judges were automatically enrolled m the 
new pension system The benefit was funded With a state contribution of 2 5 percent of JUdicial 
salary and a 2 5 percent matchmg contribution by the Judge The retirement benefit allowance 
was equal to one-half the salary last received as a Judge 

In 1953, a senes ofleg1slative actions brought several changes, mcludmg tymgJudges' 
retirement benefits to salaries of current Judges holdmg the same office they last held and 
requmng the state to guarantee fundmg of the Judges' Retirement Fund and to appropnate the 
fundmg to fulfill pension commitments 57 Durmg the 1950s and 1960s, survivor and death 
benefits were added 58 

Despite the mcrease m benefits offered under JRS, state contnbut10ns to fund the retirement 
system were unchanged until 1962, when legislatiOn mcreased the 2 5 percent contributiOn rate 
to 4 percent for both the state's and the JUdges' portiOns 59 The Judges' Retirement Fund 
remamed viable until 1962, when the cash balance was no longer sufficient to cover the fund's 
nsmg cost obligations In 1964, payroll contributiOns were mcreased to offset the retirement 
system's groWing liabilities and the state's and Judges' retirement contributions doubled from 4 
percent to 8 percent 60 In 1972, the Legislature mandated that on or before January 1, 2002, JRS 
was to become fully funded and actuarially sound 61 

54 Assem BII14X 12, Stats 2009, ch 12, § 12 
55 Former Cal Const art VI,§ 26, repealed and substantively replaced on November 8, 1966, by current Cal Const 
art VI,§ 20 
56 Assem BII1353, Stats 1937, ch 770 
57 Assem BII1387, Stats 1953, ch 1592 
58 Survivor benefits, Sen BII1387,Stats 1957, ch 2065, §4, death benefits, Sen BII1770, Stats 1961, ch 2136 
59 Sen BIII33, Stats 1962, ch 62 
60 Sen Bill 88, Stats 1964, ch 144 
6I Former Gov Code,§ 75110, stats 1972, ch 538 

14 



In response to the fundmg Issues that had ansen wtth JRS, the Legislature established the Judges' 
Retirement System II (JRS II) m 1994 Thts created a two-tierd system Judges first appomted or 
elected on or after November 9, 1994, were to participate m JRS II, while any JUdge tmttally 
elected or appomted before that date remamed m JRS 62 JRS II offered alternative retirement 
benefits, namely a defined benefit plan or a monetary credtt plan The defined benefit plan 
provtdes a lifetime monthly benefit of up to 75 percent of final annual salary, the percentage 
bemg based on age at retirement and years of servtce Under thts plan, Judges are eligtble to 
retue when they reach age 65 wtth 20 years of servtce, or age 70 wtth 5 years of servtce 63 

Judges who do not qualify for the defined benefit plan participate m the monetary credit plan, 
whtch allows for a refund of member contnbut10ns as well as a portion of the employer 
contnbuttons, equaling 18 percent of salary, plus any mterest accrued 64 

Ltke JUdicial salanes, JUdicial retirement IS established and funded at the state level As wtth 
nonretirementjudtctal benefits, however, dtsparate treatment of judges remams so long as there 
are two separate JUdtctal retirement systems In addttion, as explamed below, the madequactes 
of JRS II present a stgmficant dtsmcenttve to attractmg and retatmng Judges 

Ill. Current Status of Judicial Benefits 

A Summary and Analys1s of Supplemental Benefit lncons1stenc1es 
Comprehensive mformat10n about supplemental benefits recetved by supenor court Judges m 
California was obtatned for thts report Appendix D provtdes detatled mformat10n that shows the 
supplemental benefits recetved by Judges m fiscal year 2007-2008, whtch IS the last full year 
before July 1, 2008, the date as ofwhtch SBX2 11 preserves the status quo of supplement 
benefits The data summanzed here does not mclude the 112 Justices of the Courts of Appeal and 
the Supreme Court because they do not recetve supplemental benefits 

A chart tllustratmg the current patchwork of supplemental benefits ts on page 18 Below ts a 
summary 

• There are 83 7 authonzed JUdgeships m the 11 supenor courts where supplemental 
benefits are provided by the county 

• There are 334 authonzed JUdgeships m the 16 supenor courts where supplemental 
benefits are provtded by the court 

• There are 292 authonzed Judgeships m the 8 supenor courts where supplemental benefits 
are provtded by the county and court 

62 Gov Code, § 75502 
63 Gov Code, § 75522 
64 Gov Code, § 75521 
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• There are 151 authonzed Judgeslups m the 23 supenor courts where no supplemental 
benefits are provtded 

Tins summary mformat10n ts deptcted m the chart below 
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• Number of Courts m Wh1ch Benefits Are 
Provided 

151 

8 

Court Benef1ts Both Court and County 
Benef1ts 

No Supplemental 
Benef1ts 

The above summary mcludes both the number of courts and the number of authonzed JUdgeships 
wttlnn each court because the number of JUdges m a court vartes greatly For example, the 
Supenor Court of Los Angeles County ts the largest court m our state system wtth 436 
authonzed Judgeships, while there are 15 supenor courts wtth only 2 authonzed Judgeshtps each 
Thus, the numbers of courts alone would not be representative of the number of Judges who 
recetve supplemental benefits Judges m the larger courts ( e g , the Supenor Courts of Alameda, 
Los Angeles, Orange, San Dtego, and Santa Clara Counties) recetve supplemental benefits, wlnle 
those m most of the smaller courts (e g, Alpme, Inyo, and San Beruto Counties) do not recetve 
supplemental benefits 

But the number of authonzed Judgeships m a court does not tell the complete story, etther Most 
stgruficantly, even m a court where supplemental benefits are provtded, not all judges wttlnn the 
court recetve, or are entitled to recetve, the same benefits or same level of benefits For example 
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• In one court, the county provtdes benefits only to those JUdges who were on the bench as 
of July 1, 1997, the date the state took on responstbthty for fundmg tnal court operations 
under the Lockyer-Isenberg Act 

• In another court, the county provtdes benefits only to those JUdges who were on the bench 
as of December 31, 2005 

• In yet another court, although all JUdges may recetve supplemental benefits, the county 
retmburses 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 recetved vary wtdely Among the supplemental benefits 
provtded to JUdges are medtcal benefits, dtsabthty and hfe msurance plans, deferred 
compensation plans, transportation benefits, and professiOnal allowances and stipends In 
some cases, a cash option ts avmlable m heu of the benefit 

• The cost of supplemental benefits, where they are provtded, also vanes wtdely Judges m 
some courts recetve benefits that cost as httle as $102 per year per Judge, whtle Judges m 
the Supenor Court of Los Angeles County recetve benefits of approximately $50,000 

• The variation m supplemental benefits and thetr nonexistence at many courts, mcludmg 
the appellate courts, results m other stgmficant compensatiOn dtfferences By way of 
example, the Legislature has spectfied a untform salary for all supenor court Judges 
statewtde and a salary for JUStices of the Courts of Appeal that ts higher than for Judges of 
the supenor courts Yet tfthe full value ofthe supplemental benefits ts mcluded m the 
overall compensatiOn patd to JUdges, there are counties m whtch supenor court Judges 
recetve 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 ofthe supenor court judges serve m courts where some form of 
supplemental benefits ts provtded, whtch demonstrates the Widespread acceptance of the 
need and appropnateness of provtdmg Judges wtth a better benefits package than that 
currently provtded by the state 

2 The vartance among supplemental benefits provtded to Judges m Caltforma ts the result 
of the mdtvtdual history of each court and county and ts not based on any rattonal or 
consistent statewtde plan or formula 
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3 The dispanty among JUdges can be sigmficant 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 mconsistent 
and, m some cases, result m JUStices of an appellate court receivmg lower compensatiOn 
than Judges of a tnal court m the same area 

The dispanty m JUdicial benefits IS simtlar to the dispanty m JUdicial salanes that the Senate 
Spectal Committee on Governmental Administration found troubling m the 1950s The 
Legislature's response to this meqmty was to adopt a more umform schedule of JUdicial salanes 
as proposed by the Judicial Council, and the Legislature contmued to move toward umformity 
and state fundmg m JUdictal salanes and retirement plans over the next 40 years The fundmg of 
supplemental benefits by counties IS mconsistent with this development and With the progress 
over the past 20 years toward state fundmg of most other tnal court expenses, mcludmg court 
operatiOns 65 and court facilities 66 

B. Summary and Analysis of .Judicial Retirement Systems 
JRS II, which applies to those JUdges who were first elected or appomted to office after 
November 9, 1994-and therefore, all current and future applicants for JUdicial positiOns-Is 
generally viewed as the smgle greatest Impediment to recrmtmg new JUdicial applicants from 
both the public and pnvate sector 

JRS II IS mconsistent wtth other pubhc employee retirement plans because It reqmres JUdges to 
be 65 years of age and, m the case of those JUdges under the age of 70, reqmres a mmimum of 20 
years of service before the JUdge can receive a defined retuement benefit 67 Because Judges enter 
the system at relatively htgh average age, JRS II IS an mflextble and unattractive retirement 
option for pubhc sector attorneys who are constdenng JUdicial office This IS best Illustrated by 
the followmg example 

A semor non-management deputy county counsel m San Dtego IS entitled to a retirement benefit 
formula of 3 percent at 60 years of age If that attorney was htred at age 28, then at age 60 he or 
she would be ehgtble for a defined retirement benefit equal to 96 percent of hts or her htghest 
annual salary (3% x 32 years) If that attorney mstead were appomted to the bench at age 50, he 
or she wQuld have to watt until age 70 to obtam 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 
contnbutton payment available under JRS II Thts result creates a clear dtsmcenttve for attorneys 
m the pubhc sector, where many JUdicial candidates come from, to serve on the bench 

65 Lockyer-Isenberg Act 
66 Tnal Court Facthttes Act of 2002 (Stats 2002, ch 249) 
67 Gov Code,§ 75522(a) 
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A similar example Illustrates the problem with attractmg attorneys from the pnvate sector The 
average age at which an attorney from the pnvate sector takes the bench IS 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 remam on the bench until age 70 m order to receive a defined retirement 
benefit Delaymg retirement until that age IS considered undesirable m both the public and 
pnvate sectors Thus, the current system presents a maJor tmpedtment to recrmtmg the qualified, 
dtverse JUdtctary needed to preserve an equal level of access to JUStice m California's courts 

IV. Next Steps 

The mconststenctes and deficiencies m the benefits packages offered to Judges m the State of 
California have an Impact on the state's abthty to contmue to attract and retam htgh-quality 
JUdges, who are necessary to mamtam a fatr and tmparttal JUdicial branch The ability of the state 
to diversify the bench to reflect the nch diversity of California's population also IS Impeded by 
the more robust compensation packages provided to public sector attorneys by local governments 
and to attorneys m the pnvate sector 

To provtde further assistance to the Legislature, the Judtctal Council wtll contmue to review the 
Impact of JUdtctal compensation, particularly wtth respect to JUdtctal benefits, on the recrUitment 
and retention of the JUdtctary Upon completion of thts work, the Judtctal Council wtll report Its 
findmgs and, tf appropnate, make recommendatiOns regardmg options for reformmg JUdtctal 
benefits m order to move toward a more consistent approach that would better attract and retam a 
highly qualified and dtverse JUdiciary These efforts are made at a particularly dtfficult time for 
the state from a fiscal perspective Nonetheless, California must plan for the long-term strength 
and vitality of Its JUdtctary so that the people of California contmue to have broad and equal 
access to htgh-quality JUStice throughout the state 
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SURVEY FINDINGS 

• Only two jurisdictions offered or proposed to offer county 
assumption of the employee contribution to the state Judqes 
Retirement System: San Dieqo and Riverside. Tbe former offered 
the benefit ($550~34 per month for Superior, $500.06 per month for 
Municipal) up until January 1 of this year. 

• 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: 
Humboldt: 
Los Angeles: 
Marin: 
Monterey: 

$550 
$960 
$7547 
$8406 
$3112 

Orange: 
San Bernardino: 
Ventura: 
Yolo 

$3500 
$960 
$420 
$3500 

While the number of counties offer~nq 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. 

• 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: 
Humboldt: 
Los Angeles: 
Marin: 

$550 
$960 
$6893 
$10,784 

Monterey: 
orange: 
sacramento: 
Ventura: 

$3112 
$3500 
$905 
$420 

The number of count~es offer~ng such benefits constitute 21% of 
the total served by Municipal Courts, but employ 54.7% of the 
state's Municipal Court judiciary. 

J 

• Thirty-three of the fifty-eiqht counties report offering life 
~nsurance to the Superior Court judges, who constitute 82.25% of 
the total super~or bench. Twenty-five of the thirty-eight 
Munic~pal Court counties report life insurance for tbe municipal 
bench, 54.7% of total judges. Others offer insurance as an option 
in a flexible package, not an independent benefit. 

• Expense reimbursement for travel, lbdging, and meals on business 
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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. 

• 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. 
46.4t of the state's Superior Court judges enjoy "cafeteria" 
benefits, as do 48.5t 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). 

• Liability insurance was reported by nine counties for their 
Superior courts, and by four counties,for their Municipal Courts. 
(lO.St of Superior court judges, 4.6t 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 l1ability insurance a 
personal benefit, thus explaining a failure to report. 

• 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). 

• Unique benefits were reported by Los Angeles County, offering an 
allowance of up to $600 annually for reimbursement of personal 
security expense, a 40l(k) plan for a county match of defe~red 
compensation up to $3774/$3446 annually, and an expense allowance 
for presid1ng judges of $900 annually. San Luis Obispo County 
reported a 11wellness11 benefit of $200 per year for physical, 
health club membership, dieting programs, and proqrams to quit 
smoking. 
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Survey Findings 

CONCLUSIONS 

• 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 benef1ts may be characterized as modest. 

• Data provided gives no evidence of any correlation between an 
expansion of benefits and judicial sign-off on state Trial Court 
Funding. Many jurisdictions spec1fy the existence of the1r 
benefits package prior to the initiation of State Trial Court 
Funding. Any evidence to the contrary is circumstantial, or 
anecdotal at best. 

• While there is a qeneral 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. In1 other count1es 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 dr1ven primarily by 
Southern California interests believing a supplement is necessary 
to ma1ntain 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 soot of the 
county per capita income, but only 4001 in san Francisco, and 
approximately sot of the median home price in Los Angeles but less 
than 40t in San Francisco. 

• Extens1on of benefits would appear to occur by virtue of regional 
"contagion", i.e., the institution of a benefit in one 
Jurisd1ct1on leads to a call for its 1nstitut1on 1n local 
neighbor1ng JUrisdictions. However, some 1nnovative 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 negot1ations 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 
oppos1tion and the potent1al legal problems that may occur if 
existing benefits were abolished. 
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survey Findings 

• Due to the concentration of the state•s total judiciary in urban 
jurisdictiofts with reasonably equal costs of living, and the 
relat~ve paucity of judges in lower-cost rural areas, a 
differential in compensation would not appear so cost-effective as 
to warrant the abandonment of the equal compensation principle. 

****** 

\ 

A-6 



J.PPt:NDD B 

~ JUDJC1AL COUNCil OP CALtFORNJ~ 
.ADM1JUS"Fm.TIVF OFFJCE OF T'FfF (. OURTS 

::;qs Mark~t Street, 30th Floo1 
~dn Fran~1scc, Callfnrnla ~~1~r 

rl1 STOR~t OF JfJDIC'IAL &ALAR; Ec:, 
AND BENE.F1TS IN CAL!.FORNIA 

Tn"" tn~ton <'f 1ttdJc1al s;;alane><:: an<i bere:fJtc; 1n CalJf<,.nJer I as 
h~en mi'\rh.ed by dramatlC r,hange; '!he abuhnq riln\"1fllc, 
h0we.er. b?s be~n the need to attract and r~ta~u C"mpat~rl 
1tldqe& s~ that the p~bl1r ~~ wPll selVPd 

Till'S report dH:.cusses ::.a:.-1 jeo; and lJenef_rs o:;e=oparatPl) ant'l 
1ncoroo1ates legal nplnJDn<:; on the aut~011ty nt tne L""~l~Jatul~ 
lll thoc:;:a at<aas 

Sal.u:·Jes 

Unt11 1&~..,2 c..-~l:l.f!'lrnJa's t::ountiE"S paJd 'tne full c:;aJat.Je~ c•t 
~upetJOr court JUdges From 1880 to £~27, the coc;t of ~upetl~r 
c-o~r t tud~e s~len.es ~~ere spl'tt hfty~f.:f";:y btc>t.wf:!en • h~ ~tnl e 
ana count1as.J../ 

~1r1ng th1s entlr~ perlod, the count1e~ o~1d &11 a~ the 
~~1<"n~os for the 1nfer1or: ,..ourt:s 'mun1c:pal, 1ust.J~e and, ~·n~,' 
anol1shed, county ane pcl1ce court-s) lP 1~2~ the Lea1statu1P 
b~gan tc. ::.>et fTIUnlc~pal court. 'HLtar1ec; br st:acute 21 

in ~,rtu?lJ} every ~as~. ~•lary 1n~reaser mad€ by l~alqJat:.~ 
ac-t 1qn '•><ll! 1eo dacisJons matle by A ,..ot n~\· 01>tar,.~ of 
o::nn•-'t,,-;or• BeC,\St=' lh•:: r,nn~t ,•t•~n:r"- pillO 1 h~ ~nl tlle"';, 1 11•' 
J\"'~1 •,lit 1 llt .. de!ctreod to thcqr 111r'lqtnt>t1t nf how lnuh 1np~. r;ht"lH1 
ht" t'IV rlo('tl""! ( 0 11 e(",...C'ti {ly t h~ t t1 f.,. ( } t' 1 t o lJ 1 , , ll !' !Ill" ' •It" I 

ll (al,fr-rnld Sendte E>ret.Jt\1 t•owm1.t":eo '~"' t~<.wE:>rmt~"'nral 
ArlrnJnlr..trc-llon, -~tudy ..,,, ,Tudtc.tcol 5::JJan.~.-;, f}qr;•, St.n!)•{ 
(a)tfnnna Le'll~lal..ur~, 1uo::.:>, p 0 .,..ah'£ J. ,p,;:jrh~·d ,, 
PP ~3-lr;, t>q.l'3 oreparec1 by ch~"> ':nlJf•~rruC~ 1ttcla ... F 
As-.:.ori.iit~or i'hlS ':db~"' '>h'•\-.S "JU~'~.:::..•~Il r:::tlrll,e'1 frnm f..L 
tluou•l p;o] 
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fees Wn'S to CC'\"er tne cos!: ,,;: ~heu CJf-<C>!tlt.lon, :.uc,l.udl ru; 
salar~e~ to JUdges dnd others wotKJng Lnere. 

In 1927, th-;! LeglSJ.ature tr1ed t.o eost.anll'=>h a new syc;t.ern fr;1 
sett1 ng super~'Jr court 1Ud<Je c;alar~eos F1 ve cateqot J Ni f (lf 
state contrLbut1ons were es~aol1shed, w1th count1es gtouped 
tnto classes by popuJat1on ~/ IP 1931, a un1~orrn slate 
ccml::lbut1.on o( $4,000 was estanlJsned. $4100'; l41-1S preo:;crl.~ea 
as the m1n1mum salary jt Mun1c1pal court JUda~~· s~lF!le, 
coPtlnued to be pal.C. wholly b}~ t..t1e c:ount1es, b1:1.t w~rE' &E't b7 
the LegLslature Success 1n obta1n~ng ra1ses depene~J enr1rely 
on th~ lower courts' relat1onsh1p w1th 1rs noatd ~f 
~uperv1sors, whose recomme-ndat:lOilS the Leatslabu~ f€"lr ot\l1oet.~ 
to follow D1spant1es set l.n by 1947 A 'lltltllC 1paJ courr 
1udqe mJ.Ctht earn anywhere fr':lm $7,500 tc $12,500 ~/ By 19.•(\, 
wtnle theo -state co.ntt 1.bm: ~on to supeq or rourt 1 uch c1.a 1 
sala11e-':l. reman1eo un1form, Lne f1ve s~psrat"e selar:r "-
C'la-s•nf~catlons had complete!.} .. btol<en down LC! '>0, onP tO'" ~n\1, 
countv ~/ 

The ,-ar1.at10n 1n mun1c~pal court JU<l1c:el salaiJec:; had re.ached 
the po1nt wnere a mun~c1pal court 7udge was pa~d $~,000 ln 
San~a Cruz and $15,000 1n Oahland _I 

Salar; 1ncreases for any of the fit.ate's tr1al C'ourt }udoes wet~ 
hard t0 C'Orne by, because c0unty board~ of supetvlsor& wer~ 
r~luC'tant to 1mpose new C'Osts on ~he1r count1es by sendlng 
salary ~n~rease resolut1ons up ~o the Leglslacure-
ral~tQl~la's trial court )udqe~ became markedly cndecpalQ, 
whethei. the weasure was &alari es pa1d in other ma1c>t stater;. 
the 1.ncome of CalJ.forn1a atto'!:"neys 1n pnvate prac~t-lce, the 
federal 1udl.c1ary, or s~ate and county execu~1ve br~nch 
offlclaJs 8/ 

Th1s fragmented S1tuat1or' became lDCteaslngly burden~ome fo1 
legl$lacor~ a~ well Dur1ng the 19~3 ~esslon, tne Leg1sl~ture 

Wfrfi requtred to c•mSlder ove-t .l60 b.:.ll-:. oropoc::,nq .u.,..reac;~r;; lt' 

3/ Rtat• 1127, ~hs 341 and 348 

4/ Stats 19'31, ch 276 S~e Table 1, a~~ach~d ~= p 1~ 

Q/ Se~ G~v Code § 28022 et seq 

7 l9S5 Study, p~ 1? and Lq 

at {d at pp 15-18 
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JUdlClal salar1eR 
wethod for f1x1ng 

The need for adoptJng a falJ and otdPrly 
!Ud'JeS • salar 1es hat'l be~ orne acu{.e.ly dt•PO.H:t.t 

In 19~2, if' Senate- Spec1al cc,mrcnttee on Go,re-nmental 
A~mln1strat1on reported on 1UdJC1al salarle~-~/ ~mong J~r 
f1nd1~q~ were t~ese· 

• 

• 

• 

The e:1o~t1ng system r.es~.Alted lH JUOH'la1 r>olorP·~ lnot 
~ere not 1n keep1ng ~1th Judge~ LP sta~es w_t~ 
~omparat.le popu~at.lO"n'ii and eCI")NJm'tec;, ncv w1t11 r'thet 
Cal~fo~r.~a offJClals, not w:th tne 1nc0mes of th~ 
attorneys trom who'3e ranks JUdges mu~t be recru• • ,.:•d 

• 
The e.x:J.stJng coum.y-by-count..y system produced oios-.s 
Inequ1t1es, detracted from the Jndepenaence of tn~ 
co~rt~. and wasted the Leg1slature's t~me 

{ 

Salary 1ncrAases had nol been mdde un the sound ortn 
Clples on wh1ch salary ad1ustmentc:; norn.ally ar~ made 

rroper respec~ for and conflden~e 1n the courls 1c:; 
essent1al to o~l" form of government. 

f''"lnnt-y oo"ornmc:onts wE=> if> pay1 ng a d1sor'JD01 tHmate 
share of Jud1c1al salar1es, a::: we>ll a'> pay1ug all t-he 
other cost~ of trlal court~ 

1'hE> spec1aJ comm1ttee made four recommendatJonc. 

l JudJclal salar:es <;hould be> 1ncreased to prov1de eq~1ty 
among JUdges and should .oe c0tnparc.ble w1th ather publ1,.. 
offlc~r~ and JUdges 1n comparable states 

