
This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base, Since NCJRS cannot exercise 

control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 

this frame may be 'used to evaluate the document quality. 

1.0 

1.1 

~; '"F8 11111

2
.
5 

a~ 1111/
3.2 

gg 
t:. ~III~ 
Il. = 
:: ~40 I 2.0 ... ~ 
.... L.~ 

111111.8 

111111.25 111111.4 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-J963-A 

Mi!:rofilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101·11.504 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 

those of the author/s] and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 
NA TlONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

D ate f i I m e d, 

: ,t.-
o i"' 

8/1/75 

STATE OF CAliFORNIA 
JUDICIAL COUNCil 

FINAL REPORT 

A STUDY OF THE 
WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM FOR 

DETERMINING JUDICIAL MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CALIFORNIA'S SUPERIOR AND MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Prepared for: 
HONORABLE DONALD R. WRIGHT 

Chief Justice of California 
and Chairman of the Judicial Council 

DECEMBER, 1971 

ARTHUR YOUNG Be COMPANY 

"-.'-;-", 
If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



"I 
'l 
l 

o 

. ' 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

FINAL REPORT 

A 1?1UDY OF THE 
WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM FOR 

DETERMINING JUDICIAL MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 
FOR CALIFORNIA'S SUPERIOR AND MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Prepared for: 
HONORABLE DONALD R. WRIGHT 

Chief Justice of California 
and Chairman of the Judicial Council 

DECEMBER, 1971 

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

r 
t 

• 

• 

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

Honorable Donald R. Wright 
Chief Justice of California 
Chairman of the Judicial Council 
State Building 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Dear Chief Justice Wright: 

520 CAPITOL MALL 

SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95614 

December 17, 1971 

We are pleased to present this final report on the study of 

the weighted caseload system used for determining judicial man­

power requirements for California's superior and municipal courts. 

The study was conducted at the request of the judicial Council of 

California and financed by a federal grant under provisions of the 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (PL 20-351) 

through the California Council on Criminal Justice. 

The objective of the study was to evaluate, validate and improve 

the current weighted caseload system. Tmplementation of the recom­

mendations summarized in Section I of this report will bring about 

the necessary changes to accomplish this objective. The recommen­

dations are in the form of improvements to an existing system that 

was well conceived and effective in achieving the goals of the 

Judicial Council. Continued increases in both criminal and civil 

filings and changes in court procedures, however, demand a system 

designed to project as accurately as possible the number of judicial 

positions required to properly handle the work of the courts. We 

are confident that with these improvements the weighted caseload 

system will be of continuing value to the Judicial Council in this 

planning of judicial manpower requirements . 
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Honorable Donald R. Wright -2- December 17, 1971 

The study recommendations are based, in part, on data reported 

by the judges, commissioners, referees and court clerks from the 

42 superior and municipal courts participating in the study. These 

courts represented 71% of the total judicial positions in California's 

superior and municipal court system. We received excellent coopera­

tion from the judges, court clerks and other participants in this 

study. Their help in preparing and processing the necessary data 

for the study is sincerely appreciated. 

Tentative findings and preliminary recommendations were reviewed 

and discussed during the study with the members of and advisory mem­

bers to the Judicial Council's Court Management Committee. The com­

mittee, under the chairmanship of the Honorable Joseph A. Wapner,. 

Judge of the Superior Court, Los Angeles, was instrumental in guiding 

our efforts on this study. Members and advisory members were: 

Members 

Honorable Joseph A. Wapner, Judge of the Superior Court, 
Los Angeles, Chairman 

Honorable Francis McCarty, Judge of the Superior Court, 
San Francisco 

Honorable Warren L. Ettinger, Judge of the Municipal Court, 
Pasadena 

Honorable Martin N. Pulich, Judge of the Municipal Court, 
Oakland-Piedmont 

Honorable Warren C. Conklin, Judge of the Justice Court, 
Fifth Justice Court Dlstrict, San Luis Obispo County 

Honorable Charles Warren, Assemblyman, Los Angeles 

Mr. Clarence S. Hunt, Attorney at Law, Long Beach 

Mr. Marcus Mattson, Attorney at Law, Los Angeles 

Advisory Members 

Mr. George J. Barbour, Clerk of the Municipal Court 
(Retired), Los Angeles 
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ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

Honorable Donald R. Wright -3- December 17, 1971 

Mr. Roy L. Chiesa, Clerk of the Municipal Court, Walnut 
Creek-Danville 

Mr. Donald D. Sullivan, County Clerk, Riverside Superior 
Court 

Mr" Frank S. Zolin, Executi .'e Officer, Los Angeles 
Superior Court 

We also wish to acknowledge the special assistance and contri­

butions made by Mr. Ralph N. Kleps and the staff of the Administrative 

Office of the Courts. Requests for information and help were always 

met with a timely and courteous response. Particular appreciation is 

extended to the Project Coordinator for the study, Mr. Bern M. Jacob­

son. His understanding of court operations and unfailing willingness 

to assist was of genuine value in the conduct of this study. 