2 Jud1c1aJ 'Salar1es should be establ.1shed 011 a c;r.atewH:Je 
bdsLS under a formula d1st1ngu1~h1ng betwPen LPe var10~5 
levels of courts The ::1uper1ar ana ihun:r.c1pal cou1 ts shoult1 
be dlVLded lnt0 ~hree ~las~es eacn on the cas1s of cnunly 
population Salary d1fierent1als &h0uld oq made o~tw•cn 
the dlrferent classes All JUd1c1al salar1es sh0uld o• 
cC'nt1ngent on that. prov1ded f>n tne ':'hJ ef Just1c~ 

Co~nly cont=tbut:ons to supert0r ccur~ 1UdlcJal ~alar,~~ 
"'hould b!:' f.lx<ed, but ad1usted ar'C'Otn:tnq -u the tllif'E' 
elF-sse~ of super1or cflnrts 

q1 1..allfc:r•1~ Sf'•lnt'? Spec..1a I...'Omtnlt+-•~ rJJI f.n·•e!nment::oJ 
Adrnlni<;tlatlOtL •...)tudy <'n JlldlClCil ctnlaner," r~?·~ .;tudy~ 
C:allfolnHl Le;nc.lature, 1~5.3. p ;:, 

<, 
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4 C..our.t: revenues shot...ld contuwe to be 1.he 'S"~\trct? of 
mun1c~pal coutt JUdlc1a:i. S{t}ar1es, bbfote l,.ne r-e""·enuer. ~H. 
dJs~rlbuted to th~ c1t1es ~/ 

Th~ salary range proposed by the spec1al ~omm1ttee wo~ 
$25,000 per year for the Ch1ef Ju~~1re to $14,500 fnL 
munlClpal <"ou;:-t Judges 1n sMall populat1cn couut1es -:::'h 1 E 
would represent an 1ncr~ase fro~ the ~X1St1nq ':J,SOO tD 
$11,000 range 

The tecommended ref~rms were largely en~cted ln 19~5 ll/ 
~alar1es wete pegged tc thRi 0f th~ Ch1ef Just1ce, bu~ the 
ptoposed a~ounts were reduceo by $1000 

The salar~es for munlclp?l court JUdges were st1ll to b~ pa1d 
by the count1es, OU't of the money produced by mun1C1paJ court 
revenues (fees, f1nes, forfe!tures) and from ~he ~ounty sal\r• 
or gen~ral =und 

Us1nq th1s struct~re, salar~ ad]ustment5 were made by the 
Leq1~lature ~n 1960 and J961 

AOJu§tments ~nd 1ndex1ng 

ln ]<164, the State Bar of Cdll.forn1a publlshr:.>d a spe(lal 1epon 
n~1.~tl1ng now Califarnla Judicl.al ~alatles nad ~teadlly 
d•-nndled ovet 20 years HI compatl.son w1 th those of ot.her publlc 
offlclals, JUdges 1~ comparable JULlSQ~CtJons 1n other stntes 
and successful pr1vate pract1t~oner~ ~1 F~t exa~pl~, tD 1~61, 
the salary of a supreme court JU~ttce w~s Jess than that of 
county counsel, the dist ~"'let attorney, and the- shen ff 111 LN. 
Angeles C'ounty Los Angeles Supertor Court JUdges tra1len 
pro~at10r of£1cers, the publ~c defendet, the ch1ef as~1stant 
county counsel, tne chlef deputr d1str1ct at~orn~y, thP 
undershen.!:f, _ ti'E> publlc adnnn1strat.or, t:.he county clE-rK e~.nc. 
the marshall ll/ Thl s 2mba lance created a concert'! about lhe> 
~ontJnulng quaJ1ty of JUdlclary 

~t ~s no secret tnat many success~ui lawyerr 
who are> wor~~Y of jud~c~al off1ce have 
el1m1nated themsel~en from conslde>ra:Lon 1~ 

~~ StatG 1953, ch 206-

.,U/ State Bar of C'al:t:'orn1:;, S..R..~J...aJ. ~.Qo:::_~ (ret l9ft4) l 

J..J ' l.d.. a t" 2 
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faHnes-; to the1r ferm.l.es, !..hey ~..~ol'ld ;o' 
ac:ept the loss of earn~nqs en~a:led ~ 4 

A ~econd cons1derat 10n was at play 1n 1964. Botfl th~ t udJ cuP; 
n.n:d the Leg1s] at.u:re were w-eary of the reqular apn€'ai at,("E''S t.h~"" 
the JUdges were req~1red to ma~e to reques~ salary ad1u~tmeD4~ 
:hi) sub::;tan~lal amount of 1egislat1ve t.JmE' consumed nnd t.n~ 
publl= rercept1on 0! the proc~s& 

Tc address these cons1dPrat1ons, the Leq1slature adjusted 
1Udl Cl al sal ar1e~~ upwar.n, us1nq the 195 5 structure, and 1.ndex:~C 
JUdtct~l salar1e~ to the percentage r1~e 1n th~ pe1 ~ap1ta 
1ncorne 11' Call:!:ornlc:l P.ut.omatl'.! Cld"JUStments wer~ l<.1 occur 
eve1y four years, beg1nn1ng 1n 1968 ~/ ln add1~1on, the 
three-t1ered ~ystem gave ~ay ~n lQ66 to un1.for~ state~1de 
srtlarH•s fC'r supe>l.l.O! court 1udqe~ at $25r000 and rnunlCJpa1 
C'Ourt 1udg-:.s at ~2'3 000 Bet:ween the adoptlon or ":h~ per 
cap1ta 1ncome lnC'rease 1ndex and 1ts f1rsi app~1cat1on ln l 06A1 
a period of substaPtlal pru~per1ty and 1nflat1on Jn ~alLfurn.~ 
Iesulted 1n a JUd1c1al s~lary Jncrea~e exceed1ng 70 oerc~nt. 
-\~a result, -:he LegJsla:.ur~, 1n 1969, changed t.h~ meas•ue fen 
1ncreases t0 the Cal1fornta Consumer Pt1~e !nd~x AdlU~tmentE 
wete to be made anuually, rat:her than every four years ~Q/ 
When tnflat1on 1ncreas~d ~harply 1n tne 70 s. the Leg1slatu1e 
made iurther sub~tanl1al chanqe~ 1n the formu1at1on of :u~lCJ~l 
t;tllOrl.C:C 

Icno leg1slat1onli/ ~roze sc.larle'5 fvr 18 mont.h'5 and l1m1.•ed 
c:ubsequent annual J.ncreases to f1ve perce'lt Tne net effect. 
~a~ a 22-month 1nterval hetween the September 1, 1976, 
otllustmeut and the next ra1se on July 1, 1978 

In 19.,9, tl)e Callforn1a Consumer Pr1.ce lndex was rep~aced by 
th~ percenta~e salary u1c1 en.se granted to state> employees 
qener~lly ~8 The f1ve per~er.t cap rema1ned 1n efLect unt1l 11 
was remo'led ~n 1981 ~/ 

J. .. !V (~Ov ,......,de § ~JB20~, 
1 (I ~ 4 , '::.P J d if 

161 Stats 1969, ch 1~07 

J...BI Statos !Ci 7 9, ch. l(ll8, § 1 
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Q.l~y 

Th~ 1976 leg1s!at1o~ was challenged by a ri~~beJ of JUdges 1n 
Ql~ v Cory I (1980) 17 Cal 3d 532 The ~dl1forn1c Sunrem~ 
Court held ~hat the t1ve percent l1m1tat10n on annual ~al~-y 
1ncreases was a~ 1mpermtss1ble 1mpa1rment of vested con~ra~tua; 
119hLs for JUdges dur:ng any term 0t u~exp1Led Lerm of d 
predeces~or, ~nder t~e contra~t clauses 0f the federal dnJ 
Cijl~forn1a const1tut1ons 

A JUdge e~ter1ng off1ce 1s deemed to do so 
1~ cons1derat10n of--at lea,t 1n part--
salary oenef1ts then offered by ~he state 
for that off1ce If salnry benef1ts are 
dlmlnlRheo by the Leq~slature dur1ng a 
JUdge· s termt or dun nq the ~nexpued ter-n 
of a predecessor Judqe, the JUdge ~s 
nevertheless ent1tled tn lhe con~ra~teu-for­
beneflts aur1ng ~he rema1nder of sucn 
term £0/ 

The s1t.uatJon war:: compl1cated by the pac;;<>age of o Nove-mber 1980 
ballot measure that amended the Callfornla ConstltU~lOn, 1n 
response to QJ~ v CQ~, to g~ve the Leg~slature power to 
alter at any t1me tne formula used to calculate the a~nual 
1ncrelise .lP JlJO:tcl.~l sal;;n.g~ Tu Q1r;on " [or;:v II (1982) 134 
Cal App 3d 85, a Court of Appeal held that the cou~t: tuti onal 
amendment could not chanqe the formula for 1~creas1ng JUdqe~· 
&alatles durJng the1r current ~erms, because or tne same 
const1tut1ona1ly protected contractual r1qhts aopl1ed by the 
Supreme Court 1n ~ v Co;y I 

The result of t:nese ena~twents and declslons ~a~ the c-eat!?n 
of ~hree ~alary gr~ups for some Judqes on the sa~e ~ourcs, 
depend1n9 on the salary law 1n e(fec~ when the1r ter~s began 
The d1ffer~nces have disappeared as ~he11 term~ exp1red 

Count1ec;; had ~ont1nued to pay ~he ~n~1re q~]~Il~~ of munJ~1pa' 
coutr 1udgec: By lc.r85, a C'OT"lb'ln&tll:>n of c-ounty budget 
dlffJ.crtltH"~, a snortaae of JUdJ.c~al off1cercs, and '::h(:' 
l.1E>UtSlPlux:e s d-es1te to r:<~t:tonalJ.ze the court ~ttuctur<:? a0'1 
harmC1n~ze re.~. at1ons w1th lhe count: es led to a c.or~sensus ':.h·~~ 
mnR'. funding fnr Call.forn~a'f': t11al cnur'.:S. shot.lc'i come fr0n1 1 n~ 
'5t'ate 

Leg.tslatJon v1as p?ssed rerour::1ng m!.l.nlc::.pnl courl-gc:>nerate-! 
revenues to the state 1n exchBl\ge for n~w JUdg~~hlpS and ~ c0rP 

-- -- --. -~--
201 77 Cal 1d a~ S39 
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0£ state money La opE:Hdt.e tne tual.c..cu.LlE, n1c.Judl"'Q fnr•do, f:'r1 
salar1es 

The statutes passeJ in l985'uid not oecome ope1at1ve u~t:l 
1988, uPder the 3rown-Presley Tnal Court Fund1.ng Act .£ll 
Count1es were to ~ece1ve a bl~ck grant fo: each 1Ud1c1al 
ot!tc-er's p-oslllO'l, rrcll!d1ng thoc;e 'Jf munJCJ.Pal c...,urt 1Uc1qE:-'5 
.:Jnd comml o::;~ioner::; Hencef ortf> I C'Otmt 1 es wet e tc. 1' .... ., ...... 1 )e f 1 xnfl 
dollar contn.but1.on,.. to tne <s:alanes of each mum c1pal co\t.·t 
JUdqe, orA the same scale and l.n lhe same amount.s as: t.he1 
ptovlded toward the sala!Ie~ of super1or cou1t 1udg~s ~ 1 

Ju•tJ~e court JUdges became JUdqes of courls ~f rerord ~n 
.Januaty 1, 1989, fuJlowJng the aprrovn.J of cun.:)tJtPtHmal 
amendment~ 1n ProposltJon 94 ~t rhe Novemu~r 1988 el~ct1.ot Tn 
the leg1.sht1on adJuStJ ng t.he Ge>"e:::nment Code tv conf<.'r'Tl w1tr> 
Lhl~ n~w status, che state mandated that each JUSlJce couit 
JUdge be pa1d proport1onately co rnun1C1pal c~urt 1bQoe&l 1 e 
TP.C"e1v1ng whatevet percentage of mun1c1pal court JUdge'f:> sa1a1) 
was equal to the percentaqe of full trme tnat tne1r tust1ce 
court was rated Count1es were removed from contrnl of the 
halar1es of ;ust1ce court judges Just1oe c~urt 1udg~s were 
1ncludeo 1:n the !rtal Court Funchnq block grant calcu1iif"lonc:. 
for eacp county ~~ 

~ft~r July 1, 1Q90, ell new and mo~t current JU~ll~e cnurt 
)udges begaP full- tl.Ine employment by the s':ate, 111 ~xc-ha.•1g~ tw 
lhe full saJary of a mun1c1pal coun: 1udgc-

Benefl.ts 

A. RE'1TREMENT BENEFITS 

1\.n Hllt1at1.ve conr:.tlttJt1.onal amendm~nt 1n 1934 provv1eu for a 
rea'9onaole JUdl.Cl.al retJremeht. a.Llowconce for aqe ot 
dJsab1l1cy A Slml.!a= prov1s1on appears 1n the current 
C"onstltlltlor, arttcJe VI. M:sct1on 20, whJch <:i'.:u-t:.ec:: tnat "Th~ 
Legislature shall prov1de for ret~rement ~1tb reason~bl~ 
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allowance, of }Udges o: courts of reco!:'O for aqe and 
chsabl.llt:y .. 

lfndP..r t-he> !934 amendmPnt, Hl 1937, rhe t,eg1s1ature E?>stabl:JC>he~ 
~he Judges· Ret1rement Sy~:ero 2~/ hll JUdges of court~ of 
record were req~tred to be roemb~rs of ~ne syst~m, and a 
~ontr~but~on of 2-1/2 percent of salary was req~:re>d by eac~ 
JUdge ~~tn a matc~1no con~rlDU~lon br the state 1h~ -~, 
contr1..but.Ion rates were l.J'CI.E~aseo to 4 percent ::.n ltl62..::;>, c:lnd 
to 8 percent 1n !964 ~~/ 

"'J I The present Judge~· Ret7rement Law was ~nact~d Ln 1Q~1~ ', and 
eonta1ned ~ prov1s1on~ regultlng 7he Le>glsla~ute to 1nclude 
1n th-e State Budget l\ct each year .. such <>ums d~ may be 
necet:.c..a r:r le> make ti"e Jud.ges · i-<etJ rement Fund fully st.tff' 1.c .~-ert 
to pay i'lll of t:h"" oblJoallons c-f thE:- fund whHIJ 'lf.l!J b~:>con•e 
payabte dun.ng the ensu1.ug t1scal yec-:: ", 

tlntll 1953, :he> pensJons provu.led tor 1udges were calcul~tecl on 
th~ bas1s of the salary ~ast rece1ved by the Judge oefor~ 
ret1rement (a so-called "f1xed" tnr~ula) w1th no benel1ts fox 
~urv1~1ng spouses In l9S3, the benef1ts were changeo tP 
calculate the pen&~on on the basLs of ~Pe salary pa1d at t:he> 
b.me> eachaayment became due (a so-called "fluc:-tuat1nq" 
forMula) 1 Benef1cs for surv1v1ng s~ouses were fLrst 
prov1ih:oo on i'l llmJt~d bas1s 1n 1957 3_Q.l 

The benef1to::. prov1.ded by the orlglnal Judges• Ret1remE>n: Law 
en~cted 1q 1q37 w~te meage1 [)Urtng ~he fltst 1; yei'l"~ f~w 
1udges retl!e>d The Retlremenl:.. Fund built up a balance (,'f 
$2,34S 044 as of 2une 30, 1960 

ln the tate 19~0'f, the~e was cons1derablQ puhl1c sen~1men• for 
~ett1ng a co~pul~ory ret1rem~nt age t~r JU~ge~ The Holbroo~ 
Rurvey publlsheo ~n 1957 showed 't'hn~ lC percent' of JUdqes HI 
Los Anqele~ were over 70 years of aqe uno 5 por~enL were 0~ei 
75 

------
Zil Stats 19~7. en 771 

2_5.1 St.ats ltl62, en 62 

~.6.1 nt:ats 1964, en l41,! 

';G/ Stats l9t;.3' ch 206 

261 (.:r,.r ~OdE> s '75107 

l')l :!~tats ltt:-1, c..::h 706 

.li)l 5tC\tS JCI'I)i, ch ,065 

310/TO tv' 
!1.07 

A-14 



A cons~ttut1onal amen1ment ~o compel ~~tlremen~ a: ag~ iO w?~ 
tnt=oduced 1n 1957, nul wee not ~nacted Tne l9~9 ueglslatuLe 
dpp~oached the problem by creat1nq a flnanc!al 1ncent1ve tot 
1udae~ to re~1re before aqe 70 Sec:1on 7~075 ~a~ enacted, 
prov1d1nq !nr 1ncreased opnef1ts for ~udge~ r~l1r1ng before aq~ 
70, dnd ior the1r sur¥1v1ng spouses 1hiS sect1on also 
prOvlded that a JUdge or. the oench or tn~ eftecllve date 
(S&p~emoer 18, 1q3~) woul~ be e11g1ble fOL the oenef1ls 
accorded t.:here1r 1 ~ he n::. she ret1 rerS v.rllhln f, ve yeaz·s 
~hereafter, regardless of age 

The 1ncrease 1n benet1ts was sub~tantl~l and ha~ dramallc 
erfect A Judge ret1:1no under the 1937 act co~ln rec~~ve d 
ma~1mu~ of 50 percent of t~e salary of the offtce. w1t~ no 
benefrt::; payable to the "3UP...1'1:lna spouse, o: +he JUdgE:-> crwld 
~le~t t0 recerv~ d much smaller sum 1n the rorrr of a 101nt 
annu1 ty t-Ilth tht? spouse P. Judge qua hfyl nq under secb.on 
7~ry7~ recetved 55 UL 7~ percent of the &aJar} of the 0ffJre L~1 
l1fe, wJlh ~he SUivlV1nq ~pouse recc1v1nq 32-1'2 percent Ul 
J7-l12 percent of the salary of the off1ce IP order not ro 
lo~e theqe benef1ts, almost all Judges over age 7 0 ret~re~ 
bef~re S~ptember 18, 1964 On June 30, JQ?9, ~nly 43 JUdges 
ana ll Wl dows were on reb rement rolls By Jux•e 30, 196c;_, 
there were 161 JUdges and 57 w1dows 

Mos~ of those who were added to ~h~ r":ltlrernent. rolJe duJJng lne 
1Q59-J964 per1od had made extremely small coPtr1but1on~ tn tho 
Ret, rem.eont. Fund 1n relat1on to the ne'ltl benef 1 tc.; conferred by 
sect1on 75075 In qome l.nstancf:!s, the r-aywent:s recenv~d l n th~ 
r11st year of rettrement amounted to more that the JUdge's 
tot.a 1 pc:~:yments 1nt.o the fund As noted above, the Legu.l ature 
1ncreasee th~ contrl.out1on rat~ from 2-1/7 percent to 4 p~rcent 
1n 196!, ana Jncreased 1t aga~n t.o b per~ent 1n 1964 
Notw.tthstanc1ng th1s ~ncrE>ase u· t..he cC'nrr1butl.ou rate, the new 
and unfunded obl~gat1ons created by the 1959 Lncenc1'e act 
qu~~kly aepleted the balance accumulated ovet tne preced1nq 1/ 
yP<i't'S 

In 1°o9, at the .c.;u99E'St:~on of ':he '5taf:- t')f the fieni'lt~ C0mmlt 1 e"' 
on Gnv~rnMen~a1 Ef(tclency, the L~q~slature ePdCted &~atu~e~ 
HlCreaslnq rhe f1l1nq fee tnr cormnenc:~g a "~Jvll i1Ctl'Ht by $r 
J n tht> Supertor Court and $1 u1 lhe M.tm ("'l pal Court:3_.!.t ~ t-he 
1ncr~?se to be paJd rnto lhe Jt1dge5' Retlrement ~und Tho5e 
ne'"' st-,:~!:ute.:;. t>thich were enat"'ted a-Fter t.h~ ;..eq.lsla':t•re had 
i"lrei"dy mad~ a spec .. al :o~pptopr"J..allor to the tu11d for tnat 
fJ.srdl yeat, rest\! ted 1.n ~ temporar) casn <::urph•s 1rr +"hE:' t1 nn 
1n 1970 H:cwever, Ul the Budcret Acto: 1970 the l,egtslatute 
withdrew $4~0,000 of ~hat surplu~ fro~ the Judge~· Re·1remenl 
ruud :hld t.raf'sferred l.t Lo ~he General f·•nd to h~lp balanr e tn~ 

3J o;ro j 
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::>t?l"e budqet for t:ne succeeduH;t vear Sl::)Ce ':h€'r1, n.nm .. C~l 
auqmentattons 1n tncrdas1n~ amounts hd~e be~n requ1r~d nn~ mad~ 
by U'le Legtslatu:e under sect1on 7S107 

ln 1972, the r.eg-c:.!at.ure enaC'ted Governmen-;: Code se<:"'t:>on 
7~109 ~. wh1ch requ11ed th~ ~tate Confr0ll~r ln make 
rec..ormrn?ndat.lons !or f1nanc1ng tne ~1udges' Pet:1rement La·..; Tne 
Conlroller contracted w1th A~tuaual Syc;tems, In~ n: San Jos"' 
to petfor~ the fJrst accuar1al analysl~ of ~h~ JudgPc;' 
R~L1rem~nt &ystem 

The actuary reco~~ended the re~entlO~ of the s~Plu~ory 
contr1bU'!:1on rates for :;udge'5 and the stat.<:! (8 percE>I't earh) 
and t11e C0'1tl nueC. paymenl uf t 1ll ng feec:; 1:.0 t.ne func'i, ~nrl 
turthe<r TE'commended tht~t thf!> s.tate pay an aclth+Jonal Jl 6 
percE-nt of the memoe-re.h1p pay1oll f.ro'lll the fJscal y~ar 1n;c: tr' 
,January L 2002 

The St~t~ Contr0 1 ler, under sectLOll 7SJOQ 5, •ocmallr 
re~ommended that ~he state'& contr1but1Qn b~ 1n~tea~ea ~0 10 h 
percent oeg1nn1nq July l, 1a74 Th1s and a Sl~Jlar 1°77 
recommendatloll '~~<E're not acceute<i 

The present rat1 renent l==1..rs penal ure ;:tudge~ Wh<' w1:::h t"J serve> 
the publ1c courts on ess1gnmcnt Elght percenl ot an assLqnad 
JUdge's ea1n1ngs must be cont.t"!.buted to tf'\e Judg-es• Rc>tuen\eut 
t;ystern, even t:nouqn the 1udge may have oald 1n 'the ma.x.1.mur. 
amount wh1~e on act1ve serv1ce Furtne~, fro~ th~ q~ oerc~nt 

rerna1n1ng, the amount 0: thg_t11dqe's retirement allowance 
{pen&l.Onl rnusl be deduct~d V Nox.rnally, t:hJc JS 71 pcrr::cn+- ni' 
n s1ttJng JUdge's ~ala~y Tne end 1esult 1~ that ~ rec1rect 
suoetlOt courc JUdge who Lelurns on ass1gnment. Lo the supe.1o~ 
coutt- earns inst $46 a day, bef(lr~ taxe~ ConsE>guentl), 
ret1red JUdqes J.n<:reaslng.t.y hav~ been ;'ltt::-actesc to ::n;'-at'e 
1udg1ng, leav1ng the publ!c -:;y~t~m w1thou': e "it.tfflc:~en•. tmmbcL 
of ret1red JUdges t0 accept as~1gnmen~s when ther~ LS ~ vacanc) 
~t the court, wne~ ~egul~r Judges are 1ll, on vacat~or ot 
at-tend1nq edl!C'&t"lonal programfl., nr ""hen chanqe·J of v-enue 
reau_re ass:iqned Judges to hac..!< up th.e court rec..elVll"Hl I h~ c..as"" 

H OTHER STATE BENEFITS 

lH adc:htJ,On to retl.!:etnem. Nl:nef:i~s, the st-ate nac lilaoe 
medtcaJ4..J/ and denta!li1 olahs ::tval ::.able to _tuogc~ Jn thn 
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case of munJ.clpal co.at 1udqas, tne cnuntJ.es rruc;t pay dlb 
pretmums foi t.he st~t.e pJans Counoec; m;:;y ctfer t1;te1r own 
plans dS altetnatlYes 

(' 

C CotmTY BEl!tEFITS 

Hlc;rorically, some count1e~ n~ve pr~~1ded a number ~= benef1r' 
to Jwlges +-0 m;:untr<ln al 1E>a["l e> se-nlJJanct., t...: t->yurtl:..t:t w11::'1-} 
county e.x.e.-.utl ve.; and other courty empJ oyees Jn Uto&P 
count1.es, JUdJ.Cla.l beneflts c1re t.1ed 1n kJ.llO and extent ~c­
those of county execut1~es 

County l'{;:'ne(rts 111a:r 1nclude l'ealth, de>PtCil, and vl~l0'1 ct~re 
plans, llfe and ll.a.Olllty '..nsurance, profess1unal duee., 
deferred compensatJ.~n, automoo1le allowances, chJ.ld care 
re~mbursement and med1cal care reLmbursement for costs no, 
c<Jvered by med1..ca 1 plans Some CO\..I.nt l E"'' ha,.e afforded other 
benef 1 ts, 1nclud1 nq nnrnbursement of J udqeo:s' cm,t.r~but 1 on~. rn 
t~e Judges Ret1rement Sy~tem Of ~curse, the exLsc~nc£ an~ 
exT~nt of these benef:::.ts vary from county to c0unty.~2/ 

There htl~ been an nngo1ng debat~ ahout t.hi:- author1 ty t')f the 
~0urtJe& 1o prov1de these beneflls To a lalge extent the 
dtscu~s1on has centered on art1cle Vl, section lq or the 
Cal~forn1o. C..on~tlt.J.tlon, wh1.ch ptov1des that thE' l.e-gl.slat:ute 
Shi"ll p•eSC'!""l.be GOtnpenS?t.'lOr f0r JU09e~ Of rf'lll1T~ 'lf q:•r-ntrl 
c-m.l wheth-er "colllp~nsctl.or.· :::.s l1m1ted to ~elar1e~. le-av1nq '-nP 
c0unt1es [tee to ptovlde oenef1ts 36/ 

In recent years, some count1es h.a•te had b1 J ls 1nlroduced ~u 
onta1n leg1slat1ve JUthor1~ar1on f0t ~pec1.f1ed benef1ts l 1 

C"'oncetn over benef1ts anses fTOTII the m1xed source of fund,ng 
fr"Jr Jndges wt1ch creat.E'? cc;,r,ft...SlOil as to • ne::.r c-la&Sl.TJC'6t.;0:.1 
as couuly or 5tate off1ceholders 

2~1 See Table 3, ~~~acned a~ pp 17-20 TP:~ 'nfornal sur'Pl 
•a~ compLled by ~he Caltf0rn:a Judaes Assoc1at~on Jn 1999 
and d099 not purport t~ be ver1f1ed, off1c1al, or complP ~ 

.t.c.: F'n r conf l1ct1ng VJPws ~oncernu1o Leg l.'S lal1 "'i:! aut.ho r 1 t y O'd:P 
1udqeF>' <:>alanes and benef1t.s c;e-e t.h.e ~ianucory r:, J9Ru 
OPllllon nf Le~r:::.slat1ve t.:"ounc.,ol and tn'E' Ncv"3mber 11'J, lQSB, 
<.lPlnlOt\ <.'f r.oo:: Angelos Coun"':y Couns.:-1 The>~<- ('op.tn,ons R:f-' 
~•tach~d dl or 21-10 

371 -:::!de f('I. example, St:;;t~ :'l~C. <h 11-:. (-.,~11 IJ; ... OrJ (~O'tnt•r} 
~e-ncote RJ 11 6"'" ot lQf!Q (R.1• et•.Hl~ tou··~.,\ '-"•d ll<:....,"-'mh.r 
B!ll •'1:\lC• of ltlC}(l (Uti:l!lCJ"· ~"'nu11tyl 

HO/i'(' 
/ 

A-17 



Count1es have pa1d only a sna:e of super~or c0u=t s~lar~es and 
1 '"he rei orE:> bave a! torde:d super 1 or court Judqec; only e Fr o.c-t ll''n 
of the 'Salary-based benefJ ts provlC'led tv miJ.nlClpal coutl 
judqes The benef1 ts of munlClPA 1 court. JUdge:::: have S'ltferpc, 
from conflLct1ng op1n1ons on county 4e~sus state 
respons1b111ty ~ounty con~riuut1ons for mun1c1pal court 
1udoes actually have lessened under Tr1al Court. Pund1ng, as 
tho~e cuntr1but1on& have oeen nlaced on che same tnre&-c~teq~r, 
schedule a~ that for supsrlot court JUdges' ~aJar~es Th~re 1s 
l1tt1e l.l.nlform~t) of benef1ts from co~nt} to county Instead, 
~ pAt~hwork has resulteo that 1s 1ncons1stent w1tP pr1nc1pte~ 
of unJ tornn t.y l.T' tne treatment of state court J udCJes 
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Year 

:~05 

19:5 :st 
1.5 

S.\J>.FJ:::S OF CALIF:R.~IP. J'~l.'CE.S ~!'-:S 190:. 
l Co:Jt:.la_:to"'l ::.n progress.) 

K.m:l.c1pal &lper:1Dr Appeal SJpreme 

7,Q(X) 8,()('1) 

6,0Xl lO,OXt 
c,CXXJ 

2.25 5t000 
2.5 6,0CO 
2 75 5,000 

;.927 1.5 
2 .. 5 

1929 1.5 
2.5 

1931 1.5 

1933 1.5 
2.5 

19:9 1.5 
2.5 
2. 7; 

1~~ 

19~1 1.5 

1943 1.5 
2.5 

19l.5 1. 5 
2.5 
2.75 
5t"' 

19 ... 7 1 5 
2.~ 

2.75 
5th 

6,000 3,CXJC'- lO,CX)O 
610::0 9,000 

7,'!i)C 
7,500 

7,500 4,000-

E.sro (C~<er Gav. 's veto) 
6,500 

7, S<Xi 
7.:00 
7,5:::0 

lO,OJO 

7,500 

&,SCX) 12,000 
8,500 { Lcng, Bea:.h S7 .500) 

10,000 (L.A.) 
10,CXXl 
8,500 

lO,CX:X 

12,500 
12. s:.c 
12,5CC 
12, SQ...') 

13,0J0 

CB,SDO l.n another c:.ty o: 

7 ,ooo-
15,000 

TABLE J 

~ 
'2...(?-
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11,000 

13,000 

14,000 

5:.h class) 

C.J. 

sam.e 

same 

12,CXX) 

lb,CAX) 

15tCXX) 



Yea:r ~1C'Jpel Supe:n.or Appeal Su?remc C.J. 

1~3 $15i00J $16,(0) Sl7,CXXJ 

19~9 .:. .. s 13,500 7,CXXl-
') . 
- ::> 13,500 15,CX:C 
:,75 13,500 
5th 13.5X> 

1951 L A. lS,CXXJ 13,500 18,C.OO 19,(X)O 20~500 
i..ow 7,200 (Placer, Sa'! Joaqw.n) 

12.0C() 
( ~ste. I:r:;.m..ty) 

13~750 
(Santa Cruz, Solaro) 

15,000 
{San Be:-,a:-amo, Santa Barbara) 

16,750 
{.AJ..ameoa, Los Angeles , San D:..ego, San Franc1.sco) 

to..· 10,250 

1953 s.cx:;c- 10,250- 19,000 2.1,000 21 fsoo 
15,CXX) 16,750 

1955 ;,.:, .. 15,000-- 21,500 23,000 24.cro 
13,500 lE ,OCX) 

h::.e.h 
16, SCKl 

1 o- ~ ~ .::n:: l3,5CX)- lS,c:x:>o- 21,500 23,000 24,000 
16, SOX\ 18,()C() 

1957 13,500- l5,CX>O- 21.500 23.000 24,000 
16,500 lB,CXXJ 

1959 13,5:>0- 15;000- 21,~ 23,000 24.0XJ 
16,500 1a.ooc, 

1960 '!.6,o::>o- 1s.ooc- 2li,OX: 26,(00 2S,CX>O 
18,0C0 20,0):) 

1061 16,800- 1s. m- 2.5 .20C• 27.300 2S,400 
18,900 21,000 

1°f.3 l6,80C- 18,90( 25,20C ~i,300 29,400 
1&,900 21 ,C\"'0 

].Ott;.: 
t 

~.:,!XI(\ 52.5 ,00~· S3:.,().')C s~:,coo S34 .coo 
I 
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' 
Fl.SCal 
Year fobl::u:l.pal Sopen.or Appeal Supreme C • .J. 

1967 23,0CXi 25,@ 30,0CC 32,000 34,000 

1968 23,000 25,0:>0 30,CXX) 32,000 34,r:t:X:. 

1 c:."' 
- .1\o. ~ 26.126 30,572 36,E&i 39,132 41,57~ 

1970 29.270 3:,816 35,:79 LO, 724 43,26° 

19il 30,72 ... :!3 1 l..07 40,076 4.!.,747 "5,41& 

1972 32,273 35,030 42,097 44,90: 47,708 
\ 1973 .33' 48: 36,393 L.3,672 46,583 49,493 

197-. 34,605 '37,615 45~139 4E',ll.7 51 ,155 

1975 37,09.5 40,312 48,389 51.615 54,841 

1976 '1!,677 45,299 54 ~361 57,985 6~,609 

1977 45.235 49.166 59.002 62.935 66.869 
\ 

1978 £.5,235 49,166 59,002 62,935 66\869 

19""'13 47 ,LI97 51,624 61.952 66,082 70,212 

1950 49,872 s.. ,205 65,050 69,3So 73,723 

19&:. 52,366 59,68o 68,303 72,855 77,409 

1982 57' 776 63,2t7 72,401 77~226 82,054 

1953 57,776 63,267 72,40~ 77,226 82.,054 

198.!. t.:i., 2L3 67 063 76,745~ 8::.es6::'J 85,800 

1ass 6t>,449 72.,163 83~26C- ss,ene 93,140 

1986 7C.B88 Ti,62"' 85,830 9L,751 99,362 

193'7 74. '-.32 31,505 93.~72 99,Lifl~ 104,330 I 

1°&5 74,1..'J2 s: \SC5 93,272 99,489 l(lq ,33C 

..l.'l!:-9 B"' .c;.. 92~: ).! 

199-:! 8tq !5' 9.:.,.3-.l. J07.~6~ :15,161 12.0 f 7t.t .• 

l99: 90,6&{.' 9t1,2Q'; 113,632 12:!. '2{"7 l:i ,_0 1 

a:? .... I 
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Year 

1880 

1927 300.000 olus 
lOO,c:x:o-299:999 

25,000-99y999 
S,(XX)..-24,999 

Less than 5.000 

1931 

19!.5 

1947 

1951 

1955 

1989 

Group I 

Group II 
Croup riT 
Grou::> I 
Group II 
Grouo ::n 

5:-at.e Contr::Lbut'l.on to 
Supen.or Co~ sala:-.l: 

S4,CXXJ 
3,500 
3,000 
2.t500 
2,000 

4r000: 

so: 
44% 
50% 

46-60% 
45-69% 
44-67: 

44-100!! 

5. 750: 38-82: 

i ,500; 45-737. 

All~ 1ess $9.500 
po by councy 
All, ~ess S7 ,500 
.Ul. less S5 ,500 

All, ~ess $9, 500 
AJ..-:.., less $7 ,500 
All, ~ess ss .sao 

l'J..BLE 2 

A-22 

To I'I'.Jr~J..c.J.?el 
court salary 

-0-

-0-
-0-

All. less SQ,SOO 
All, less Si • 50:) 
All, less SS, 500 

[Under ~r::Lal ct. func::Lng} 
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FOREWORD 
One of the problems which has confronted the Legislature at each 

sessiOn m the past has been the salary adJustments for the JUdicial 
branch of government 

Unhke the executiVe branch, the JUdiciary has been prov1ded for 
Individually county by county This has led to the development of what, 
m effect, may be called 58 separate classes of supenor courts 

In the report herem contamed, the committee, after careful consid· 
eratwn of the problem presents a formula for salaries of JUdges of the 
variOus courts of record of the State which w!ll establish a more eqm-
table and less confusmg basis for salary scheduleb m the future 

The committee IS gratefu] to c~.nd acknov. ledges the splendid coopera-
tion and assistance given It by the JudiCial Council and the Conference 
of Cahforn1a Judges wh1ch have worked With the committee m devel-
opmg the formula presented m this report 

The committee pmtwularly acknowledger, the efforts of the Hon Ben 
V Curler, Judge of the Supellor Court of Lassen County and Prebi· 
dent of the Conferen<•e of Cabforma Judges 1953-:54, the Ron Arthur 
C Shepard, J udg_e of the SuJ?eriOr Court of Fresno County and 
President of the Conference of Cahforma Judges 1954-55, the Hon 
Albert G Wollenberg, Judge of the Superior Court of San Francisco 
C1ty and County and VICe President of the Conference of Cahforma 
Judges, and the members of the Legislative Committee of the Con-
ference of Cahforma Judges who are· Hon Paul Peek, Justice of the 
Appellate Court, Third D1str1ct, Chairman, the Hon Ralph E Hoyt, 
Judge of the Superior Court of Alameda County, VICe Chatrman, the 
Hon Joseph W VIckers, Judge of the Superior Court of Los Angeles 
County, VIce Chairman, the Hon Walter J F,ourt, Super1or Court, 
Ventura County, the Hon Charles J l\IcGoldrlCk, Supenor Court, 
Sonoma County, the lion L N Turrentme, Super1or Court, San D1ego 
County, the Ron Strother P W c~.lton, Superior Court, Fresno County, 
the Hon C Harold Caulfield, MumCipal Court, San Franmbco, the 
Hon Edward J Smith, MumCipal Court, Oakland, the Hon Gilbert 
B Perry, MumClpal Court, \Vatsonv1lle, the Hon Cecil E Edgar, 
MumCipal Court, Fresno, the Hon Clarke E Stephens, Mummpal 
Court, Los Angeles, the Hon Fred B Wood, Ji,1rst Appellate District, 
San Francisco, the Hon Murray Draper, Superior Court, San Mateo 
County, the Ron Be1 tram D Jane~. Sup<"riOr Court, Plumas Count;)' , 
and the Hon Lilburn G1bson, ME>ndouno County 

( 3) 
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CHAPTER I 

A FORMULA FOR JUDICIAL SALARIES 
The JUdicial branch of government IS established as an uidependent 

part of our Repubhc In Cahforma the appellate courts are state courts 
and the respons1b1bty £01 their support rests solE-ly w1th the State 

The trial courts of general JUrt~d1ct10n, termed superiOr courts, are 
cons1dered state com ts but s.re estabhc;hed "m and for the county" 
under the State's poht1cal subdiVISIOn systPm Bemg state court~, the 
State has the final responstbihty for their support Under the present 
sybtem local county govE'rnments share m l,he support of these courts 
masmuch as they are established m accordance '\\'Ith the State's pohcy 
of perm1ttmg as much local autonomy as 1s pract1cal 

At the pre-sent thE' State contnbutes a fixed share toward the salaries 
of the mdividual Judge& of the super1or courts and the counties are 
reqmred to pay the balances accotdmg to the salaue-s ebtabhshed by the 
Legislature 

Th(> trial courts of lnmted JUrisdictiOn (mummpal courts) are es-
tablished m JUdiCial d1str1cts w1thm county boundaries These courts 
are not consideied state comts and the finanCial respous1bibty for 
their support falls upon the local govE-rnments who are the recipients 
of the revenues of this latter <"lass of courts But the pohcy has also 
been long established that the Legislature shall determme the compensa-
tiOn of the JUdges 

In practice this has meant that to gam legislative consideratiOn for 
salary mcreac;es the JUdges must prevail upon their local supervisors to 
approve these mcreases masmuch as It w1ll be the county which must 
ra1se the money to meet the costs of sa1d Increases 

In pr~nc~ple thts procedttre tmpatrs the tndependence of the JUd'tc'tal 
branch of go11ernment 

In actuality 1t has resulted m a salary schedule for superiOr courts 
and muniCipal courts detcrmmcd by poht1eal expediency on the local 
level with resultmg mequahtles between counties and between JUdiCial 
districts 

The need for adoptmg a fmr and ord<.>1ly method for fixmg JUdges' 
salai 1es became acutely apparent durmg the 1953 Sess1on when the 
Legislature had before It over 160 bills propo~mg salary mcreases, each 
of wh1ch called for separate consideratiOn and action Establishment of 
salaries m th1s manner Is extremely wasteful of the time of the legis-
lators sm<'e such bills c.an only be conc:ndered m the final days after 
the passage of the budget bill, hence proper cons1derat10n cannot ,be 
given to so many measures and meqmt1es result 

The present sala1y structure reflects no pattern whiCh can be JUStdied 
by any recogniZed standards There are m fact as many classificatiOns 
for superior court salaries as there are counties 

Yet, the duties of the superior court, Its functiOns and responsibl11t1es 
are the same and by and large, takmg mto consideratiOn the human 
elements, the work loads of the mdividual JUdges are comparable 

The accepted prmc1ple for determmmg salaries of the various offiCials 
w1thm the pohtlcal subdlvl&lous of the State 1s that of populatiOn Th1s 

( ff) 
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6 STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 

' standard, while not an abholut<' evaluatiOn, doec:; provide a rE>ac:;onable 
mdex for the relcttlve work loadc., and one whH•h, over the long period 
has P,<'nerally p1 oven a fair average meac.urement 

In 1 ev1ewmg the JUdiCial salarie<; a:;; th<'y relatt> to the superwr 
courts, 1t was <'Vldent that the differences m work loads were not as 
great as would be mdiCated by thP p1 er,rnt "Ide dispatagements m 
sJ.larie<; 

That bemg true, the proolem wa.;; •mnply that of determmmg to what 
degree the d1fferencec; are pre<:;ent The committee IS 1eluctant to con-
clude that m actual1ty thC'rE' are (hfferencl."c., dependent upon popula-
tiOn, between the variOU'3 supe110r com t functions, work loads and re-
sponsiblhtles But It docs recogmze that ftom a ~tandpomt ot economiCS 
there are chffE'rences both In the abihty of thf' local go' e1 nmeuts to 
pay and m the coste:; of l1vmg ac; th('y afft:>ct the mdi vi<luals whose 
salarle& are bemg conc;;tdcred 

It ~ac;, therefore, the df'<'ISion of the comm11tf'(l, upon the rt:>com-
mendatiOn of the comm1ttee appomtE>d b\· the Conftsrf?m'<' of CaliJorma 
Judg-t.'<:. and the Judicial Counetl, to estabbr,h three clas<:.>cs of super1or 
courts ba'3cd solely upon populatiOn 

The effect of tlm fm nwla then would be to t educe the pre~cnt 58 
clar;s~ficatwm to 3 

rrbe dJfficulty of dtawmg 'the hnf>q for the thrf'f? dn 1<;;1011"> proposed 
wac; apparent from thr outr.,pt No matter at what pomt the divJsion m 
class would be proposed there would be counties left out whose popula-
twm clre elo<.,e enout!h to the dlvH.lmg lm<> to raise qu<'c;bons a~ to the 
sound nebs of the deCJI)lOB The committee, thercf01 e, accepted the 
rcc0mmendatwns of the Jud•('•a.l ConPcll and the> rC'prec;;entahv(>S of the 
Conference of Cahforma ~Tudge-; which called for c;eparat10ns as 
follows 

Clac:;c; 1 
Cla~s 2 
Cla'3s 3 

Counber., with popnlatwn<:.> of 250,000 and over 
Count1e~ w1th populatwuc;; of 40,000 and ovt>r 
Count1es below 407000 

The committee rccogmzcs that flUCh a da">'31ficatlm1 IS arb1trary 
But ~t tl1 lesr; arb~hary than the p1e~ent s1tuatwn whereby thme are 
58 clar;r;~ficah.om It lc:l believed that as a practiCal matt<'r It I~ the most 
smtable solutwn fot the p1esent which can be achJE•\ed 

In makmg effective th1C> formula It wac; r('cogmzed tl1at the tnal 
com t &alaries should be related to the appellate courtc; 