While much of the information presented in this report resulted 

from the data submitted by and the recOlrunendations offered by the par­

ticipants in this study, it should be noted that the opinions, findings 

and conclusions expressed in this publication are those of Arthur young 

& Company and not necessarily those of the State of California or the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration o 

We appreciate the opportunity to have worked with the Judicial 

Council on this challenging project. We will be pleased to discuss any 

aspects of this report with you. 

Yours very truly, 
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J. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

l 

I. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations resulting from the study of the weighted 

caseload system used to determine the judicial manpower requirements 

for California's superior and municipal courts are summarized in this 

first section of the final report. The recommendations will be dis­

cussed under the following headings. 

Weighted caseload and judge year values 

Determination and recommendation of additional judicial 
positions 

Means for periodic updating of weighted caseload values 

Suggested plan of implementation 

Detailed information regarding the recommendations are contained 

in Sections II through V of this report. 

1. WEIGHTED CASELOAD AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES 

The recommended weighted caseload and judge year values vary 

from the current values used mainly because the recommended values 

include all case related time, both on and off the bench, while the 

current values are based on estimates of bench time only. This has 

the overall effect of raising both the weighted caseload values and 

the judge year values. The specific recommendations are: 

Adopt the new weighted caseload values 

The new weighted case load values recommended for approval 
are shown on Exhibit I. The weighted caseload values 
indicate, for example, that a criminal filing in Los Angeles 
County Superior Court will require on the average approxi­
mately 136 minutes of case related judicial time. Values 
are shown for superior courts (for 12 types of proceedings) 
and for municipal courts (for 8 types of proceedings). 
Based on th~ varying time requirements, different values 
are recommended for the Los Angeles County courts and tho 
remainder of the State. A new weight is recommended for 
the judicial time required to handle parking violations in 
municipal court which currently has applicability in the 
San Francisco Municipal Court only. 
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Adopt the new judge year values 

The new judge year values recommended for approval are 
also shown on Exhibit I. The values represent the average 
amount of time each full-time judge, commissioner, or 
referee has available for case related matters. The 
values are recommended for use on a sliding scale basis 
recognizing that judges, commissioners, and referees in 
larger courts have more time available, on the average, 
for case related matters than they do in smaller courts. 

2. DETERMINATION AND RECOMMENDATION OF ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL POSITIONS 

Equally as important as the weighted caseload and judge year 

values in the use of the weighted caseload system are the methods 

used to project work load and make recommendations regarding the 

addition of new judicial positions. The specific recommendations 

are: 

Determine work load forecasts through projections of filings 
by type of proceeding based on the previous five c~lendar 
years. 

Projections on the basis of the type of proceeding provides 
a more accurate forecast of work load and allows for a 
more detailed examination of the filings projections with 
adjustments where necessary. Information on filings pro­
jections furnished by the Judicial Council to the coun­
ties can also be of valuable assistance in their planning 
of future needs. 

Determine and make recommendations for new positions on a 
calendar year basis to recognize more closely the actual 
timing on filling of new positions as determined by the 
action of the Legislature and the Governor. 

Projections of new judicial position requirements are 
currently made on a fiscal year basis. For example, 
the recommendations made early in the 1971 legislative 
session were for the 1971-72 fiscal year. The time re­
quired for passage of the bill, the waiting period of 61 
days, and the final appointment and swearing in usually 
means that the new judge does not take the bench until 
near the end of the calendar year rather than at the begin­
ning of the fiscal year. Making the projections for the 
calendar year, in this case 1972, will more closely pro­
vide for the proper number of judicial positions at the 
right time. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES , 

Weighted Caseload Values 

(Minutes of case related time per filing) 

Type Proceeding Los Angeles County 

Superior Courts 

Criminal 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Juvenile Dependency 
Habeas Corpus 
Probate and Guardianship 

Family Law 
Personal Injury & Property Damage 
Eminent Domain 
Other Civil Complaints 
Other Civil Petitions 

Insanity 
Appeals 

Municipal Courts 

Felony 
Selected Tra.ffic 
Other Traffic 
Intoxication 

Other Misdemeanors 
Civil 
Small Claims 
Parking (San Francisco) 

136 
80 
86 
16 
23 

43 
67 

128 
142 

12 

29 
164 

51 
13 

luO 
2 u 9 

22 
9 
7 

Judge Year Values 

EXHIBIT I 

State less a/ 
Los Ang~les Count¥, 

150 
54 
48 
16 
20 

27 
88 
85 

108 
9 

18 
101 

45 
17 

1.1 
1.9 

17 
12 

6 
0041 

(Minutes of case related time per year per judicial position) 

Authorized 
Judicial 

Positions 

1 - 2 

3 - 10 

11 - 20 

21 and up 

Los Angeles Superior 

Values 

58,500 

60,000 

62,800 

65,800 

67,900 

n / The weighted caseload values shown are statewide average 
values that do not necessarily take into account any 
special problems of the court such as are discussed on 
page 33. 