Tlw appel1a.tc courts have traditiOnally been a<'cordE'd a position of 
~~~~~~~~!a~~;fh~n p~~:t?:ed~rafh~~;t~~;;ct;~ w1th 1espcct to the co~n-

The cornuuttee accepted th1s traditiOnal rank of the appellate courts 
m devclopmg 1ts formula For both practical and E'conomiCal reacsom., 
as well as more studied reasons gomg to the matter of presumed 
quahrymg expertence for JUStices of thr appe1late com ts and thE> 
work thereof, the committee has arrived at a formula which prov1des for 
statutory separatiOns m the compensatiOn of the appellate and tr1al 
courts 

Thf' formula thus developed lfl shown m Table 1 The salary of the 
Chief JustiCe becomes the controllmg factor and all others recctve the 
salary of the Chtef Justice less the .unounts mdicatcd by Table 1 
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STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 7 

TABLE 1 
PROPOSED FORMULA SALARY DIFFERENTIALS 

Ch1cf Ju~:olJce -------------- ______ ------------------ ------------$0,000 
Asso( mte Just1ces, Supreme Court_ _________ ------ ------------------$1,000 less 
Pr<>s1dmg J ust1ces, Appellate Court_ ________ ------------------------$2,000 less 
Ju<.t1ces, Appellate Court_ _______________ -------------------- _______ $2,~)()0 less 
~upPriOr Court, Class L- ____ -------------------------------------$6,000 less 
Sup('rJOr Court, Class 2--------------------------------------------$7,500 less 
Superwr Court, Class J--------------------------------------------$9,000 less 

The curreut salat 1ec; for the JUStices o± the appellate courts are 
'Sho" 11 m Table 1-A 

The number of ~uper10r JUdges m each of the 58 counties and their 
c·ur rent RalarH•s arc shown m Table'3 2, 2-A, and 2-B 

TABLE J A 
CURRENT SALARIES OF THE APPELLATE COURTS 

Chtt>f Jut;tlct>, Sup1emP Court --------- --------------------- ---------$21,500 
.\.ssou'ttt Just!(£<., Suprc>mc> Oom t ------------------------------------ 21,000 
Prc'>IC1mg Justu•t 'l, DJ<.trwt C'om t~ of Appe..tL __ ------------------------ 19,500 
'\~osou1te J u!ol!Ct's, Dt<,trJlt Courts of App!.aL ___ --------------------- __ 19,000 

TABLF 2 
CLASS I SUPERIOR COURTS 1950 1951, No of 

No Oou11ly populahon sa lanes JUdges 
1 Los Angell•s _ __ ------ _____ --- ------------- 4,151,687 $16,750 80 
2 S'ln l'r'lnCt'lto _ _ __ ------------------------ _ 775,3::>7 16,750 22 
3 ~\.lamcch ___ . -------------- ·--------- ------ 740,315 16,750 14 
4 S.tn Dt<go _____ ------------------- 5:16,808 16,750 8 
j Contr'l Co!:tla ___ ------------------ ---------- 298,984 lr:i,560 5 
fJ R mt.1 Cl.un ------------- ------- ___ ------- _ 290 ::>47 15,560 7 
7 S 1'1 BPrnnrrlmo _____ ------- ------- ___ ----- 281,642 15,560 5 
8 }\Jcr,tmc>nto ___ ------------------------------- 277,140 16,7:>0 6 
9 !<'l<.''>DO __ ----- ---- _ • _ ------- ------- ----- 276,515 15,000 6 

TABLE 2 A 
CLASS II SUPERIOR COURTS 1950 1951, No of 

Xo Co1111ty populatton salar~es Judges 
10 San l\l.1teo __ --------------------------------- 23'l,6:'l9 $15,'560 4 
11 K~·rn _ ---- __ -------- ------------ -- --- __ 228,.~00 15,000 5 
12 Oumge __ _ ______ ------- ------------ ___ 216,224 15,000 5 
1!~ f'l1n }(),H]tlln __ _ ___ ------ __ _ 200,7fi0 13,'100 4 
H Rncr•m1P ------------------------- 170,046 14,500 4 
15 'L'uhre ____ -------------- ----------------- 119,264 14,230 3 
16 ~Ionterev ----------------------------------- 130,49~ 15,000 2 
17 Ht.mt<,hus __ ---- ________ --------- ------- __ 127,231 15,000 3 
18 Y<'ntur'l --------- ------------- __ --------- 114,647 1::>,000 2 
Jt) Roluno _______ ----------------------------- 101,8J3 15,000 2 
20 ~onomn ------------------- -------- ____ ----- 103,405 15,000 3 
21 Santa BatbatJ. ------------------------------- 98,220 15,000 2 
22 lhrm _ ----------------------- _________ ,___ 85,619 15,000 2 
2d 1Icr<ed ____ ---- ----- ------- _____ ------ ___ 69,780 13,500 2 
24 Hnmholdt ----------------------------------- 69,241 13,750 2 
2li Sn1ata Ctu& ------------------------------- __ 60,534 15,000 1 
26 nutte ___ ----------------------- ------------ 64,9ao 13,?00 2 
27 Imperull ___ _ ___________ ---- ___ ------ _ 62,975 14,000 2 
~8 San I,uu, Obl!.PO-- --------------------------- 51,417 15,000 1 
29 Kmgs ------- __ ----------------------------- 46,708 13,750 1 
30 Napa --------------------------------------- 46,603 15,000 1 
31 Placet ----------------------------- ___ ----- 41,649 1'5,000 1 
J2 l\lt>nclO<'lDO -------------------------- -------- 40,8')1 15,560 2 
.33 Yolo ---------------------------------------- 40,G40 13,750 1 
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TABLE 2 B 
CLASS Ill SUPERIOR COURTS 1930 

No Oo1mty !lOpulatwn 

34 Shasta ------------------ ------------------ 36,413 
35 Madera ------------------------------------- 36,964 
36 Stsktyou ------------------------------------ 30,733 
37 Rutter _ ----- ___ ----- -------------------- 26,239 
38 Yuba ----------------------------- ---------- 24,420 
89 Nevada -------------------------- ------------ 19,888 
40 Tt'hama. ------------------------------------- 19,270 
41 Lassen -------------------------------------- 18,474 
42 El Dorado __ ----------------------- --------- 16,207 
43 Glenn ------- -------------------------------- 15,448 
44- San Bent to ---------------------------------- 14,370 
45 Plumn'! __ ----------------------------------- 13,519 
46 'l'uolumne ---------------- __ --------------- 12,584 
47 lnyo ----- _ ------ ------------------------- 11,658 
48 Colm.a ----------------------- -------------- ll,6nl 
49 Lal~e ---------------------------------------- 11,481 
50 Cahneras ------------------------------------ 9 002 
51 Modoc -------------------------------------- 9,678 52 Amador ___ ____ _______ ____ _ _ _ ____ ------- 9,151 
53 Del Norte __ --------- __ ---------------------- 8,078 
54 Mnrtposc1 -------- --------------------------- 5,145 
55 Trm1ty ----------------------------------- ___ 5,087 
:50 Sterra ----------------------- --------------- 2,410 
57 1\-Iono _ ___ _ -------- _______ -------------- 2,115 
:i8 Alpme ------------ ------------------------- 241 

195~ 
8alar-ae8 
$12.000 
13500 
11,750 
]3,500 
13,500 
11,527 
11,'527 
11,527 
11,527 
11,527 
10,250 
11,527 
11,527 
10,250 
11,527 
13,000 
11,:527 
11,000 
11,527 
11,527 
11,527 
12,000 
10,000 
10,250 
10,000 

No of 
1udgea 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

In developmg the formula It was recogmzed by the committee that 
under the pt escnt method the entire coc;t for salary mcrea~es which 
might be ptoposed under the formula would fall upon the counties, for, 
as noted, the State prov1des a fixed contributiOn toward each Judge's 
Aalary of $7,500 and th<' rrc;;pP<'tlvr countlec; pay the baJances But, If 
the State IS to dec1de the amount of salary to be paid, the State should 
then be hablc for the fl.ucttlabons m costs which result from Its actiOns 

Furth(•r, If It 1<, the obJective to mamtam the JUdictal branch of gov-
ernment sepu1ate and mdependent of the other branches, the State 
should make all reasonable provu.wns to assure this mdependence 

As a practical consideratiOn, the countieb have m the past vmced 
demands for mcrcases by the State m 1tc; contnbut10n toward the sal-
aries These demands <'an be expected to be contmued and eventually 
attamed ' 

U the TJe~nc,tature c,hould m the future determme, that there Is mer1t 
m the county governments' requests for rehef m their costs for JUdges' 
salaries and acted merely to mcrease the State I':> share from the present 
$7,500 to $10,000, wh1ch waf> thP most recent proposal of the counties, 
thr1e would be no a!:.surancE' that th1s money would result m salary 
mcreasec; for the JUdgeb Yet the cost to the State of provtdmg this 
rehef would be m exC'ess of $500,000 Furthe1more, merely mcreasmg 
the Statr '::. C'ontnbutwn would not correct the present meqmtable Sltua-
twn wherem each JUdge Is paid accordmg to the county government's 
recommendat10nc:~ 

The committee, therefore, has considered the advantages of revers-
mg the present method of financmg the JUdiCial salaries and provrdmg 
that the counties shall pay a fixed amount and the State contribute the 
balances 
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Com~Istent w1th the formula developed for &alarles, 1t Is proposed 
that the rat£>~ for fixed c>ontr1butwns by the counhe~ be also e~tabhshed 
m three cla~se~ pa1allel to the divic;lons propo.:;ed for the salary schedule 

The rates ot cont11but10n are bhownm Table 3 as follov.b 

TABLE 3 
FIXED COUNTY CONTRIBUTIONS IN THREE GROUPS 

Ra11gc t.ncrca'c 
P1 a posed ot.er present 

lllfHifl I ( 11 IIlli III u ...,_ 1<1.! Jlldgt>..,) ___ ------- __ ----- 'j.lO,OOO !j. l,iOU to ~Till 
( l'otnll 1 t11111 m f"t 2"i0,000) 

(,uiiiJl J ( ~ ~ lllll•ltt .. .,-ill JU<Igt''-J ------------------- H,OOO !.!,000 to h() 
( l'otl•tl,t I wn 01 t>r 4(1,()()0) 

Or UIIJI J ( ~..J: (()\lllt\('<.-24 Jllllge-.) ------------------- (\,()()() .~.100 to OCI 

In propoE.mg th1~ method of financmg supellor court salan~s 1t 
should be pomted out that m the pa!)t the amounts of contributionb of 
the State and the com1 tieb towards JUd~es' salar1e~ has vaned from 
tune to tnne 

Under the system v. h1ch prevailed up to 1872 the county govern-
ment<:. pa1d the entire salarieb 

F1om 1880 to 1927 the 'alatu.·~ "\\ere c:;hated equally bE'twe<.'n the 
State and the countlCs 

In 1927 thete wa'3 cc;tabhshed a schcdul~ of fixed contnbut10nc; to be 
madE' by thC' StatE' Tluc; srht>dnle wac; d1v1ded mto five cla~c;es based on 
county populatwnc; 

In 1 9:n thu, '"a" C'hauged to a umform fixed contribution by the 
State \vhlCh \"\-a<:i estabh~hed at $4,000 In 1945 thi::, contribution was 
raised to &,5,000 'fh1., wa., •ncreased two years later to $5,750 and m 
19;)1 1t \\d'i l.u<;,ed to *7,300 

Hic:.toncally, then there 1'3 the pt ecedent for contnbutiOn<; to be 
b,lc;ed upon county r<mk by populatiOn a.nd rla&c; And m actuality, 
F.Im e 1927, the copntH'<i have been reqmrcd to <>ontnbute f:.hghtly more 
than oiu•-half of thE' co&t~ of the salar1ec;; even though they at one time 
en JOy e<l a titty-fifty 13har mg of tho':!e co'3ts 

'rhe formula proposed thCiefor<" takeq recogmtwn or the precedents 
e~tabhE-hed and prov1des that f01 the Immediate future the large coun-
tlel3 w1ll pay .;,lightly m01 e than 30 percent of the sc:1.lai y costs while the 
E.mall€'1 countlC'., Vi Ill benefit by the State'.:; p1ckmg up the larget por-
tion or the ~ahti y co<;t<:~ Eventualljo a.:; salaries are adJusted upwardc; 
111 ac(ordMll'e w1th hvmg-eo-;t adva.nces wh1<>h may be anticipated, the 
State w1ll m all mc:;tancec; pay thE' larger portion of the salanes 'rhe 
committee doec; not feel th1<:1 to be unrea<Jonab1e ma~much as these are 

1 a<'tll<llly stat(l com t& ThE' rountte~ would contmue to pay aU of the other 
costs InCident to the superwr courts. and those costs, which have never 
been ~hared m by the State, contmne to rl'~e along w1th the salane& of 
thP JUdge':! 

The propobal to fix the amount of the county contributions has the 
nnmed1ate advantage to the count1es of removmg them from bemg 
t=mbJeeteil to fluctuatmg co<;ts whl<'h are control1ed by the Legt&lature 
It offer& th0 ad\antage to the State of addmg to the mdcpendence of 
the Jlldiudl bran('h of government by removmg the Judges from the 
pt escn t control cxe1 CI"ied by local govf:'rnmen ts over the1r salanes 
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It has the add1t1onal advantage to the counties of removing them 
from the s1tuatlon whereby the determmatlon of one county that 
JUdges' salaries should be mcreased sets off a state-Wide movement for 
JUd1c1al salary mcreases m all other counties 

It has the further advantage to the State of permtttmg the establiSh-
ment of a formula whereby JUdges' salary mcreases can m the future 
be determmed accordmg to the factors which are used m detenmmng 
the salaries of those m other branches of State Government If hvmg 
costs mcrease, salary adJustments are made m accordance with the per-
centages md1cated by the mcreac;es m costs of hvmg 

No longer Will the I;egislature be confronted w1th JUdicial salary 
proposals on an mdtvidual county's request This method has resulted 
m a disruption of the salary structure for the entire JUdicJary 

In estabhshmg the classifications of courts, based upon county popu-
lation, It was recogmzed that a method of determmmg population other 
than the decenmal census must be provided 1f the salary formula IS to 
operate without Imposmg a hardship upon various courts whose coun-
ties may experience considerable growth between such census Present 
law prov1des one method whereby a speCial census could be taken ThiS, 
however, would plac~ the superior court m an untenable positiOn of 
havmg the county undergo the expense of such a census for the sole 
purpose of determmmg the salaries of a few IndiVIduals 

1 Precedent for a better method IS found m Section 11005 of the Reve-
nue and Taxat10n Code and Section 233345 of the Government Code 
Both of these sectiOns provide a method whereby the number of reg-
Istered voters at a general election 1s multiplied by a factor thereby 
g1vmg an offiCial population estimate upon which entitlements, fixed to 
populations, are made 

In the Revenue and Taxation Code provision, the factor lS '' 3,,' and 
upon this determmatlon the State Controller IS provided the basis for 
gasoline tax revenue apportiOnments In the Government Code provi-
SIOns, the factor of '' 21'' IS used m determmmg the population of new 
countieCJ 

In exammmg these factors It was the opm10n of the committee that 
a sounder one, for the purposes of this act, would be that of '' registra-
tiOn times 2 , ' In studymg the accuracy of this factor, appbed to 
recent registrations, It was found that It would provide a fair and 
reasonable method of determmmg population on the basiS of compari-
son to actual registratiOns and actual populations m recent years 

In apphcat10n to tht> JUdiCial salary formula pr(lsently proposed th1g 
defimt10n of populatiOn would chan~e the status of San Mateo and 
Orange CountH•q from Class 2 to Clal3s 1 and would move Shasta 
County from Clasq 3 to Clags 2 

The formula would drop Kmgs County from Class 2 to Class 3 
However, the formula IS only apphed m those s1tuat10ns where the 
county rank would be 1mproved One can antiCipate general electiOns 
where cand1dates for prmctpal offices may run unopposed This would 
result m a hght vote at such an election To apply a population formula 
to the detriment of a county and m d1rect confuct w1th the actual census 
population figures would be exceedmgly unfa1r 
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The use of the propo.,ed population formula factor IS reflected in 
Tablec; 4, 4-A, and 4-B which show the comparisons between the 1950 
cen~us figures and the formula populatiOns 

TABLE 4 
COMPARISON OF PRESENT COUNTY RANK WITH COUNTY RANK UNDER FORMULA 

Class 1 
County by present 1950 

ra-nk populafiO)J 
1 Lo'> Angeh•s ____ _ _ _ 4,1:31,687 
2 San Franc1r.co _ ---- _ _ 77j,~57 

.Alameda ------------- 740,315 
S.m D1ego ----------- 556,808 
Contlft Costa --------- 298,984 
S.mta Clata ---------- 200 547 
~ m Bcmardmo ------- 281,642 
~OC'I'lmcnto --------- 277,140 

3 
4 
5 
G 
7 
8 
9 Freo;no -------------- 276,515 

County bv Formula 
formula ra11l., populattt:m 
1 Los Angeles ---------- 4,943,628 
2 Alnmt>dn ------------- 849,192 
3 San F1nUCISCO -------- 803,800 
4 Snn D1ego ----------- 651,806 
5 Santa Clara ---------- 344,204 
6 Ran Mat('O ----------- 319,834 
7 Conha Costa --------- 317,334 
8 Snn Bernnrdmo ------- 308,766 
9 S-tciamPnto ---------- 305,370 

10 Fre&no -------------- 264,222 
11 Orange -------------- 2")U,822 

TABLE 4A 
COMPARISON OF PRESENT COUNTY RANK WITH COUNTY RANK UNDER FORMULA 

Class 2 
Oo~tnty by p1 esent 1950 

uml' popttlat 'on 
10 San ::U..tteo ----------- 235,659 
11 Kon ------- ------- 228,309 
J2 01.mge __ ----- ----- 210,224 
13 ~.m Jonqum _ 200,750 
11 Rn ers1de __ ----------- 170,046 
][i r.rul.uc - -- -- - ] 19,264 
16 1\l<•ntetf.>) _ ____ __ _ _ ta0,498 
17 Htamslnus _ _ --- -- 127,2J1 
18 YC'ntm.l -------- --- 114,647 
H.l Solano --------- -- _ 104,8J~ 
20 Souornn _____ --------- 103,405 
21 S mta ll'ld>'lr'l ------- 98,220 
22 l\Inrm __ --------- -- 85,619 
23 1\Ic•rced -------------- 09,780 
24 Ilumbohlt ---- ------- 69,241 
2:i Fl'lnta Cruz _ -------- G&,5.H 
26 lluttc ------ __ ----- _ 64,930 
27 lmtl<'lllll ------------ 62,975 
28 S.m Luu. Ob1spo ------ 51,417 
2<j Kmgs ------- _ ------- 46,768 
30 N,lpa --------------- 46,603 
31 Pl'lcer ------ __ ------ 41,649 
32 J\fen(}o(lno __ -------- 40,8:>4 
d.-: Yolo ----------- ----- 40,640 

Oounty by Formula 
formula 1 ank populatzon 
12 Kern ___ ------------- 198,626 
J3 S.m J oaqum ------- _ __ l 81,150 
14 Rn ersu1l" --------- __ 178 'l14 
1;:i St.nuslaus ----------- 119,714 
10 Tul.:tte --------------- 117,434 
l'i Ronom.1 ___ ----------- 115,1b2 
18 Monterey -------- ___ 109,174 
19 Ventura ------------- 100,702 
20 S.mta B.ubor.:t --- _ _ ___ 105,078 
21 Snl."tuo --------------- 100,338 
2.l Marm ___ ------------ 94,558 
23 Snnt.l Cruz __ ------ _ 76,720 
21 Humboldt ----- ------ 7&,778 
2.) Butte -------------- __ 07,858 
20 s.m LUIS Obispo ------ 01,692 
27 Merced -------------- 58,992 
28 ~apa ---------------- 51,376 
29 l'heer --------------- 42/~20 
dO l\If'udocmo ----------- 41,741 
31 llllPClloll -------- ---- 41,314 
32 ~hn.,ta ------ __ ------ 41,238 
31 Yolo -------- _ ------ 40,492 
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TABLE 4-B 
COMPARISON OF PRESENT COUNTY RANK WITH COUNTY RANK UNDER FORMULA 

Class 3 
Gormly by present 1950 Oo11nty by Formula 

tank populahon fo,mula rank fJOp~tlatton 

lH l\Iadc>ra -------------- 36,964 34 Kmgs --------------- 34,992 
3u Shns.ta -------------- 36,413 3:1 St<.I.n ou ------------- 32,910 
36 SI<.,IU;\OU ------------- 30,783 30 Madet a -------------- 30,094 
37 SuttE'r ------- ------- 26,239 37 Sutter ------ _____ --- 23,.140 
.3~ Yuh 1 ___ ------------ 24,420 d8 1\evad,t _ ------------ 22,170 
J9 Ne'' td.t -------------- 11l,888 al) Yuba _ ------------ _ 20,7~2 
40 'l'E'hamn _ _ -- 19,276 40 El Dot.Hlo ----------- 19,880 
41 La<;<.,en ---- ----------- 18,474 41 Tuh tmn -------------- 19,688 
4~ Dl D01 tdo ------------ 16,207 42 Laso:.en ____ _ 17,372 
4'~ Glenn ------------ __ 15,448 4'! 'l'uolumne ------------ 15,6~4 
44 San Bcmto ____ ------ 14,370 44 Glenn __ ------- __ _ 14,9()0 
4r'i Plum 1<. ______ ----- JS,519 4i J,n)((' _______ ----- 14,r'i'30 
46 Tuolumne ____ ----- _ 12,584 46 Plumns ---------- __ _ 13,1)()2 
17 Iuvo --------------- 11,658 47 Rnn Benito --------- _ 12,678 
48 Colu~oa ------- 11,651 4b C.tl.l\ u n<s ------------ 12,44-! 
4q Lake -------- ------- 11,481 4U Im.o -------------- J2,048 
fiO C.ll.tveras ------------ 9,902 50 Amudor _______ 10,880 
51 l\lodoc --------------- 9,678 51 Del Norte ------------ 10,786 
r:i2 Amclclor -------------- 9,151 Ci2 Colu~a --------------- 10,4r'i0 
51 Del Norte ------------ 8,078 53 Modo(' --- ------------ 9,1G8 
54 .Maripus,t ----------- ll,14li u4 Trnuty -------------- 7 352 J 
5') Tumty ------- ------ 5,087 

I "i6 Stet ra --------------- 2,410 
;j;'i :\l.utpos.a -------- ---- .,. 7,008 
'iG Sterrn ---- ----- _ ___ 3,344 

:J7 Mono ------------ ___ 2,115 57 Mono __ ------------- 2,240 
()'3 Alpme --------------- 241 :iS Alp me --------- ------ 300 

Unhke the superior courts, the mumCipal courts are supported en-
tirely by county funds without state contributiOns 

These funds are m part der1ved by the counties out of the revenues 
of those courts 

The salaries ot the JUdges of the mumc1pal courts are fixed by the 
Legic;lature which has acted on the advice of the bomds of superv1c:;ors 

As m the case of the superior courts, becc~.u.;;e the countleh bear the 
cost<1 of mcreaseo,, the mumcipal court JUdges ar~ m the same po'3It10n 
as the superior court JUdges wherem they are subJected to a control by 
local offw1als wlnch detracts from the mdependence of the JUdicial 
branch or government 

In exammmg the JudiCial salary problem the committee reached the 
conclu~wn that If a sala1y formulct. 1s to be worked out for the JUdiciary 
on a state-w1de basih, the formula must mclude all courts of record 
The committee, therefore, hars mcluded m the formula the salanes for 
Judges of the mummpal court 

Table 5 reflects the present salaries of mumc1pal court JUdges and the 
formula populatiOns of the variOus counties whercm mumc1pal courts 
are located 
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TABLE 5 
MUNICIPAL COURTS 

County Sala1 y 
Lo'> Angeles --------$1;),000 
Sc~.n FrnnCJ'>CO ------ 1:3,000 
Alo1med.1 ----------- 1:3,000 0.1hlnnd and Piedmont 

13/'iOO otheu 
S.m D1ego _ ------- 13,831 
Santa Clara -------- 12,448 
S.m l\I.1teo ------ __ 12,448 
C'ontrn Coc;ta ------- 12,448 
S.m Beuurdmo ----- 8,400 
Sacramento -------- 12,000 
Fresno ------------ 11,000 
Orange ------------ 10,000 
Kern ____ --------- 12,000 
~an ,Joaqum ------- 9,600 
Rl\ <.>r&Hle ---------- 9,000 
Tulare --------- --
Stamc;l..tus --------- 10,000 Modesto 

8,000 othPrs 
]7 Sonoma ---------- _ 
18 Monter«.>! ------ __ 10,000 
19 YE>nturn ________ _ 
20 f:,..tuta llntb.ua _____ 0,600 
21 Solano _ --- ________ 10,000 
22 1\Lmn -------- ___ 12 4-18 
23 Sant.l Cru7 -------- 8,000 

13 

Number of 
Populat1on rudges 

500,000 and over 80 
500,000 ,md over 12 
500,000 and O\-Cl 13 

500,000 and over 9 
21)0,000 .md O\ er 4 
250,000 and over 4 
2;:>0,000 and o\ er 3 
2:30,000 and over 3 
250,000 and ovt>r 4 
250,000 ond over 4 

Under 2:30,000 2 
Undet 250,000 3 
UndPr 2'10,000 4 
UndPr 2">0,000 2 
Und(•r 250,000 0 
Under 250,000 2 

Under 2!10,000 
Under 230,000 
Under 250,000 
Cnder 2GO,OOO 
Under,2j0,000 
Un<lE>r 2'JO,OOO 
Under 2::i0,000 

0 
2 
0 
1 
1 
2 
1 

In arrnmg a.t the d1fferencec;, bet" een the mumc1pal courtrs salar1es 
and the '311p<'riOl conrt<J, the C'omnnttee wa.~ gmded m part by the recom-
m~ndahon~ of the Judtctal Council and the Confetenc(' oi Califorma 
Judges a11d m pa1t by the E'XI~tmg '3ttuatlon wherem the differences 
whiCh actually now ex1st between the two conrtc; m the maJor count1e~ 
amounts to <Ill, 750 

'l'he comm1tte(l therefm e propoc;t>rl m 1tc;, formula that there shall be 
three c]a,.,E'<:; of mumc1pc1l C'ourts based upon populatJOll 

Th~c,c 1hrc>e l'lac,c;~o:; would be d1v1ded ac; :foliO\\''> 

Cla~s 1 Couut1e~ w1th popnlatwm. of 500,000 and over 
Ula~c, 2 CountiE'c, w1th lee,~ than 500,000 populatiOn but over 

250,000 
Clac,c; 3 Connt1ec; below 230,000 

The committee\ formula provtde<:; that thf' ~alauec;, for the three 
clac,o.,t"r.., ~~all be ac; followc; 

Class. 1 $1,500 lc>':.<J them Clac.,c, 1 c;npcuot C'ourtc; 
C1a'3c:. 2 $1,500 lc~c, than Clac;~ 1 mumupctl court<, 
Cl<tc;~ 3 $1 300 l<>r:..~ th,m Cla<.,o., 2 muHH lJMl com tb 

The <>ommittN• m fmther conr:..1dermg the p1oblPm of mnmmpal 
court c;,alanec; had nndcr adv1<-.emt>nt the propoc;,al of the County Super-
Vl">Or<s Ac;')oc,mtwn '"hH h cct.lled for r..,tate coutt1bn110nc;; toward~ mum<'-
lpal court JUdge<s' ">alaries 

In e-..;ammmg the> pr<'~<>nt c..ttuahon ti "aq fonnd that under Section 
]46'3 of the Penal Code, there li provided a for·mnla for apportionment 
of re\ enue.., of the mlmiC'Ipal c•om t.., UnrlPt th1r.., prov1<J1on of the law 
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the c1t1es Within the counties havmg mumcipal courts receive &ubstan-
tlal 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 C'over the 
court operat10nal costs 

The committee therefore believes that before the revenues are dis-
tributed as provided under Sect10n 1463 of the Penal Code the coun-
ties should be reimbursed for the amounts expended for Judges' salaries 

'!'his, the committee holds, Is an equitable, reasonable and fa1r pro-
posal If the State IS to estabhsh the salaries for these courts some 
provision should be made to cover those costs 

This was the or1gmal mtent of Sect10n 1463 of the Penal Code which 
apportioned certam 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 d1d not mclude adequate sal-
aries for the JUdges m the first mstance and dtd not mclude m certam 
mstances the salaries of per&ons who act as bathffs and clerks but 
were carried on pay rolls other than the courts' When the&e costs 
are added to the mumcipal courts the percentages apportiOned to the 
county governments do not cover the county's costs m each mstance 

However, smce the origmal mtent was that the costs should be cov-
ered from the revenues, the committee bE'heves that the proposal to take 
the salaries of the JUdges off the top of the revenues merely conformc; 
to the or1gmal mtent10n, and Will equahze the present deficits now pa1d 
by county governments 

This phase of the proposal also has the added advantage of guar-
anteemg a greater mdependence f01 the mummpal courts The salaries 
of the JUdges of those courts would no longer be &UbJect to the control 
of the local governments but would . become an mtegral part of the 
state-wide salary structure for the entire JUdiCial branch of government 

For reference purposes AppendiX I of this report Is a table showmg 
the revenues of the mumCipal courts for the 1953-54 F1scal Year and 
the apportionments thereof and reflects the net gams or los~es to the 
various counties m the amountli expended m comparu.on to revenues 
derived I 

j 
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SALARY LEVELS 

15 

In makmg a !:>dlcuy formula for the JUdimal branch of government a 
determmatiOn of the nnt1al salaiy level~ must be developed which 
would provide, under the formula, reasonable eqmtable compensation 
for all lev€'1~ of com t~ m the JUdicJal sy'!tem 

Ac; has been mchcated the detcrmmat10n of salary levels has been 
madE> on thE' ba~o,J':t of ectrh county Under !)U( h a Ry'!tem the mfluence 
of pe1 ~onahtie'l> mv oh ed hac; be€'n m€'c;capable But this IS not a proper 
dctcrmmmg fact01 m estabhc;hmg <:.nl(try Rchedules for this branch of 
government any more than 1t would be m establH')hmg salaries for the 
LE'gJc;la.ture or f01 the execnt1ve branrh The o;;alaries should be estab-
hc;;hed on the bac:.1s of the JOb to bt> performed with tht- presumption 
that th<" propPl men WJil br attrartPd to the ,lobe:, 

In attemptm~ to find proper c;alar-¥ levE'lf=l to fit the formula the 
committee ncttura1ly ha~ tak<'n mto concnderat10n, as a practical matter, 
current ~:.ala1 y lc•el~ lt IS ob' Jouc; that any proposal wh1ch would 
rednrc C'unent salancc; would not be realiStic 

The c:;alarv c:;chPdnlec:; which ,.,ere developed and are propoo:;ed m this 
repot t, thet efore, are based npon the followmg factor~ 

1 Present c;;alarH•c; 
2 Salctnef. paid comparative JUdicial positions m other statec:; and by 

the Fe(1eral Go' ermnent 
3 Salat1ec;; pa1cl oth<"r pubhc offiCials m othPr Rtates 
4 Hr~.larieC:. pc1.1d pubhc offimals m Cabforma 
3 Eaxnmg~ of ~llcC'e<sc:;fui attorneys m Cahforma 
'r,tbleb 1-A, 2, 2-A, 2-B and 5 m the precPdm{!' chaptC'r show the 

cur1 ent -,alctr H'S of the snpr Pme, appellate, ~uper10r and mumc1pal 
courf c; r ec:;pE>cbvc>ly 

Table G .,how!:> the present !-:.alane'l pa1d m ~:>IX other states to JUdges 
of c•ompctrable C'ourts 

'rahlc 6-A shows the prec:;ent c;alarH'S for the federal JUdiCial system 
and the propo~ed salaries which w1ll be acted upon by the present 
Cong1 e~s' 

li,r om the<,e table'> 1t can be <seen thc:1.t <salary advances m the Cahfor-
ma rmlJCml 'iJ' stem ate necessary to place Cabforma Judges on a level 
~1th other state<; havmg comparable populations and economies Also 1t 
can be seen that salary advanC'eS are warranted On the baSIS of the 
recommc>nrlatiOnc, of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
SalctrJec:; to the Congrec:;s 

'l1able 7 shows the salaries of top pubhc offimals m representative 
statr~ It Iq no1<>d that '"mle Cahforma leads m compensation for legis-
latorc;;, It lags bchmd other states m salaries paid governors, attorneys 
general and se<'t etar1e~ of state, as well as JUdges 

'rable 7-A shows the current salaues paid top local government offi-
malc;; m the maJor counheo; Comparmg these salar1es With thobe of the 
courts leads to the conclusiOn that either the local governments are 
ovrrpaymg certdm pubhc offiCials or the State Is underpaymg the 
JUdiCiary It does not seem realistic to attach as much or more un-
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TABLE 6 
COMPENSATION OF JUDGES * 

Appellate courts 
State 

M a}or trwl LOU! ts, 111 a JOT trwl courts, 
Supreme Intermedwte generalJunsdtchon l~mded JUnsdt.etton 

New York -- $35,500 
38,000 c J 

$25,500 $24,000-$30,000 $17,000-$21,000 

Cuhforllla ___ 21,000 19,000 10,000- 16,700 8,000- 15,000 
21,500 c J 19,500 

Pennsylvanlll._ 2:>,000 23,000 11,000- 18,000 14,000- 18,500 
2;),500 c J 23,500 

Jl1mOJS ----- 20,000 12,500 12,500- 19,500 10,000- 19,500 
MaJor Co 19,500 

Ohto ----- - 16,000 13,500 5,300- 13,000 5,300- 13,000 
16,500 c J 

Mtchtgnn ---- 18,500 9,000- 21,500 10,000- 17,500 
New Jersey __ 24,000 20,000 20,000 7,400- 16,000 

25,000 CJ 
• The Book or States l9tH·1955 The Judiciary Tables 4-5 pp 438 439 

TABLE 6 A 
CURRENT AND PROPOSED SALARIES OF THE FEDERAL COURTS 

Otnrent 
Chtef Justice of the Umted Stntt>s ------------------------ $25,500 
AsbOCJate Justices of the SupremE' Court of the Umtt>d Stntt><;__ 23,000 
Judge'> of the Umted Stat('<; Comb, of Aptlenl<:~______ __ ____ 17,~00 
Judge<:~ of the tJmtt>c'l State., Court of Clnms________________ 17,500 
Judge!> of the 'l'nx Cou1t of the llmted Stutes------- _ ----- 15,000 
Judge~ or the Court of l\hhtan Appeals ____ ---------------- 17,500 
Judgeq of the rmtt>d Rt,ttec; Court of C'u-.tom'> antl 

Patl'nt Appt>nls --------------------- ------------------ 17,~00 
hdgt>:, of thE' t"mtt>cl Rtatt><- Custom'> OoUI L------- -------- 15,000 
J urlgc., of the Vmted St.ltec; DI~>t r1ct Co Ill ts ( m<.ludmg tht> 

Pmt<>d Stnic'> Dl<~trict Courts for the I>tstncte. uf Hn wnn 
and Puerto Rteo, tht> D1st uct CoUl t for tbt> Tt>nitot v of 

Proposed • 
$40,000 

39,500 
30,000 
30,500 
27.500 
30,fi00 

30,GOO 
27,:300 

AI t<,ka and the Du.trtct Court of the Vugm lf:ol,md~) ------ 15,000 27,300 
• Propo<ed saldlle\ a11 1 etornmend"hon~ of the CommMJon o'l Ju!hclal ami C'ongrlS~IOMI Salane~ llhlrh .Lre 

LUI n nll) undtl COII\lOCllll!On In l ongre'' 

portan<>e to eounty 01 c·1ty office!& than to the chief JUstice, meinberc; 
of thE> Supreme Court or eH>n mcmbeic;; of the d1stl.uet courts of appeal 

While the c;alaru:•s pa1d to others m pubhc office wtthm and Without 
the State, M well as sa1RI 1es paid by other state& and the Federal Gov-
ernment to the JUdiCidry, weigh matenally m conc;Idermg ')a}ary levels 
of the Cahtorma JUdiCiary, It would 'leem that the decidmg factor for 
determmat10n of that salary <,tructure o;;hould be the earmng~:. of those 

1 m the profes!)10n from which the members of the bench are drawn 
It IE! recogmzcd that practically all attorneyo:~ aspire to JUdgeshlp"l 

However, It 1& also recogmzed that many able attorneys who would be 
assets to the JUdlCiary are reluctant to sE'ek JUdgeships at great finan-
Cial sacrrfice In acceptmg a JUdgeship, an attorney ordmarlly 1s dedi-
catmg his remammg year<:; to the bench T n the mterest of efficient and 
honest adm1mstrat10n of JUStice It Is essential that JUdge-:; be compen-
sated adequately 

It 1s also essential tndt JUdges be sele('ted from among those m the 
legal profe'lslon wl10 have proven their ability and knowledge of the 
law Wh1le lawyers 'Hth the largest mcomes m pnvate piactice are not 
always the most learned and the best m thetr profcss,wn, ab1hty and 
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TABLE 7 

SALARIES OF STATE OFFICIALS IN REPRESENTATIVE STATES (1954) 
GO\ llllOI" 

Cn!Jforma --- -------------$25,000 
JllmOIS ---- - ----------- 2'),0()() 
Lout'-tan.t ----------------- lR,OOO 
l\!llt.S..tcl'U"lett<; ------------- 20,0()() 
MH.lug.m ---- ___________ 22,500 
l\t>w Terst>l ---------- ____ ~o.ooo 
New Yo1 J.. -------------- _ 50,000 
Oh10 ----- ---- - ---- - 20,000 
Penn<.vll.uu,t ____ ---- ---- 25,000 
\- ugmm __ _ _ ____ ------ _ 17, "iOO 

Attorllf'\ G<>nl'r.ll 
C.11tfotnHt ----- _ ---~21 000 
Connrcttcut _____ ------- __ 12,f500 
I Jorul.t ____ ----- ------ 12,')00 1Iltnol.., ________________ 10 000 
r om~• 1na ______________ 12,r;oo 
.:\Jn..,., H.hll'>ett<:. ------------ 12,000 
'\he htl!"'lll ---------- _ ------ J 2,'500 
Nt>\\ Jpr..,P;} --- -------- 18,000 
!'lew York - __ ----------- 20,000 
Oluo ------- ----- ___ _ 12,000 
Penn..,, h ctm..t ------ ___ ----- 1:i,OOO 
Rhoclt> I<.lnnd ------------- 12,000 
Vtrguut ---- ------------ 1.2,000 

Sect et.n.~< of ~tntc 
CnhfOilllol ----- '- __________ $12 000 
Floud.t ------------------ 12,')00 
llltnOib -------------------- 10,()()() 
Iucllnnn ----- ------------ _ J 2,'100 
Lotll'.nn'l --------- ------- 10,800 
1\l.l'>~ul<.hUb(.'U~ -------- ---- (~,(.)()() 
1\lu.lugan ------------------ 12,100 1\lmnc..,otn __ ____ _ ______ 12,000 
1\It!>'lOUrl -- _ -- ---- --- 7/iOO 
Nt•w Jet-.t>y ------------ _ 13,000 
Nt>w Yoth. ----------------- l;i,OOO 
Oh10 --------------------- 12,000 
Pennc..ylv.uun -------------- 11,000 
Rhod~> Jo,land ---------- _ _ C),OOO 
Vugmm ------------------ 'i,020 

I t•gJ..,ltln e HalJrr~.>l:t 
C' tltfmrun ------------- __ SlG 000 
llhn01s ------- ----------- fi,OOO 
,~, ....... :H'hll'>l'it':t 4,1j()() 
)1Jclug 111 -------- -------- _ 2,<)()0 
~e" Jcu,py ------------- __ 3,000 
:Xcw Yotl. --------- ----- !i,OOO 
Obto ____ ----------------- 3,200 
P~l'n<syh nmn -------------- l/500 
"7~-ocon-.m ---------------- 3.QOO 

sucees~ do attract client., with the result that ordmarlly the most able 
do enJOY high meomcs 

If the bench Is to be made attractive to this type of lawyer, they 
must not be reqmrcd to make too great a finanCial sacrifice m acceptmg 
or seekmg the office 

While there are no actual stud1ec;, nor could any such studies be 
made w1th any assurance of accuracy, a~ to the earnmgs of tho~:,e m th(l 
legal profeso;;IOn, the levels of mcome of the succe'lc;ful groups of at-
torneys m any ( ommumty can easily be estimated Such estimates w11l 
eonset vat1 vely e.,tabhsh the :f:a(•t that m the larger cities the anuual 
ea1nmgs of the sub~tantlal group of <;UCC'CS"'fUl practiCmg attorneys 
range between $30,000 and $!30,000 There are thoc;e, of cour~e, who 
enJOY practH'es where the earnmgs are cons1detably more In the 
sma1ler commumtle~ the eammgs of th1~ group ·would range beh' een 
$20,000 and $30,000 There are those, of cour<.,e, who enJOY pract1Cec; 
111 th<" c;maller eommumtiec;, and larger ones as well, whoc,c earnmgc;; 
are COllbHlerably more The ranges given het e are merel) the average 
estimated earnmgs of the largest begment of prachcmg attorneys, ex-
cludmg those who eithei exceed those ranges or who fall to attam 
practJCes as financially rewardmg It goes w1thout saymg that the &tate 
JUdl('Ial hystem would uot gam m btature 1f It relied, due to low sal-
aries pa1d, upon those who failed to achieve a rea~Sonable success m 
private pra<'tlce for It'-' JUdges 

The necessity for public re<spcct and confidence m om JUdicial sys-
tem demands personnel of proven character, abihty, and success m the 
field of law and this alone mer 1ts adequate salaries The pub he would 
not long mamtam th1s respect and confidence If our court personnel 
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Los 
P<Jattzon A ngelea 

J)u,trJct attorney ------ _ ____ _. $21 000 
A~sessor ------ _ -- ---- -------- 20,500 
Auditor _________ --------- 17,496 
Ch1ef ndmm1stra tn e officer __ -- _ 21,000 
Count~ clt>rk ------------- -- 14,040 
He.:1lth offi<'er --------- --- -- 15 672 
Med1cal d1rector _ ------ • -----
SbeJJit -------- ----- ---- ___ _ 
Supermt<'ndent of scboolr; ____ __ 
Survevot ---- - --------- - ---. 
'Velfare du:e<'tor --- __ - -------
County coun<>el -------- ------
Clty attorn~.>v -- _ ---- --------
Special <'Oun<>rl, wat~r se1 VICe __ _ 
Chief prol)atlOn officer ---- - ----

Pubhe defender _. __ ----- _____ _ 
Controller ----------- ------ ---
Mayor ____ ----- -------- _ _ __ 
Tdx <'ollector -------- ----- --
Treasurer _ ----------- ___ - _ 
Purcha~mg 'lgent _ ----- __ ----
1-load commissioner -------- __ _ 
Director of pubhc worhs ___ _ __ _ 

20,500 
16,500 
20,500 
19,;)00 
20,400 
1'l,OOO 
1{},824 
17,496 

16,560 
19,24R 
18,000 
17,496 
17,496 
17,496 
17,49b 

1\lanagl'r of utlhtlt>s ----- ___ • 31,170 
Ass1<~tant manager of utlht1es 

and cb1cf cngmeer of 
\later servtct> ----------- -- 23,232 

General manager, water ser\JCl' _ 22,l:i60 
General manager, 

mumctpal rdllVI ay ------------
City t>Dgtneer - --------------- - 20,496 
~Ianager of the nuporL- --- - 16,500 
Genm al manager, 

Recreation and Parks _______ _ 1G,G04 

TABLE 7-A 
COMPARISON OF SALARIES OF EXECUTivtS 
San 

lo'1 an<.n<.o 
$16,800 

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

16,800 
1.-!500 
2:>,000 

11,200 

16,800 
1b,200 
11,200 
(JU\ ) 
11-tOO 
]0,~00 

22,4.00 
10,800 
12,300 
13,500 

16,800 
20,400 

16,800 

16,800 
13,500 
14,200 

13 :>00 

Ran 
Alameda DJe.qo 

$20,000 $14,400 
12,000 12,000 
13,200 ]1,448 
13 200 16,800 
12,000 9,600 
12,000 15,348 
18,000 15,348 
16,200 8,700 
14,000 8,100 
16,488 0,300 
12,132 6,972 

...____, 

Contta Santa San 
Costa Clara Bernardtno 

$12,000 $13,152 *$9,000 
10,900 12,{128 7,800 
10,500 12,'528 7,500 
l'J,OOO 18,504 10,908 
10,000 8,904 ot8,400 
14,076 15,228 12,024 
1:5,420 10,788 12,720 
10,000 10,000 *8,700 
12,000 12,000 6,000 

9,300 l1,364 7,200 
10,692 8,4R4 8,988 

• hfl'ecthe January 3 1955 
t Cifectl\e Srptember 1 1954 

.... 
(X) 

Ffacra- San 
1nento Fresno Mateo 

t$11,400 $12,000 $13,000 
t9,200 9,000 9,000 
t9,200 7,800 8,800 
16,740 11,148 15,475 

7,716 7,800 9,500 
12,000 12,456 
11,880 13,908 18,996 
t9,500 9,000 10,500 02 

12,000 10,000 12,000 g 
10,764 12,456 10,800 ~ 7,728 l1,784 

0 
!2: 
~ 

6 ..... 
~ tt 
I'll 

~ 
~ 
1'/.1 



STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 19 

wAs not made up of persons of the highest type That respect and con-
fidence cannot be mamtamed If the salar1es pa1d do not perm1t an 
above average standard of hvmg w1thm the commumt1es 

After due consideration of all factors, and With studied considera-
tion of the earmngs of those m the legal professiOn 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 
J ust1ce This IS the present salary of the Governor However, the 
office o.f Governor provides ce1 tam additional compensations, mcluding 
a mansion and mansion allowance, which are not provided for the Ch1ef 
Justice The salary, therefore, proposed IS not equal to the compensa-
tion provided for the Governor 

How thiS salary level for the Chief Justice, bemg the controlling 
factor for all other JUdiCial positions, would apply to all other Judges 
1s shown m Table 8 

TABLE 8 
SALARY SCHEDULES BASED ON FORMULA WHICH WOULD RESULT 

IF CHIEF JUSTICE RECEIVES $25,000 

Supreme Court 

Ch1ef Justice ---------------------------- ------- ------
A~soclate J ustlres ( 6) -------------------- -------- _ -----

D1str1ct Courts of Appeal 

Propo1ed. 
$25,000 

24,000 

Pres1dmg Justl(.es (7) ----------------------------------- $23,000 
Ast:.ocutte Justlces (14>---------------------------------- 22,500 

Super1or Courts 
t ., • ..,.., 1 

f Popul.•thlll O\ rx 2·10,000 J --------111 cuuntlf'l:> lU2 JUtlgt>..,) 
( ! ........ :.? 

( l'opul,lf IIlii U\ t'l 40,000 ,HH.I Ulldt>l 
2-ri)CJ(HJ) ______________________ (!,!} (OIIIltlt'<. ;)t) }\l<lge..,) 

t ,....... ~ 

(l'opuhtlOn under 40000) _________ (24 cmmtlel:> 24 JUtlgt>'>) 

Class 1 Mun1cipal Courts 
I 

Proposed. 
$11),000 

li iOO 

16,000 

Preaent 
$21,500 
21,000 

$19,500 
19,000 

Average 
present 
$10,7;")() 

li,OOO 

11,000 

( Populatwn over 500,000) ------------------------------ $17,500 $15,000 
Cla~:~s 2 

(Populat1on over 250,000) -------------------------- ____ 16,000 13,500 
Cl..tss 3 

(PopulatiOn under 250,000) ----------------------------- 14,500 11,000 

While these figures call for salary mcreases beyond what IS normally 
expected for cost of hvmg adJUStments, It must be kept m mmd that 
the formula and salary levels prov1ded are not cost of hvmg adJust-
ment~ In the ordmary usage of the term Rather, It Is an adJUStment for 
the entire JUdicial branch of government wh1ch has not received in the 
past the normal cost of hvmg mcreases on a proper basis Now laggmg 
far behmd, these mcreases must be provide-d 1f equ1ty IS to be re-
establiShed 

This IS particularly true m the courts of the smaller counties Under 
the current salaries provided theie l'i> a difference of $6,750 between the 
highest and lowest salaries pcud superior court JUdges The committee 
does not agree that such differences exist between two superior court 
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20 ' STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 

Judges Certamly they do not exist on an arb1trary county population 
basis 

In cxammiDg Table 8 It will also be noted that the salaries propost'd 
under the formula for mumc1pal court JUdges are substantially m· 
creased, particularly outside of the largest counties 

At the present time the salary dtfference between the highest and 
lowe~t paid mummpal court Judges Is $7,000 A& m the case of the 
superior courts, the committee does not beheve such d1fference exists 
between two JUdges of the mumC'Ipa.l courts 

In developmg the f01mula, however, the committee realistically took 
mto consideratiOn current salanes to avoid proposmg salary mcreac;es 
which would be wholly Imptactlcal so far as pubhc acceptance 

The committee recogmzes that even so the salaries proposed for the 
mumcipal courts may, at fit!,t glancE', appear h1gh 

Bnt the <'omzmttee believes that to most people the mumc1pal court 
IS th<'lr only contact ,with the JUdiC'Ial branch of government and to 
those pe1 sonr;; the mumeipal rourts arE' thE' JUdiCiary It seem&, thE're-
forr, ab!,o}utely esl')entml that the di~mity of those court~:~ be mamtamed 
m order that the people may contmue to regard With respect and 
confiden<'e their court~, wh1ch IS to say that the pubhr contmue to have 
1espect and confidenee m 1t~ government 

'rlns cannot be accomplished 1f a salary ::,chedule Is not established 
and mamtamed which will attraet to tho&e courts the type of persons 
who have the respect and confidenee of thE"Ir fellow citizens to begm 
With 

'rhe committee, therefore, bE'hevt>s that the- salary levels proposed 
(trE' reasonable withm the hm1ts of practwahtles and will accomplish 
the obJectne-s whwh arr foremost m Its mmd as e~~cnt1al to contmued 
<.oufid<'ncc ni gove1nment 

The estimated mcreased cost to the State to adopt the formula pro. 
posed at the l)alary levels rcrommcuded would amount to '!;400,500 £01 
the superior courts 

Tables 9, 9-A and 9-B show the present state cost() and county costs 
m each county and refle(,L the for mula salary co~ts to both the State 
and the countiE'S, If the Chief ,Justice's salary Is E.et at $25 000 

UndCl the propoE:.al made to a p1eVIOUS Legislature, whe1ehy superior 
com t 'Scl.ld.rles would have been made umform tht'oughout the State w1th 
the Btate paymg all of thf' salary coE:.t~, th~ mcrcased costs would have 
exc..l:'edeJ 21 mlihon dollars With no me1eases to JUdge& m the largf'r 
counties 

Another propo~al, as noted m tl•e prev10u-. <'hapter, whwh would 
ha\-e mC"leased the State'C:~ contribution f10m $7,500 to $10,000, V~oould 
ha"e mc1easrd the costs by mo1e than 'J-.500,000 w1th no asc;urance of 
salary mcreases for any JUdges 

The formula which wa~ part1ally pfferted m th~;> 1953 Regular Se-r,r;;wn 
war;; C'Onfusmg to the Legu;Jature, mC'reased the State's rosts and fa1led 
to temovc the JUdiciary from the local control whiCh detracts from the 
mdependence of the courts 

'rhe committee, tbC'refore, believes the formula presented here IS 
easily understood, proper m fo1m, strengthens the mdependence of 
the JUdiciary, relieves the counties of the unfair burden of prov1dmg 
salary mcreases over which they have no control, conse1 ves the time 
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STUDY ON JUDICIAL SALARIES 21 

of the Legislature and perm1ts 1t to provide eqmtably for all JUdge~ on 
the basis of proper salary consideration fa<>tors 

TABLE 9 
SUPERIOR COURTS 

CICISS I 
No Pteaent Formula Present l<'m ,nula 
of Present Form11.la :Jtate state GOUt~ty county 

County J1tdges salary !alary c.osts coats wsts coats 
1-Lo ... \Jl~!'lt• ... 1-\0 ~lll,7i0 :f.J 4),()(1(J 
.!-H.m I•'r..tu-

:j!GOO,OOO $720,000 $740,000 $800,000 

u ... c (I ----- 22 16,7~11) ]9,(}()() 111:1,000 l'l8,000 20'l,i00 220,000 
l- \l,untoclt --- H lu,'iiiJ 11),()()() 10'i,OOO 126,000 12Cl,500 140,000 
-1:-R.m J ht'l{fl __ ,... 16 7i() lll,()(l() h(),()()() 72,()()(1 74,000 M,OOO 
i-~ 1111 I ( 'lu ,_ 7 ,-. -,b() 111,000 fl2, )(l() b.~.noo )(),420 70,000 
h-H.m 'l.ttc•c• _ ,. ] i.ibO } C),{)()() .m,ooo i6,000 '.2,240 40,000 
i-< 'untr 1 ( 'u..,t I i 1 i, ih() 1q,uoo .~7,iOH -!1,000 40,~00 'iO,OOO 
~:-, Ill Hf'I 11 II 

dmu ----- i 1 i "j(,(l 141,000 -li,i<lO 4i,OOO 40,30() 10,000 
f)-~,H I lllWIIIII _ h 16,7-,o ]'),(){)() li,OOO ~14,000 :li,iOO 60,000 

10-]•'Jt'"llll ----- h l i 0()() 1 C) OliO -n,oun 14,0(10 4 1,0()(} 60,000 
11-0t,wgt• ----- "j 1 i 00() 111,()0() ·n, ;no -ti,OOO H ,~,()(} :;o,ooo ---- -----

Tnt,tl-
•r.thle !L 1h2 ~1,21 1,00() *l,liR,OOO ~I ,4 j-!,260 ~1,620,000 

TABLE 9 A 
SUPERIOR COURTS 

Class II 
No P1eunt l'ormula Present lt'ormula 
of Ple&ent J'o1muf(l ~tCI /p &fate c ortnty ( OUitty 

County JIHlg('~ &U/111 y StZlary c O&f\ co~ts c.osts cents 
1.!-Kt•tn i 'f.ti\(}1)() "'171 IIIII ... li if)() 'l--ti 1i00 '1-HiOO uo,ooo 
H-S.111 J oa q u m _ J 1'{,)0() 17,300 :10,000 3R,OOO 24,000 :u,ooo 
14--RH o c;tdt> --- 4 14,JOO 17,j00 .!0,000 ~h,OOO 28,000 32,000 
15-'l'ul,u e ----- 1 H,2i0 17,'100 ~2,i00 2R,i00 20,2:30 21,000 
1 b--1\Ion tf'u•y 2 J::l,OOO 17,uOO l 'i,OOO 1C),OOO t"i,OOO 16,000 
17-St'lm.,l.ws _ J 1 i,OOO 17,i00 u,;;oo 2~,)00 22,)00 24,000 
18--Vf'ni.Ul 't ---- 2 li,OOO 17,'i00 l:i,OOO lfi,OOO 1:3,000 1b,OOO 
19-Sollno ----- 2 11,000 11 ,r-.oo 1),000 1(),000 lll,OOO 16,000 
20--Sononld ---- 3 1),000 17,fi00 22,500 !!H :;oo 22,500 24,000 
21-Santn 

Barb.u.J. - 2 1'1,000 17,"\00 13,000 10,000 15,000 16,000 
22-M arm ----- 2 1),000 l7 ,'iOO I:i,OOO 19,000 15,000 16,000 
.21-l\lf'J Cf'd ---- 2 1 'l, ')()0 17/iOO li,OOO JC),OOO 12,000 16,000 
24--Humholdt -- 2 1~.no 17 ')00 1'1,000 l'J,OOO 12,'100 16,000 
21----Sn nta CtU.t: __ 1 1i,OOO 11,r;oo 7,1i00 0,::100 7,">00 8,000 
26--llutcc ------ 2 lJ,GOO J 7,JOO 15,000 19,000 12,000 16,000 
~7-Impeilll 2 11,000 17,500 1i,OOO ICIOOO lJ,OOO 16,000 
28-S.m LUis 

OlH!opO 1 lJ,OOO li,GOO 7,:i00 I),UOO 7,!100 8,000 
29-Kmg~> ----- 1 1&,7:>0 17,500 7 :iOO IJ,:>OO 6,250 8,000 
30-N.:~.pa ------- 1 15,000 17,;;{)0 7,000 O,::iOO 7,:>00 8,000 
dl-~hclbt.l ----- 2 12,000 17,500 15,000 20,000 9,000 12,000 
32-Placcl ----- 1 15,000 17 500 7 ,'300 9,300 7,r>Oo 8,000 
33--l\Ierdocmo __ 2 ]J,560 17,::>00 1~,000 J\),000 16,120 16,000 
34-Yolo ------- 1 13,750 l7,::i00 7,JOO 9,500 6,2JO 8,000 

'lotul-
'1'.1 h 1 P 0-A. ;;o ... lji ()(I(} Hib,OOO ,.,Hb H70 a.soo ooo 
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TABLE 9-B 
SUPERiOR COURTS 

Class Ill 
No P1esent P'or mula Pt l'bl'nt Po1m•lltt 
of P1esent P'o1 mula 9frttc 9tat' ('011 11111 ro1mf !1 

Oo1mty JIHlges salot y sal Rill C'O~f'l (,0~f9 10\h l'O'If9 

35-Mndera 1 ~1 ~/">00 ~16,000 $7,:JOO :j:lO,OOO l>ll,OOO $6,000 
36-SlShl' ou _ -- 1 n,7m Hl,OOO 7,500 10,000 4,2i0 6,0(}(J 
.37-Sutter ----- l 13,;~ 16,000 7,100 10,000 6,000 6,000 
38-Yuba ------ 1 13,GOO 16,000 7,100 10,000 6,{}00 6,(}(1() 
39-l\ E'\'.ld.l ---- 1 11,'527 16,000 7,i00 10,000 4,027 h,OOO 
40--Tehamu ---- 1 ll,:J27 1&,000 7,;:;()0 10,000 4,027 (,,ooo 
41-Lcl">Sen ----- 1 11,')27 16,000 7,1j00 10,000 4,027 b,OOO 
42-El Dorado __ 1 ll,!'i27 1&,000 7,')00 10,000 4,027 (1,{)00 
43-Gll.'nn ----- 1 ll,'i27 16,000 7,500 10,000 4,0.H (,,000 
44--San BrDJto __ 1 10,2'){) 16,000 7,)00 10,000 2,7')0 u,OOO 
45--Piumns ---- 1 ll,fi27 lli,OOO 7,500 10 ()()(} 4027 O,(JOO 
46--Tuolumne -- 1 11,527 16,000 7,:>00 10,000 1,027 u,ooo 
47--l~o ------- 1 l0,2i0 16,000 7,GOO 10,01)0 2,71j0 0,000 
48--0o u~.t ----- J 11,')27 16,000 7,100 ]0,01)0 4,027 (, 00() 
49-Lalte ------ 1 13,000 16,000 7,ri00 10,000 r,,;:;oo 6,000 
GO--Cuhncra<; ___ 1 11,527 16,000 7,500 10,001) 4,027 6,0()() 
51-Modoc ----- 1 11,000 lvOOO 7,500 ]() 000 ~. ')()() 6,000 
.32-Amador . 1 ll,'i27 16,000 7,'100 10,()(}0 4,027 6,()()() 
5d-1Jel l\01 te ___ 1 11,5.!7 1<>,000 7,GOO 10 000 4,027 (1,000 
54-~luupo~:oa --- 1 11/i~7 10,000 7,:i00 10,000 4,0.!7 6,000 
fiU--T1uuty ---- 1 12,000 10,000 7/iOO 10,000 4,'100 (,,ooo 
:>6-Su~Jra ----- l 10,000 16,000 7,r>OO 10,000 2 '100 b,ooa 
57-)lono -- --- 1 10,210 lu,OOO 7,fl00 10,000 2,7i0 6,000 
:J8-Alpme ----- 1 10,000 lb,OOO 7,)00 ](l,0\10 2 iOO (,,()()() 

---- ----
'rot ll-

Table 9-H 24 ~180,000 $240,000 $fl7 ~24 ~144,000 ----- ---
'l'olal-

'l'.l hiE' ... 1), 

q A, B H 2'~b ., 1 i70 ,( ){)() lb2,1i-1,00() 'f.l.~l)8,-li4 ~2.100,000 

I 
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CHAPTER Ill 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 
1 The present sc.~.lar1es provided Judges are not m keepmg w1th salaries 

paid the JUdiciary m states w1th comparablE' populatiOns and econ-
omlE'S, are not m keepmg w1th compensation for other pubbc offimals 
w1thm the State, and are not attractive to the professiOn from whose 
rank~ JUdges must be recrmted 

2 The present mPthod of deternunmg salaries for JUdges on a county-
by-county basis produces gro~c; meqmtl~s, detracts from the mde-
p<'ndence of the courts, and waste~ the time of the !JegiSlature 

3 Salary mc1cases for JUdges have not, m the past, been based upon 
sound prmciples upon which salary adJustments are normally made 

4 PI oper respeC't for and confidence In the courts, particularly the 
mnmcipctl comt~, whiCh tepresent the only contact with the JUdiCial 
branch of go"\ ernment that the bulk of the population ever has, IS 
cs~('ntml to our form of government. 

3 County government~ are presently paymg a disproportionate share 
of the salaues of Judges as well as paymg all other costs of trial 
comts 

b It 1~ the functiOn of the Legudatnre to estabh~h the salary schedule~ 
for tht:> JU<hctal branch of government 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 Salcn'Ie~ for JUdges shonld be mcrea~ed to provide equity among 
JIHlges and to prov1de adequate compensatiOn on a comparative level 
w1th other pul1hc officers and JUdiCial salar1e"! provided by states of 
compc~.rablc populatwns and econorme& 

2 Salaue>~ for tlw JUChCiary should be estabhsbed on a state-wide basis 
w1th a formula to d1stmgmc:>h between the various levels of courts 
TJu~ for mula should prov1de differences between the supreme, appel-
latE', supeuor and mumc1pal courts The superror and mumCipal 
com ts ~hould be dn Hlrd mto three cla~se~:. each on the basis of county 
popnlRtiOll~ cllld ~alary dlfrerentlals r:.hould bt> made between the 
<hil crt>nt da~o.,t'"' The .,alar1e~ ot all Judges should be contmgent 
upon th<? sala1' prov1dNl for the Chief Justlce 

J The· county go,einmentr.,' contribution toward super1or court JUdges' 
sal~u !<'.., <.,houhl be fixed and not subJect to fluctuatiOns by reason of 
lE>gJo,latiVe sala1 v adJustments rrhe fixed contubut10ns of the counties 
should be adJnsted accordmg to three classes of superiOr courts 
has!'d upon t hr same populc~.uon classes as are established for the 
JUdg<'f-.' S.lld.I lC'3 

4 Sa lanes of the mumupal com t JUdges &hould be ptovided from the 
r<>' cuut><:. p10duced by tlLose courts before such revenues are dis-
tubnted to the c1t1<•s. wluch contribute nothmg toward the expenses 
of the mumCipal courts 
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APPENDIX I 

COSTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES OF MUNICIPAL COURTS, FISCAL YEAR 1953-1954 
GaM& or loss 

Alameda Total ret.en1lf' State'B share Ody's sha7e Co1lnty's share County's cost to county 
Alameda ---------------------------- $92,405 67 $2,49850 $73,224,11 $16,693_06 $63,069 47 -$46,37641 
Berkelev-Albany --------------------- 297,450 88 6,253 50 216,305 21 74,89217 111,19796 / -36,30579 
Oakland-Piedmont ------------------- 1,120,119 40 32,32821 1,027,76719 360,(12400 412,12501 -52,10101 
Ilayward-San Leandro ---------------- 248,91714 8,22297 121,84236 118,85181 101,20714 17,64467 

$2,058,893 09 $49,30318 $1,439,138 87 $5i0,461 04 $687,59958 -$117,1!38 54 
~ 

~ Contra Costa C1ty of RJcllmond _____________________ $432,50333 $14,99500 $345,97145 $86,52188 $152,109 37 -$65,58749 
0 

Fresno 2: 
Fresno ------------------------------ $417,626 61 $10,88250 $197,355 50 $209,38861 $137,49928 $71,88938 c.. !.. 

OJ Kern § 
~ M 

Bakersfield -------------------------- $355,73802 $10,98700 $205,638 50 ,139,11252 $119,365 51 $19,74701 a w • ~ Marm 
Central J'ud D1st --------- ----------- $130,677 35 $3,52700 $57,50992 $69,64043 $61,34219 $8,29824 

I Monterey 
1\lonterey-Carmel 

------------~-------
$93,744 20 $2,13900 $55,90080 $35,50440 $56,76505 -$21,26065 .} 

Sahnas ----------------------------- 121,81525 3,53300 60,154 64 58,12761 52,08695 6,04066 

-....... $215,55945 $5,91200 $116,05544 $93,63201 $108,85200 -$15,21999 
Orange • 

Anaheim-Fullerton ---- -------------- $218,72949 $6,22400 $73,60291 
Santa Ana-Orange ------------------- 196,263 90 5,659 00 57,735 53 

$692,91424 $20,442 50 $465,73116 $206,740 58 $234,648 55 -$271)0797 
Rners1dt> 

R1vers1de --------------------------- $229,993 91 $5,82950 $139,729 69 $94,918 82 $71,897 96 $23,02086 



APPENDIX 1-contanued 

COSTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES OF MUNICIPAL COURTS, FISCAL YEAR 1953.1954 
Gatn or loa1 

Sacramento Total tet.cnue State's share c~t11'8 share County'a share County's coat to count11 

North Sacramento ------------------- $225,743 44 $6,245 34 $36,21836 $183,279 74 $42,46292 $140,81682 
Sacramento ------------------------- 566,953 78 11,576 50 456,29993 99,077 35 166,843 80 --67,76645 

$782,697 22 $17,82184 $492,518 29 $282,35709 $209,30672 $73,05037 
San Bernardino 

San Bernardrno ---------------------- $203,03196 $o,39175 $111,534 22 $86,10599 $103,4~614 -$17,35015 
San D1ego m OC'eanstde --------------------------- $257,888 08 $6,81700 $113,640 41 $137,43067 $50 50127 $86,92940 1-3 

San Dtego -------------------------- 1,677,977 94 48,68000 1,445,458 21 183,83973 393,16527 -209,325 :>4 g 
South Bay -------------------------- 112,173 80 4,49100 36,574 54 71,108 26 46,33040 24,777 86 t<l 

EI CaJon ---------------------------- 94,90230 4,01100 49,92787 40,96343 45,013 79 --4,05036 0 z 
$2,142,94212 $63,99900 $1,645,601 03 $433,34209 $535,01073 -$101,686 64 C-4 

d San Francisco t:l 
llJ CttY and County of ------------------ $2,703,357 53 $62,937 50 $969,85403 $1 ,670,566 00 ..... 

0 r{) .... > ~ San Jonqum t'4 
Stockton ---------------------------- $429,085 54 $8,62050 $233,106 65 $187,35839 $148,93685 $38,42154 m 

San Mateo ~ Central Jnd DlSt -------------------- $186,25551 $4,97700 $124,41383 $56,864 68 $48,34773 $13,51695 
~ Northern Jud Dtst ------------------- 232,44074 5,537 50 153,65061 73,25263 46,505 42 26,747 21 

Southern Jud Dtst ------- _ ----------- 251,87437 8,61800 181,833 83 61,42054 6~,07920 -3,65866 r:'ll 

$670,57062 $9,132 50 $45q,90027 $191, '537 85 $154,93235 $36,605 50 
Santa Barbara 

Santa Barbara ---------------------- $168,23125 $2,46000 $110,587 71 $55,183 54 $39,1:i0099 $15,682 55 
Santa Clsra 

Palo Alto·Mt V1ew------------------- $235,576 88 $8,26400 $149,41168 $77,90120 $78,71100 -$80980 
San Jose·AIVlso ---------------------- 444,268 20 12,817 50 291,39114 140,05956 143,91200 -3,85244 

$679,84508 $21,08150 $440,802 82 $217,96076 $222,623 00 -$4,66224 
1.'1:) 
01 



APPENDIX 1-Conhnued 

COSTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUES OF MUNICIPAL COURTS, FISCAL YEAR 1953-1954 ~ 

Ga•n or lou 0) 

Santa Cruz t Total revenue State's share Cdy's 8harc County's share County's t-ost to countv 

Santa Cruz ---------------- --------- $193,00000 $3,916 00 $110,08400 $79,00000 $52,00000 $27,00000 
Stamslaus 

Modesto 
----~-----------------------

$170,686 00 $3,60900 $72,34477 $94,73223 $67,296 79 $27,43544 
Solano 

ValleJo ---------------- ------------ $214,38013 $4,856 50 $109,94711 $99,576 52 $43,49805 $56,078 47 
Los Angeles 

Alhambra --------------------------- $176,72451 $5,044 50 $108,43275 $63,24726 $86,745 -$23,49774 
Beverly Ihlls ----------------------- _ 322,064 63 4,69300 207,74714 109,62449 100,151 9,473 49 rn 

§ Burbank ---------------------------- 244,22090 :t: 5,427 50 198,01807 40,65033 84,796 -44,14567 
CltrUS 86,")6174 2,375 50 12,47155 41,714 69 45,285 -3,570Jl 104 ------------------------------
Compton 346,10850 5,119550 154,85072 185,36228 119,064 66,29828 0 ---------------------------- z 
I>owney ------,---------------------- 145,68915 1,968 00 143,72115 55,535 88,18615 g East Los Angeles _________ ---- __ ------ 237,85193 4,61830 31,63699 201,59664 99,787 101,809 64 • 
El ndonte --------------------------- 18'5,023 55 1,69000 18,709 83 164,623 72 57,344 107,279 72 1-t . 

[JJ 

~ ~ Glendale --------------------- ---- 147,2951)6 1,69425 96,073 52 49,52779 100,369 -50,84121 
01 

Inglewood --------------------------- 381,445 27 3,65500 185,32422 192,46605 111,803 80,66305 

~ Long Beach -------------- ----------- 722,34803 8,020 50 579,287 88 13;),039 65 
...... 

240,994 -105,95435 ....... 
Loq Angeles --------------- _ -------- 7,500,936 02 * 112,83300 5,975,452 39 1,412,525 63 2,081,877 --669,3;)! _37 =" ...... 
'Los CPrntos ---- _ ------------------- 150,25946 218200 4600 148,03146 54,534 93,497 46 !_;it ... .... 
Pasadena -------------- ------ --- -- i45,097 83 9,547 00 356,31.310 79,23773 159,371 -80,13&27 l:Q 

San Jlnton1o ------------------- ---- 489,777 84 8,29900 22G,866 74 254,61210 129,648 124,96410 
San Jo~e ---------------------------- 191,59145 2,277 50 119,31911 69,99484 50,147 19,847 84 
Santa Amta ------------ ------------- 122,82220 1,29100 84659 58 36,87162 48,637 -11,76538 
Santa Momca __ ---------- --- ________ 240,02022 ~.194 50 195,55065 41,27507 113,702 -72,42693 
South Bay -------- -------------- ___ 382,05710 6,537 ;o 288,30286 87,216 74 114,767 -27,55026 
South <Jate -------------------------- 130,55686 4,05600 78,283 41 48,217 45 52,282 -4,06455 
Wh1tt1er --------------------- ------ 179,316::10 3,18000 34,87986 141,25664 59,876 81,38064 -----• Above enurts and three Justtee cou• ts 1m laded 

t Exact ftgurts unaTllilable $12,827,769 25 $198,47955 $8,982,226 37 $3,646,813 33 $3,966,714 -$319,900 67 
:t: Include. $125 School Fund 

L-1047 1-56 1600 0 J>rmleiJ '" CAt.IPOI.NIA STATE Pl\J}(TI'I'G OPPICB 
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AUTHORITIES RELATED TO 
BENEFITS FOR TRIAL COURT JUDGES 

Art1cle VI, sect1on 19 of the Cahforma Const1tut1on ; 
The Legislature shall prescnbe compensation for judges of courts of record 
A judge of a court of record may not rece1ve the salary for the jUdiCial off1ce 

held by the judge wh1le any cause before the judge rema1ns pend1ng and 
undetermined for 90 days after 1t has been submitted for dec1s1on 
(As amended Nov 5, 1974) 

Government Code sect1on 53200 3 
I 

For the llm1ted purpose of the application of th1s art1cle, judges of the supenor 
and mun1c1pal courts and the off1cers and attaches of sa1d courts whose salanes 
are pa1d e1ther 1n whole or 1n part from the salary fund of the county are county 
employees and shall be subject to the same or s1m1lar obligations and be granted 
the same or s1m1lar employee benefits as are now requ1red or granted to 
employees of the county 1n wh1ch the court of sa1d judge, off1cer, or attache 1s 
located 
(Added by Stats 1957, amended by Stats 1977) 

Government Code sect1on 53214 5 
A county or c1ty and county wh1ch pays the salanes, e1ther 1n whole or 1n part, 

of judges of the supenor and mumc1pal courts and the off1cers and attaches of 
those courts may allow the judges, officers, and attaches to part1c1pate 1n any 
deferred compensation plan established pursuant to th1s art1cle Any county or 
c1ty and county IS hereby authonzed to enter 1nto a wntten agreement w1th the 
judges, off1cers, and attaches prov1d1ng for deferral of a port1on of the1r wages 
The judges, off1cers, and attaches may authonze deductions to be made from 
the1r wages for the purpose of part1c1pat1ng 1n 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 part1c1pate 1n a county payroll procedure to pay 

supenor court judges solely from a county payroll Such procedure shall be 
prescnbed by the county aud1tor and approved by resolution of the county board 
of supervisors It shall Include prov1s1on for payment 1n advance to each 
part1c1pat1ng county by the state of 1ts share of the applicable judges' salanes and 
may Include prov1s1on for payroll deductions authonzed under applicable state 
laws Nothing 1n th1s sect1on, and no procedure adopted pursuant to th1s sect1on, 
shall Increase or decrease any compensation or benef1ts available to, or rece1ved 
by, supenor court judges as a result of be1ng pa1d from a state payroll 
(Added by Stats 1985) 
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Government Code section 69893 7 
Notw1thstand1ng any other prov1s1on of law, the follow1ng prov1s1ons shall apply 

to the Yolo County supenor and mun1c1pal courts 
(a) To ass1st the court 1n the performance of 1ts dut1es and the exerc1se of the 

powers conferred by law upon the court, a maJonty of the JUdges of the supenor 
and mun1c1pal courts, w1th the approval of the board of supervisors, may 
establish such JOb class1f1cat1ons and may appo1nt a clerk and such off1cers, 
assistants, and employees, 1nclud1ng off1c1al court reporters, as necessary A 
maJonty of the JUdges of the supenor and mun1c1pal courts may delegate the 
creat1on of JOb class1f1cat1ons and the appointment of employees to the court 
execut1ve off1cer Off1c1al court reporters shall hold off1ce at the pleasure of the 
appo1nt1ng off1cer 

(b) The compensation, 1nclud1ng salary, retirement, vacat1ons, and other 
benefits, of all Yolo County supenor and mun1c1pal court off1cers and employees 
may be adjusted by the board of supervisors The board of superv1sors may 
extend the management benefits package to off1cers, assistants, and employees 
of the supenor and mun1c1pal courts, 1nclud1ng JUdges, on the same bas1s as 1t 1s 
extended to other, off1cers and employees of the county Unless otherw1se 
prov1ded by law, employees of the supenor and mun1c1pal courts are subject to 
the personnel regulations, memoranda of understanding and aff1rmat1ve act1on 
plan of the county 

(c) In add1t1on to the off1c1al court reporters, the pres1d1ng Judge of the supenor 
and mun1c1pal courts may appo1nt as many court reporters pro tempore as the 
bus1ness of the court requ1res, who shall hold off1ce at h1s or her pleasure The 
court reporters pro tempore shall be unsalaned, but shall be compensated at a 
rate to be established by JOint act1on of the board of supervisors and a maJonty of 
the JUdges of the supenor and mun1c1pal courts In cnm1nal cases, the 
compensation of the court reporters pro tempore shall, upon order of the court, 
be a charge aga1nst the general fund of the county The pres1d1ng JUdge of the 

J supenor and mumc1pal courts may delegate the appo1ntment of court reporters 
pro tempore and the determ1nat1on of the1r salary to the court execut1ve off1cer 
(Added by Stats 1982, amended by Stats 1996) 

Government Code section 69894 3 
Employees of the supenor court 1n each county hav1ng a population of over 

2,000,000 shall be entitled to step advancement, vacat1on, s1ck leave, holiday 
benef1ts and other leaves of absence and other benef1ts as may be d1rected by 
rules of the court Where statutes requ1re nnplementatlon by local ordinances for 
the extens1on of benef1ts to local officers and employees, these may be made 
applicable by rule to court personnel, 1nclud1ng but not llm1ted to JUrors, and 
JUdges 

These benef1ts shall also Include the same lump sum payments for s1ck leave 
and vacat1on for the supenor court employees when they are separated from the 
serv1ce as are made to county employees of the county, except that lump-sum 
payments to court comm1ss1oners when separated from the serv1ce of the 
supenor court shall be llm1ted to accrued vacation 1f any, as 1s prov1ded by local 
rule of court, exclus1ve of accrued s1ck leave 

C-2 



. ~· 

Court employees under th1s sect1on shall have the nght to transfer to other 
departments 1n the county government, subject to the approval of the board of 
supervisors, the county charter, and other usual cond1t1ons that may be placed 
upon the transfer, 1nclud1ng, but not hm1ted to, a requirement that the transferee 
successfully complete an appropnate c1v1l serv1ce exam1nat1on The nght of 
transfer shall not g1ve any employee any add1t1onal nghts by reason of h1s 
employment w1th the court, other than those to wh1ch he would have been 
ent1tled 1f the employment had been w1th a different department of the county 
government 

Employment by the court shall be deemed to be employment by the county, 1f 
approved by rule of court, for the purpose of determ1mng a court employee's 
nghts w1th respect to a county's ordinances prov1d1ng for salary step 
advancements and other employee benef1ts and nghts, 1nclud1ng, but not hm1ted 
to, amount of compensation, vacat1ons, s1ck leave, and accumulated s1ck leave 

In any such county attaches may be voluntanly transferred from a pos1t1on 1n 
one JUdiCial d1stnct to a pos1t1on 1n another w1th1n the county and promoted or 
voluntanly demoted from a pos1t1on 1n one JUdiCial d1stnct to a pos1t1on 1n another 
w1th1n the county 1n substantially the same manner as transfers, demot1ons and 
promot1ons are authonzed generally 1n county departments or between 
departments of the county 

Rules of the court may 1nclude other matters perta1n1ng to the general 
adm1mstrat1on of the court, 1nclud1ng cond1t1ons of employment of court 
personnel, 1nclud1ng but not hm1ted to JUrors and JUdges When rules are adopted 
by a maJonty of the JUdges and f1led w1th the Jud1c1al Council they shall have the 
same status as other rules of court adopted pursuant to Sect1on 68070 

When requested to do so by the court the county shall through the county c1v1l 
serv1ce comm1ss1on furn1sh to the court serv1ces as may be requ1red 1n 
connect1on w1th the recruitment and employment of court off1cers and employees 
(Added by Stats 1959, amended by Stats 1961, 1963, 1967, 1994) 

Government Code sect1on 69894 4 
All of the employees prov1ded for 1n Sect1on 69894 1 and JUdges of the 

supenor court 1n each county hav1ng a population of over 2,000,000 shall be 
allowed actual traveling and necessary expenses Incurred wh1le engaged 1n the 
dut1es of the1r off1ce, wh1ch shall be the same as allowed to officers and 
employees of such county Any expenses for travel outside of the county shall 
requ1re the pnor approval of the board of supervisors 

Whenever, because of the nature of the dut1es of any JUdge or off1cer of the 
court, the board of superv1sors determines that the best Interest of the county 
and the court would be served, 1t may ass1gn an automobile 1n heu of allow1ng 
travel expenses 

The salanes prov1ded for 1n sa1d Sect1on 69894 1 shall be pa1d by the county 
out of such fund as other salary demands aga1nst the county are pa1d The 
expenses prov1ded for 1n th1s sect1on shall be pa1d 1n monthly Installments out of 
the general fund Salanes and expenses shall be aud1ted 1n the same manner as 
the law requ1res for other demands aga1nst the county 
(Added by Stats 1959) 
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Government Code section 69907 
(a) In the County of San D1ego, 1n add1t1on to any other compensation and 

benefits, each judge of the supenor court shall rece1ve the same life Insurance, 
accidental death and dismemberment Insurance, comprehensive annual phys1cal 

, exam1nat1ons, execut1ve flexible benefits plan (except that 1f deferred 
compensation 1s selected, no adjustment based on retirement t1er shall apply), 
and dental and v1s1on Insurance as prov1ded by the County of San D1ego for the 
class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer Changes 1n these benef1ts shall be 
effective on the same date as for those for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef 
adm1n1strat1ve off1cer 

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the supenor 
court shall rece1ve long-term d1sab1llty Insurance to the same extent as prov1ded 
by the County of San D1ego for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer 
(Added by Stats 1985, amended by Stats 1986, 1989, 1990) 

Government Code sect1on 69909 
(a) In the County of R1vers1de, 1n 'add1t1on to any other compensation and 

benefits, each judge of the supenor court shall rece1ve the county flexible 
benef1ts plan 

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the supenor 
court shall rece1ve long-term d1sab1llty 1nsurance to the same extent as prov1ded 
by the County of R1vers1de for other elected county off1c1als 
(Formerly 69908, added by Stats 1990, renumbered and amended by Stats 1991) 

Government Code sect1on 73642 
[Benefits for Judges of the Mumc1pal Court of the El Cajon Jud1c1al D1stnct of San 
D1ego County ] 

(a) In add1t1on to any other compensation and benefits, each judge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve the same life Insurance, accidental death and 
dismemberment Insurance, comprehensive annual phys1cal exam1nat1ons, 
execut1ve flexible benefits plan, except that 1f deferred compensation 1s selected, 
no adjustment based on ret1rement t1er shall apply, and dental and v1s1on 
Insurance as provided by the County of San D1ego for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef 
adm1n1strat1ve off1cer Changes 1n these benefits shall be effective on the same 
date as those for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer 

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each judge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve one or more of the following benefits the same 
long-term d1sab1llty Insurance as prov1ded by the County of San D1ego for the 
class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer or ret1ree health benefits whereby 
each judge of the mun1c1pal court servmg on or after October 1, 1987, who ret1res 
from the mun1c1pal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall rece1ve the same 
amount of Insurance prem1um for ret1ree health benefits under the Public 
Employees' Med1cal and Hospital Care Act (Part 5 (commencing w1th Sect1on 
22750) of T1tle 2) that the state prov1des to ret1red supenor court judges under 
that act 
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004) 
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Government Code sect1on 73952 
[Benefits for Judges of the Mun1c1pal Court of the North County Jud1c1al D1stnct of 
San D1ego County] ~ 

(a) In addition to any other compensat1on and benefits, each JUdge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve the same life Insurance, accidental death and 
dismemberment Insurance, comprehensive annual physical exammat1ons, 
execut1ve flexible benefits plan, except that 1f deferred compensation 1s selected, 
no adjustment based on ret1rement t1er shall apply, and dental and v1s1on 
Insurance as prov1ded by the County of San D1ego for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef 
adm1n1strat1ve off1cer Changes 1n these benef1ts shall be effective on the same 
date as for those for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer 

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each JUdge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve one or more of the following benefits the same 
long-term d1sab1llty Insurance as prov1ded by the County of San D1ego for the 
class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer or ret1ree health benefits whereby 
each Judge of the mun1c1pal court serv1ng on or after October 1, 1987, who ret1res 
from the mun1c1pal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall rece1ve the same 
amount of Insurance prem1um for ret1ree health benefits under the Public 
Employees' Med1cal and Hosp1tal Care Act (Part 5 (commencing w1th Sect1on 
22750) of T1tle 2) that the state prov1des to retired supenor court JUdges under 
that act 
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004 ) 

Government Code section 74145 
[Benef1ts for Judges of the Mun1c1pal Courts of R1vers1de County] 

(a) In add1t1on to any other compensat1on and benef1ts, each Judge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve the county flexible benefits plan 

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each JUdge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve the same long-term d1sab1llty Insurance as prov1ded 
by the County of R1vers1de for other elected county off1c1als 
(Added by Stats 2004) 

Government Code sect1on 7 4342 
[Benef1ts for Judges of the Mun1c1pal Court of the San D1ego Jud1c1al D1stnct of 
San D1ego County] 

(a) In add1t1on to any other compensat1on and benef1ts, each Judge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve the same life Insurance, accidental death and 
dismemberment Insurance, comprehensive annual physical exam1nat1ons, 
execut1ve flexible benef1ts plan, except that 1f deferred compensation 1s selected, 
no adjustment based on retirement t1er shall apply, and dental and v1s1on 
1nsurance as prov1ded by the County of San D1ego for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef 
adm1n1strat1ve off1cer Changes 1n these benefits shall be effective on the same 
date as for those for the class1~1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer 

(b) Subject to approval by the board of supervisors, each JUdge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve one or more of the follow1ng benefits the same 
long-term d1sab1hty Insurance as provided by the County of San D1ego for the 
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class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer or ret1ree health benefits whereby 
each JUdge of the mun1c1pal court serv1ng on or after October 1, 1987, who ret1res 
from the mun1c1pal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall rece1ve the same 
amount of Insurance prem1um for ret1ree health benef1ts under the Public 
Employees' Med1cal and Hospital Care Act (Part 5 (commencing w1th Sect1on 
22750) of T1tle 2) that the state prov1des to retired supenor court JUdges under 
that act 
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004) 

Government Code sect1on 74742 
[Benef1ts for Judges of the Mun1c1pal Court of the South Bay Jud1c1al D1stnct of 
San D1ego County] 

(a) In add1t1on to any other compensation and benef1ts, each JUdge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve the same life Insurance, accidental death and 
dismemberment Insurance, comprehensive annual phys1cal exam1nat1ons, 
execut1ve flexible benef1ts plan, except that 1f deferred compensation 1s selected, 
no adJustment based on ret1rement t1er shall apply, and dental and v1s1on 
Insurance as provided by the County of San D1ego for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef 
adm1n1strat1ve off1cer Changes 1n those benef1ts shall be effective on the same 
date as for those for the class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer 

(b) SubJect to approval by the board of superv1sors, each Judge of the 
mun1c1pal court shall rece1ve one or more of the following benefits the same 
long-term d1sab1llty Insurance as provided by the County of San D1ego for the 
class1f1cat1on of ch1ef adm1n1strat1ve off1cer or ret1ree health benef1ts whereby 
each JUdge of the mun1c1pal court serv1ng on or after October 1, 1987, who ret1res 
from the mun1c1pal court on or after January 1, 1989, shall rece1ve the same 
amount of Insurance prem1um for ret1ree health benef1ts under the Public 
Employees' Med1cal and Hosp1tal Care Act (Part 5 (commencing w1th Sect1on 
22750) of T1tle 2) that the state prov1des to ret1red supenor court JUdges under 
that act 
(Added by Stats 2002, amended by Stats 2004) 

Government Code sect1on 77003 
(a) As used 1n th1s chapter, "court operations" means all of the follow1ng 
(1) Salanes, benefits, and public agency retirement contnbut1ons for supenor 

court JUdges and for subordinate JUdiCial off1cers For purposes of th1s paragraph, 
"subordinate JUdiCial officers" Includes all comm1ss1oner or referee pos1t1ons 
created pnor to July 1, 1997, 1nclud1ng pos1t1ons created 1n the mun1c1pal court 
pnor to July 1, 1997, wh1ch thereafter became pos1t1ons 1n the supenor court as a 
result of un1f1cat1on of the mun1c1pal and supenor courts 1n a county, and 
1nclud1ng those comm1ss1oner pos1t1ons created pursuant to former Sections 
69904,70141,70141 9, 7014211,72607,73794,74841 5, and 74908, and 
Includes any staff who provide direct support to comm1ss1oners, but does not 
1nclude comm1ss1oners or staff who prov1de d1rect support to the comm1ss1oners 
whose pos1t1ons were created after July 1, 1997, unless approved by the Jud1c1al 
Council, subject to ava1lab1llty of fund1ng 
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(2) The salary, benefits, and publlc,agency ret1r,ement contnbut1ons for other 
court staff 

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

(4) Court-appo1nted counsel 1n JUVemle court dependency proceedings and 
counsel appointed by the court to represent a m1nor pursuant to Chapter 10 
(commenc1ng w1th Sect1on 3150) of Part 2 of D1v1s1on 8 of the Fam1Jy Code 

(5) Serv1ces and supplies relat1ng to court operations 
(6) Collective barga1n1ng under Sect1ons 71630 and 71639 3 w1th respect to 

court employees 
(7) Subject to paragraph (1) of subd1v1s1on (d) of Sect1on 77212, actual 1nd1rect 

costs for county and c1ty and county general serv1ces attnbutable to court 
operat1ons, but spec1f1cally excludmg, but not llm1ted to, Jaw library operations 
conducted by a trust pursuant to statute, courthouse construction, d1stnct 
attorney serv1ces, probation serv1ces, 1nd1gent cnm1nal defense, grand JUry 
expenses and operations, and pretnal release serv1ces 

(8) Except as prov1ded 1n subd1v1s1on (b), other matters listed as court 
operations 1n Rule 10 810 of the Callforma Rules of Court as 1t read on January 
1, 2007 

(b) However, "court operations" does not 1nclude collection enhancements as 
def1ned 1n Rule 10 810 of the Callforma Rules of Court as 1t read on January 1, 
2007 I 

(Added by Stats 1988, amended by Stats 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1997, 1998, 
2001, 2002, 2007) 

Government Code sect1on 77201 
(a)-(b) * * * 
(c) The Department of F1nance shall adJust the amount spec1f1ed 1n paragraph 

(1) of subd1v1s1on (b) that a county 1s requ1red to subm1t to the state, pursuant to 
the follow1ng 

(1) A county shall subm1t a declaration to the Department of F1nance, no later 
than February 15, 1998, that the amount 1t 1s requ1red to subm1t to the state 
pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdiVISIOn (b) e1ther Includes or does not Include 
the costs for local JUdiCial benefits wh1ch are court operation costs as def1ned 1n 
Sect1on 77003 and Rule 10 810 of the Callforma Rules of Court The tnal courts 
1n a county that subm1ts such a declaration shall be g1ven a copy of the 
declaration and the opportumty to comment on the valld1ty of the statements 1n 
the declaration The Department of F1nance shall venfy the facts 1n the county's 
declaration and comments, 1f any Upon venf1cat1on that the amount the county 1s 
requ1red to subm1t to the state Includes the costs of local JUdiCial benefits, the 
department shall reduce on or before June 30, 1998, the amount the county 1s 
requ1red to submit to the state pursuant to paragraph (1) of subd1v1s1on (b) by an 
amount equal to the cost of those JUdiCial benefits, 1n wh1ch case the county shall 
cont1nue to be responsible for the cost of those benefits If a county disagrees 
w1th the Department of Finance's fa1Jure to venfy the facts 1n the county's 
declaration and reduce the amount the county 1s requ1red 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 aud1t to venfy the facts 1n the county's declaration The 
Controller shall conduct the requested aud1t wh1ch shall be at the requesting 
county's expense If the Controller's aud1t venf1es the facts 1n the county's 
declaration, the department shall reduce the amount the county 1s requ1red to 
submit to the state pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdiVISIOn (b) by an amount 
equal to the amount venf1ed by the Controller's aud1t and the state shall 
reimburse the requesting county for the cost of the aud1t 

(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 Cahforma Judges Association (CJA) conducted a survey to ascertam the range of 
supplemental JUdtctal benefits bemg offered throughout the state The study Identified the courts 

I 

offermg supplemental benefits, the range of benefits bemg offered, and whether the court or the 
county pays for the supplemental benefits Thts work provided the foundation for a subsequent 
survey conducted m 2008 

One methodological challenge that was apparent from the CJA survey findmgs was that courts 
dtd not use the same termmology to descnbe benefits As a result, open-ended telephone 
mtervtews conducted m 2008 to gauge the scale and scope of supplemental JUdicial benefits 
resulted m data that were ncb m htstoncal detail but difficult to compare across courts 

To overcome thts hurdle, subject matter experts from the Admmtstrative Office of the Courts 
(AOC) Human Resources Dtvtston, Office of Court Research, and Office of the General Counsel 
collaborated to organtze benefits mformahon mto broad categones that would make a 
companson of benefits among courts more meamngful and reduce survey nonresponse errors 
that can result from respondents not seemg their spectfic benefit hsted on the survey 

r The vanous benefit types Identified m 2008 were grouped mto the followmg categones Medical 
Benefits, Dtsabthty Insurance, Ltfe Insurance, Retirement Benefits, Transportation Allowances, 
Personal Allowances/Stipends Each category contamed a hst of benefit types, which were 
denved from the mformation gathered m the 2008 mtervtews Each benefit type was Identified 
broadly but also mcluded subcategones m order to capture detail For example, the Medtcal 
Benefits category contamed the followmg benefit hst General Health, Dental, VIS Ion, Bundled 
Plan, Medical Savmgs Account, Cash Supplement, and Long-term Care To help respondents 
determme where to capture benefits, defimtions for each of the hsted benefits with examples was 
provided along wtth the survey 

Administration of the Survey 

As noted above, a second survey of supplemental JUdtctal benefits was needed to adequately 
address the reqmrements ofSBX2 11 This sw-Vey, Identified as the Follow-up Survey on 
Supplemental Judicial Benefits (FY 200 -2008), was used to collect mformation m 2009 to 
follow up on the 2008 open-ended telephone mterview wtth courts 
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AOC research staff reviewed the benefit mformation gathered m the 2008 mterviews and 
transferred this mformation mto the new survey mstrument The new survey was pilot-tested 
before the 2008 Information was transferred, and the transfer process was conducted 
mdependently by several staff members to ensure the accuracy and rehabihty of the mformatlon 
This provided partially completed survey mstruments for each court that would be used to update 
data collected m the 2008 mterviews and gather new mformation that was not previOusly 
collected 

The partially completed surveys, along with an accompanymg hst of benefit defmitlons and 
general mstructions, were distnbuted to the courts To gather the data on supplemental JUdicial 
benefits, a combmatlon of phone mterviews and e-mail mqumes were conducted wtth Identified 
court mdividuals Interview respondents often mcluded court executive officers, JUdges, court 
fmancial officers, finance directors, human resources duectors 

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 clanfy or confirm responses After this data quahty 
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 hsted m the tables are no longer provided to JUdges m a particular county 

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

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

The 50 new JUdgeships authonzed but not funded by Assembly Billl59 are mcluded m the total 
of authorized Judgeships 

Table 2 
San Bemto costs for all hsted benefits are from FY 2008-2009 

San Joaqum cost of Bundled (Health, Dental, VIsion) IS from FY 2008-2-09 

Calaveras cost ofN/A for mileage allowance was reported by the court thusly, "Is mmimal, no 
total cost available " 
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The zero values m the table where a court mdtcates that It offers a benefit but tts total cost IS zero 
represent one of the followmg scenanos 

• The cost for a gtven benefit ( e g , dental) ts represented m the cost of another benefit 
( e g , general health care) because the court was unable to provtde separate cost figures 
for both benefits 

• The cost to the court or county for the benefit,ts actually $0 because the Judge pays the 
total cost ( e g , Fresno offers a 457 Plan and does not provtde a match contnbution to the 
Judges) 

• In some courts, the cost of a gtven benefit may be patd 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 m some cases estimated, m the 
followmg ways 

Some courts mdtcated that a untform/standard benefit amount ts provtded for each Judge 
that receives the benefit (1 e, each judge receives the same amount of benefit) Thts 
benefit amount per JUdge was used and represents the actual annual benefit amount per 
Judge 

Some courts mdtcated that all JUdges m theu court received a particular benefit, however, 
mformation on whether each JUdge recetved the same amount was not obtamed The 
value was computed by takmg the total amount spent m FY 2007-2008 on the benefit 
and dtvtdmg It by the total number of Judges (filled positions m FY 2007-2008) that 
recetved the benefit Thts calculatiOn provides an estimated average annual benefit 
amount per Judge 

In some cases where not all Judges iecetved the benefit, data was collected from the court 
on the number of JUdges that recetved the benefit m FY 2007-2008 As m the precedmg 
example, the value was computed by takmg the total amount spent m FY 2007-2008 on 
the benefit and dtvtdmg It by the actual number of JUdges that recetved the benefit Thts 
calculation provtdes an estimated average annual benefit amount per JUdge 

In some cases there was not sufficient mformation to compute an actual or average 
benefit cost per JUdge These benefits were those where the cost was vanable ( e g , "up to 
$200/year per JUdge," "up to $85/ month per parttctpatmgJudge ($1,080 per year)") and 
the number of JUdges recetvmg the benefit was not known In these cases the maxtmum 
benefit amount available to the JUdge was used as the value m 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 tfthe JUdge participated at the maxtmum benefit level 
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SURVEY ON SUPPLEMENTAL .JUDICIAL BENEFITS (FY 2007-2008) 

Definitions of Benefits 

Med1cal Benef1ts (General Health, Dental, V1s1on Plans, etc ) 

General Health Care 
Coverage that provides for the payment of benefits for covered sickness or InJury It may mclude 
msurance for losses from accident, medical expense, disability, or acctdental death or 
dismemberment 

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

VIsion Plan 
V tston msurance plans are usually separate plans covermg medtcal treatment relatmg to eye 
health 

Bundled (Combmed) Medical Plan (Health, Dental, VIsiOn) 
A health msurance plan that bundles general health care, dental, and vtston msurance mto one 
combmed plan 

Medical Savmgs Account 
A savmgs account mto whtch employees can make tax-deferred deposits that can be used to pay 
for medtcal expenses not covered by msurance Thts type of account must be coupled wtth a e. \) 

htgh-deducttble health plan and ts typically available to employees of small busmesses (less than 
50 employees) or self-employed mdividuals Employers with small group Medical Savmgs 
Accounts (MSAs) may make contributiOns on behalf of employees, or employees may make the 
entrre contribution Savmgs can be rolled over to the next year or wtthdrawn as mcome Funds 
are typically used for medical expenses, mcludmg prescnptton drugs, quahfied long-term care 
and msurance premiums, and COBRA coverage It may also be called a Health Savtngs Account 

An MSA may work as follows A portzon of the money currently spent on a health 
msurance plan zs deposzted mto a newly establzshed MSA, up to $1,400 for an zndzvzdual 
(or $3,375 for afamzly) The other portzon mzght be used to purchase a catastrophzc 
pohcy that covers medzcal expenses after the deductzble zs met 

Cash Supplemental Health Contribution (a k a. Flexible Spendmg Account) 
Cash provided to employees to supplement health msurance costs or provided as reimbursement 
for health-care costs or deducttbles Thts benefit may take the form of an account that gives 
employees the opportunity to set aside pretax funds for the reimbursement of ehgtble benefits 
These accounts, whtch may be set up through 125 Plans (Cafetena Plans), can be funded through 
salary reduction, employer contnbuttons, or a combmatton of both Employees can purchase 
addttlonal benefits or pay health msurance deducttbles and copayments wtth the money m these 
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accounts The money m these accounts typically needs to be used wtthm a plan year It may also 
be referred to as a Health Care Flextble Spendmg Account 

Long-term Care 
An msurance plan that ts available to the employee and hts or her spouse, parents, parents-m-
law, and stblmgs Provtdes for personal care of essential activities such bathmg, dressmg, eatmg, 
or other baste needs over an extended because of an acctdent, dtsease, or frailty m old age 
Employee typically pays 100 percent of the monthly premmm for thts voluntary benefit 

Other Insurance Benef1ts-D1sab1hty (Short- and Long-term) and L1fe Insurance 

Disability Income Insurance 
A form of health msurance that provtdes penod1c payments to replace a certam percentage of 
mcome lost when the msured ts unable to work as a result of Illness, Injury, or dtsease 

Short-term Dzsabzlzty Insurance (SDI) , 
A provtston to pay benefits to a covered dtsabled person as long as he or she remams 
dtsabled up to a specified pertod 

Long-term Dzsabzlzty Insurance {LTD) 
Insurance tssued to an employer (group) or mdtvtdual to provtde a reasonable 
replacement of a portton of an employee's earned mcome lost through senous and 
prolonged Illness or mjury durmg the normal work career 

Bundled Package SDI and LTD 
A dtsabthty msurance plan that bundles short-term dtsabthty and long-term dtsabthty mto 
one combmed plan 

Other Dzsabzlzty Insurance 
Another type of dtsabthty msurance not captured by SDI, LTD, or the bundled package 

Life Insurance 
A type of msurance pohcy patd by the employer that provtdes money tf the msured person dtes 
while the pohcy ts m effect Thts baste group term hfe msurance pohcy may mclude provlSlons 
for acctdental death and dismemberment (AD&D), conversiOn, and accelerated benefit options 

Life Insurance 
A type of msurance pohcy patd by the employer that proVIdes money tf the msured 
person dtes while the pohcy ts m effect Thts may be a baste group term hfe msurance 
pohcy may mclude provtstons for acctdental death and dismemberment (AD&D), 
conversiOn, and accelerated benefit options 

Supplemental Life Insurance (for example, AD&D) 
Addttional hfe msurance usually available for employees and dependents that may be 
used to supplement an extstmg hfe msurance pohcy For example, a supplemental hfe 
msurance pohcy that covers AD&D may be obtamed as addthonal coverage beyond that 
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provtded by a baste group term hfe msurance pohcy An employee typically pays for the 
cost of thts msurance 

Bundled Package Life and Supplemental Life Insurance 
A hfe msurance plan that bundles hfe msurance and supplemental hfe msurance mto one 
combmed plan 

Other Life Insurance 
Another type of hfe msurance not captured by hfe msurance, supplemental hfe msurance, 
or the bundled package -

Ret1rement Benefits-Deferred Compensation Plan/Defmed Contr1but1on Plan 

Deferred Compensation Plan/Defined Contribution Plan 
A retirement plan that allows employees to accumulate money on a tax-deferred basts Set up as 
an mdtVIdual account for the employee, this plan usually specifies an annual contribution amount 
for employees and may mclude employer contributions A qualified plan can have the option of 
permtttmg employees to wtthdraw assets Without penalty for certam "emergency" Situations 
specified m the plan, although the normal taxes must be patd on the withdrawn portiOn 

Thts type of plan IS also referred to as a "Defmed Contnbution Plan," meanmg that the plan 
defines how much the worker-and the employer, tftt chooses-will contnbute to a worker's 
retirement account Typically m these types of plans, the worker duects how at least a portion of 
the contributions wtll be mvested (wtthln the mvestment options offered by the employer), and 
bears all the mvestment nsk Benefits are based solely on the amount contnbuted to the 
participant's account, plus any mcome, expenses, gams and losses, and forfeitures of accounts of 
other participants that may be allocated to the partiCipant's account May also be referred to as 
Retirement Savmgs Plan, 401(k), 401(k) Thn:ft Plan, 403(b), or 457 plan (based on the sector of 
employment) 

• Sec 40l(k) Pnvate-sector salary reduction plan 
• Sec 403(b) Nonprofit sector salary reduction plan 
• Sec 457 Pubhc-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 Wlthdrawalts subJect to ordmary mcome taxation), designated 
Roth contributions are not permitted 

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

Car Allowance 
A penodic or monthly amount paid out to an employee for the use of a personal vehicle m the 
performance of official or JOb-related duties 

Mileage Reimbursement 
Monetary reimbursement provided to an employee at a specified rate per mtle 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 

Contmumg Educatton/Trammg/ProfessiOnal Development 
Reimbursement or allowance provided for contmumg education and trammg expenses, mcludmg 
conferences, trammgs, books, and other education program matenals 

Eqmpment1 

Reimbursement or allowance provided for the purchase of equipment (computers, laptops, 
pnnters, fax machmes, scanners, etc ) to be used for JOb-related functions 

Personal Secunty 
Reimbursement or allowance provided for personal security expenses 

ProfessiOnal Assoctatlon,Dues or Memberships 
Reimbursement or allowance provided for the cost of membership m professional associations 

Parkmg 
Reimbursement or allowance provtded for the cost of parkmg or destgnated parkmg spaces 
reserved specifically for Judges 

Child Care 
Employer fundmg for child-care expenses 

Wellness Program 
Reimbursement or allowance provided for activities designed to promote safety and good health 
among employees It may mclude physical fitness programs, smokmg cessation, health nsk 
appraisals, diet mformation and weight loss, stress management, and high blood pressure 
screemng 

1 Allowances for cell phones and other personal commumcatlons dev1ces are not mcluded m 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 m the hst 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, busmess expense, professional 
allowance, or mamtenance of effort payment 
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County-Funded Benefits 

Authorized 
Courts 

Judgeships 
FRESNO 44 
LOS ANGELES 436 
MENDOCINO 8 
MONTEREY 20 
RIVERSIDE 64 
SAN BERNARDINO 78 
SAN FRANCISCO 51 
SAN MATEO 26 
SANTA CLARA 79 

/ TRINITY 2 
VENTURA 29 

11 courts 
837 

Judgeships 

Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits by Court 
as of July 1, 2008 

Court-Funded Benef1ts 
Court- and County-Funded 

- Benef1ts 

Courts 
Authorized 

Courts 
Authorized 

Judgeships Judgeships 
ALAMEDA 69 CONTRA COSTA 38 
BUTIE 12 KERN 38 
CALAVERAS 2 KINGS 8 
GLENN 2 MONO 2 
MARIPOSA 2 ORANGE 112 
NAPA 6 SACRAMENTO 64 
NEVADA 6 SONOMA 19 
PLACER 12 YOLO 11 
SAN BENITO 2 

8 courts 
292 

SAN DIEGO 130 Judgeships 
SAN JOAQUIN 32 
SAN LUIS OBISPO 12 
SISKIYOU 4 
SOLANO 19 
TULARE 20 
TUOLUMNE 4 

16 courts 
334 

Judgeships 

0-9 

No Supplemental Benefits 

Courts 
Authorized 
Judgeships 

ALPINE 2 
AMADOR 2 
COLUSA 2 
DEL NORTE 3 
ELDORADO 6 
HUMBOLDT 7 
IMPERIAL 9 
INYO 2 
LAKE 4 
LASSEN 2 
MADERA 10 
MARIN 10 
MERCED 10 
MODOC 2 
PLUMAS 2 
SANTA BARBARA 19 
SANTA CRUZ 10 
SHASTA 11 
SIERRA 2 
STANISLAUS 22 
SUTIER 5 
TEHAMA 4 
YUBA 5 

23 courts 
151 

Judgeships 



Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 1n FY 2007-08 

Statewide Total 

County Funded Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Court Funded Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Alameda •. ~ • • r ~ :.- - -:.-
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) 

-Alpine \ 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Amador~- $ r; :; ..... ::; "$ l .... ~.,1' 

... .... - N'..... .;a 0. .,a. '<t"" 'W' .,a. ~ a:- oa.. """' ....]: ..i. 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

Butte - ~~ ' " _., 
Other Aliowances/Stlpend-s (not spec1f1cally des1gnated) 

Calaveras 
L1fe Insurance 
Long-term d1sab1llty 
Mileage allowance 

ColuSat l_ ~ - -~- ~-~-r . _-
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Contra Costa 
County Total 

457 
Car allowance 
L1fe Insurance 
Long-term d1sab1llty 

Court Total 
457 
Car allowance 
Long-term d1sab1llty 

Del Norte 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

,-EI Dorado_ , 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

;. Vt? tt~ """"" 

F~et!ftO~ ~,. • :.-
457 
Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally des1gnated) 

Glenn 
Life Insurance 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally des1gnated) 
Short-term d1sab1llty 

~ - N - - ~ v- : ~~ 't .. " t • Hum~old~- - ·: :: J • _. _.., _ ... ·N ' tlif_ t ~}· _ , 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

0-10 

w -

Fund1ng 
Source 

County 

Court 

Court 
Court 

Court 

Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 
County 

Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 

Court 
Court 
Court 

t'-

' . - .. 

Total Cost 

$33,60~542 

$30,388,289 

$3,214,253 

' -$67,047 
$46,303 
$20,744 

$0 

~ •' -·- $0 

;lf1,800. 
$1,800 

$549 
$504 

$45 
N/A 

$0 

$122,560 
$14,582 

$1,764 
$12,000 

$510 
$308 

$107,978 
$16,066 
$90,000 

$1,912 

$0 

$0 

< "'$71284 
$0 

$555 
$6,729 

$11,263 
$143 

$10,994 
$126 

; ~N' ~~ ~-.. ....... ~ .... o..~ 

Benefit 
Available to 
All Judges 

. ~""' 
'• 

,_ 

'l...f"A' W' 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

' 

:. 

~ 

; 

-

' 
" .1, 

,1 . 



~ -"'-~~per!~l _ ~ 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Inyo 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

Kem 
County Total 

Car allowance 
Court Total 

Car allowance 
Mileage allowance 

Klnris 
County Total 

Dental 
General Health Care 
VISIOn 

Court Total 
-457 

Lake 

Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 
Dental 
General Health Care 
L1fe Insurance 
Other D1sab1hty Insurance 
VISIOn 

No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

.Lass~ _ • ::f ·~ -
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

i:Os _Angeles _ 
401K 
457 
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 

·-

.. -

Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally des1gnated) 

Mad~a 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

M 7 r ~ -~ _![.m.... · t _ ...._ 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

.. ariposa -
L1fe Insurance 

Mendocino 

. . 

Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) 

Merced 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

ModoC' 'J '' 
No Supplemental Jud1cia1 Benefits 

0-11 

Fund1ng 
Source 

County 

Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 

Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 
County 

Court 

County 

' 

Benefit 
Total Cost Available to 

All ~udge~ 
$0 

w ,$247,198 
$120,258 
$)20,258 

$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 

- $23,482At32 
$3,957,130 
$2,001,295 

$14,454,245 
$3,070,262 

.. 

$0 

.. ~ ·~24 
$424 

$6,000 
$6,000 

$0 

~ r -
-' '~ ;/$.,~ $0_ 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

- f 

., • - '!t 



Mono -
County Total 

- t 
~~ -

Wellness Stipend 
Court Total 

Dental 
L1fe Insurance 
Mileage allowance 
VISIOn 

Monterey .r • 
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 
Other L1fe Insurance 

,. 

Other Cash Allowance/Stipend - 'Fiex1ble health care' 
Other Cash Allowance/Stipend - 'Professional expenses' 

~apa , ,"!f 
Dental 
General Health Care 
L1fe Insurance 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) 
VISIOn 
Wellness St1pend 

... ...... """'$10""" W' "j:IOO'fq'.,....._ ,(, 

Nevada _} :~_"::"_ . ~::. 
L1fe Insurance 
Other Retirement Benef1t 

Orange 
County Total 

Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 

"''' 

-. 

Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) 
Court Total 

Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 
"0 'W' f' ( t...dft,l ... N ~ ... "0 

Placer ,., ,..,,-;__. . " _ ..... ~ _, 
Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 

Plumas 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Riverside 
457 
Life Insurance 
Long-term d1sab1hty 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally des1gnated) 

Saciamento ~o 
County Total 

Dental 
L1fe Insurance 

Court Total 
Dental 
L1fe Insurance 

Funding 
Source 

- '. 
..,..~ ...... 
County 

Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 
County 

., •"' > -

Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 

- 'ff.:-'T- ~ -.. 
_, .... . 

Court 
Court 

County 
County 

Court 

,-¢-~ 

Court 

County 
County 
County "' 
County 

County 
County 

Court 
Court 

Benefit 
Total Cost Available to 

All Judges 
$2,526 .v , 

$600 
$600 X 

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

$80,66_1 
$242 
$817 

$72,477 
$7,126 

I 

'• ' - $90,631 '•-' 
$8,136 

$61,501 
$1,008 

$18,720 
$384 
$882 

' - ' X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

"$3,8~ ':.;' --;'""" 
$231 X 

$3,600 X 

$2,468,700 .... - -.---
$2,436,000 

$2,000,000 X 
$436,000 X 
$32,700 
$32,700 X 

. $1,0~6.:": ... __ ' 
$1,020 X 

$1J w ..... -_, 

$401,865 
$231,478 

$4,109 
$1,507 

$164,771 

$96,664• 4 ...... 

$73,970 
$69,198 X 

$4,771 X 
$22,694 

$6,306 X 
$385 X 



san Benito •l>/ - ':. .... ...:'b.T -r 
Long-term d1sab11ity 
L1fe Insurance 
Supplemental L1fe Insurance (e g 

San Bernardano 
L1fe Insurance 

AD&D) 

,. ,, 

•, 

Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) 

San- DiAnn -.::""':"" • - , "' ""'-- -' ·---~.. ~ 'It .... ~'~"3i..~ ., ...... 
Bundled (Health, Dental, V1s1on) 
Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 
Car allowance 
Other Allowances/Stipends (spec1f1cally designated) 

san Francisco 
Dental 
General Health Care 
VISIOn 

san Joaquin - -· , - :-
Bundled (Health, Dental, V1s1on) 

San luis Obaspo 
Car allowance 
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 
Contmumg Educat1on, Trammg, Prof 
L1fe Insurance 
Long-term d1sab11ity 
Other L1fe Insurance 
Wellness Stipend 

San Mateo 
Dental 
General Health Care 
L1fe Insurance 
Long-term d1sab11ity 
VISIOn 

Dev 

1sinta Barbara..,""" ... - -- ,..._ ""' 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

santa Clara 
Bundled (Health, Dental, V1s1on) 
L1fe Insurance 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally des1gnated) 

~ .... ~ - - 'lll'" 
::t~nti! Cnlz::- - ; • ., • - t• '1 • 

No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

Shasta 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Sierra , 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

""~""I 

Fundmg 
Source 

Court--
Court 
Court 

County 
County 

Total Cost 

E ~ ~ $6,582 
$93 

$6,480 
$10 

$1,280,175 
$1,652 

$1,278,523 

- - ~ $\,916,8Q3 
Court $1,000,297 
Court $56,013 
Court $852,898 
Court $7,595 

County 
County 
County , 

Court 

Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 
County 
County 

County 
County 
County 

$409,831 
$47,647 

$362,184 
$0 

':.--- ~$14,376 

$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 

" ' ' $0 

$1,181,531 
$1,133,106 

$6,570 
$41,854 

"" ... - ~$o 

$0 

$0 

. -----!Siskiyou ... ... ~l... _ ... ......or.W~<Oo.+A--1:111: • .::- $32;808 
-$2,808 
$30,000 

Bundled (Life and Supplemental) Court 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) Court 
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Benefit 
Available to 
All Judges 

~ . ~ 1-~ -_-_ -
X 
X 
X 

< " - " X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

'f' 



SOlano , 
Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 
Car allowance 
Dental 
Other Allowances/Stipends (not spec1f1cally designated) 
VISIOn 

~"'"*'- r~ '« ... Sonoma , 
County Total 

Car allowance 
Dental 
General Health Care 
L1fe Insurance 
Long-term d1sab1llty 
VISIOn 

Court Total 
401K 

StaniSlaUS 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

sutter .. ,. !Iii... 'f.· _ 

No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

'""" "' • if 'lr-TeJ'!aml!<~ _. . ~ , .... -=.. 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benef1ts 

Trinity 
Dental 
L1fe Insurance 

Tulare 7' ~ " , ..... 
Wellness St1pend 

TUOlumne~ ~ .. -- ~ ·- .. (I 
N M N' ~ 

Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 
Equ1pment Stipend 
L1fe Insurance 

Ventura 
401K 
Cash Supplement (Flex Plans) 
Life Insurance 

Yolo 
lr""""' ..... ,_ 

County Total 
Bundled (Health, Dental, V1s1on) 
Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 

Court Total 
457 
Bundled (Health, Dental, V1s1on) 
Bundled (L1fe and Supplemental) 

Yuba ' . 
No Supplemental Jud1c1al Benefits 

~ 1 

' . . . 

< ' 
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Fundmg 
Source 

Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 
County 
County 
County 

Court 

County 
County 

. ' 
Court 

-~- .. . ..... .. 
Court 
Court 
Court 

County 
County 
County 

County 
County 

Court 
Court 
Court 

-, 

~ 

Benefit 
Total Cost Available to 

All Judges 

$162,996 
$1,071 

$117,000 
$13,500 
$29,250 

$2,175 

$406,661. 
$244,661 

$8,320 
$14,508 

$212,935 
$3,888 
$1,951 
$3,059 

$162,000 
$162,000 

$0 ~ 

$0 

$672. 
$480 
$192 

$10,523' : 
$10,523 

-
' 

. $55 753- ·· · , ~ .. -
$53,280 

$360 
$2,113 

$294,243 
$124,637 
$167,185 

$2,422 

$i74;!is~ 
$40,641 
$40,401 

$240 
$134,313 

$3,500 
$129,973 

$840 

$0 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 



APPENDIXE 



. 
JRS 

JRS II 

, 
) 

Retirement Formula 

• W1th 10 or more years of 
serv1ce and age 70, w1ll rece1ve 
65% of an act1ve JUdge's salary 

• W1th 20 or more years of 
serv1ce and age 60, wtll rece1ve 
75% of an act1ve Judge's salary 

Two Benefit Formulas 
• "Defined Benefit" at 3 75% of 

final compensatiOn (FC) x 
years of serv1ce Maxtmum of 
75% ofFC w1th 20 years and 
age 65 or age 70 w1th a 
mm1mum of 5 years 

• "Monetary Cred1t" accrual 
equal to 18% of monthly salary 
plus net mterest earned on 
mvestments F1ve or more years 
but Jess than age 65 w11l be a 
Jump sum payment of monetary 
credtts 

Comparison of JRS and JRS II 

Optional Settlement Fmal Early Retirement Employee Employer Contnbut10n 
and Surv1vor Compensation Contnbut1on 
Contmuance 
Eltg1ble surv1vor Retirement IS A defined benefit 1s 8% of salary 8% of salary plus the 
rece1ves 50% of based on the earned after 5 years amount necessary to pay all 
unmodified allowance current salary of of serv1ce w1th retirees and benefic1anes 
Judge may reduce the an acttve JUdge rettrement benefits collectmg benefits 
unmod1fied allowance deferred to at least Annually, funds are 
to prov1de a ltfettme age 63 approprtated by the 
benefit to benefic1ary Jegtslature to meet the JRS 
and/or SUTVIVOr ltablht1es durmg the fiscal 

year 
Eltg1bJe SUTVIVOr of a Average monthly Monetary Lump 8% of salary 20 358% 
JUdge rece1vmg a salary earned for Sum amount 
"defined benefit" the 12 months 
rece1ves 50% of 1mmed1ately 
unmod1fied allowance precedmg 
and or an optional .1ettrement 
settlement for hfe 

Judges who ret1re w1th 
a Jump sum of 
"monetary cred1t" have 
no surv1vor or 
beneficiary opt10ns 
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ESIP (Extended Servtce Post Retirement Rettree Health Care Pre-Retuement Death Pre-Retuement Dtsabthty 
- Incentive Program) COLAs Benefits-Not Ehgtble to Death Benefits- Retirement 

Retue Ehgtble to Retue 
JRS • Established for JUdges who Retirees recetve • I 00% coverage of • Refund of Etther 32 5% or • 4 year vestmg 

contmue m service beyond retirement the employer contnbut10ns plus 6 37 5% of salary requtred 
thetr mmtmum retirement age mcreases at the portion ofthe months' salary, or, dependmg on the 
and have 20 years same rate of health care • 25% of salary monthly age and years' of • 65% of act1ve 

• Provtdes 20% of pay per mcreases active premmm after I 0 for hfe to survtvmg servtce at the t1me judge's salary 
month mto the Judges JUdges recetve years of servtce spouse, or, of the judge's death unless 20 or 

\ Retuement Fund and IS patd • Coverage begms • If the judge patd a $2 more years then 
out upon completmg at least once retirement premmm and had at It IS 75% of 
3addttl0nal years of servtce allowance 1s started least 16 yrs of servtce, mcumbent's pay 
The 20% 1s up to 5 years and and contmues for the benefit 1s I 625% 
drops to 8% after the 5 survtvmg spouse for each year up to 19 
addtttOnal years of servtce and domestic yrs wtth a maximum of 

partners 32 5% of pay If 19 or 
more years of service 
the benefit wtll be 
37 5% of salary 

JRS II N/A Maxtmum3%- • l 00% coverage of • SurvlVlng Spouse wtll l/2 of what the • 5 yr vestmg -based on the CPI the employer receive the greater of judge's benefit • Benefit 1s based 
portiOn of the the accrued monetary would have been on age at oath 
health care credtts, or had the Judge date 
premmm after 10 retired on the date • 75% wtth 20yrs 
years of servtce • Three t1mes the annual of death ofservtce, or, 

• Judges younger salary payable m 36 • 65% of pay 
than age 65 must equal monthly unless htred at 
pay the full payments age 53 or older 
premmm unhl age (refer to table on 
65 when state share page 3) 1 

starts 
• No contmumg 

employer patd 
health coverage for 
survtvmg spouses 
or domestic 
partners 

1 If dtsabthty 1s deemed JOb related, benefit 1s automatically 65% of salary regardless of age at oath date 
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JRS II Disability Table 

A2e At Which Became a Jud2e % of Disability Benefit 
53 63 75% 
54 6000% 
55 5625% 
56 52 50% 
57 48 75% 
58 4500% 
59 4125% \ 

60 37 50% 
61 33 75% 
62 3000% 
63 2625% 
64 2250% 
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