Make an annual determination of judicial position needs 
for all municipal and superior courts for U'S"elJY the 
Judicial Council staff in making recommendations in 
~~sponse to requests. -

As soon as possible after the close of the calendar yea~ 
the JUdicial Council staff should make the work load pro­
jections and forecast the estimated judicial position 
requirements for all the municipal and superior courts. 
This would provide readily available data for use in 
responding to requests for information by individual courts. 
The statewide projections could also serve as a basis for 
alerting specific courts of potential significant increases 
in work load. While preparation of this statewide forecast 
would add to the work load of the statistical staff, 
implementat ion of the following recommenda ti (>11 would 
offset this increase. 

Initiate a project to automate the weighted case load 
system calculations and the statistical summaries made 
for the Judicial Council's Annual Report. 

A large amount of statistical compilation is associated 
with not only the weighted case load system computations 
but also the annual summaries made for the Judicial Coun­
cil's Annual Report. Automation of these calculations 
through the design and programming of a computer system 
will provide greater accuracy, better information, and 
release statistical manpower for analysis work. 

A description of the statistical reporting system is 
contained in Appendix J. 

Adopt a policy which provides for additional analysis 
of the work load problems of specific courfs1)y-fI1estaff 
to supplement the data derived through the -application -
of the weighted caseIoad system with regard to such areas 
of concern as backlog and the use of commissioners and 
referees. ..-

While the reduction of backlog can in most cases be accom­
plished through the implementation of more efficient and 
effective court procedures (as exemplified by the most 
recent changes in the Judicial Council's Rules of Court 
regarding civil case procedures), there may be exceptional 
situations where additional manpower is the only feasible 
alternative. After exhausting all means of temporary 
aSSistance, analysiS of the court for special considera­
tion through the addition of permanent judicial positions 
should follow. The specific assignments of commissioners 
and referees by individual courts and. the extent to Which 
they function as full-time judicial positions is another 
area possibly requiring individual analysis by the Judi­
cial Council staff. 
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Adopt a revised format for the letter of recommendation 
on additional judicial positions pro~ided by the Judr=­
cia! Council for use by the legislature, local county 
government, and the courts. . 

Specific changes recommended in the report format are: 

Reduce the amount of tabular information to include 
only that data that affects the actual recommendation. 

Add recommendations regarding the timing of the new 
judicial positions. 

Add information stating 1) that the recommendation 
does not~ake into account assistance received or 
rendered by the court, and 2) that the recommendation 
does not necessarily exclude the filling of the re­
quired additional positions by commissioners rather 
than judges. 

Add information and recommendations resulting from 
any special analysis of work load problems. 

An example of the recommended reporting format is shown 
in Appendix K to this report. 

3. MEANS FOR PERIODIC UPDATING OF THE WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM 

To be of real use to all of the agencies utilizing the weighted 

caseload system the values must be updated periodically. Specific 

recommendations regarding this updating are: 

Conduct an in-depth study of the forms and regulations 
for the monthly statistical reports to the Judicial Council. 

The forms and regulations regarding the monthly statistical 
reports to the Judicial Council were last updated in 1966 
for municipal courts and 1967 for superior courts. Changes 
in statutes and court procedures, as well as a growing need 
for better information on the work load of the courts, points 
to the need for a study aimed at bringing the reporting reg­
ulations up to date. 

Specific changes are needed in order to maintain the 
weighted caseload values. On an interim basis this could 
be handled by certain temporary changes as recommended below. 

Pending the completion of the in-depth study of reporting 
requirements, adopt certain interim changes deSigned to 
provide the data required for updating the weighted case­
load values. 

Certain key items should be added to the monthly reporting 
requirements in order to update the frequency of occurrence 
ratios used to develop the weighted caseload values (e.g. 
information on 17(b)(5) dispositions). The specific recom­
mended changes are shown in Appendix L to this report. 
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Reconfirm the policy of updating the frequency of occur­
rence ratios on an annual basis. 

Each year prior to the calculation of the judicial posi­
tion requirements for all courts the frequency of occur­
rence portion of the weighted caseload values should be 
updated. The installation of the automated statistical 
reporting system will expedite the calculations required 
for this updating. 

Adopt the recommended system for periodically updating the 
time values to reflect statutory changes, changes in court 
rules, appellate court rulings, and administrative changes. 

A method of time reporting similar to the procedures 
used in this study is recommended as the means for updating 
the time values in the weighted caseload system (e.g. time 
for a jury trial). The reporting, however, would not have 
to be done for all types of proceedings at the same time, 
but only for those in which the time requirements are 
believed to have changed. 

Initiate a project to automate the process for updating 
the time values. 

To provide the necessary ac~q~~cy, while not burdening the 
staff of the courts and Judicial Council with time con­
suming routine calculations, the summarizing and calcula­
tions involved in the time reporting system recommended 
above should be automated. The deSign and programming 
for the system could be done in conjunction with the 
work recommended on the statistical reporting system. 

A description of the recommended system is contained 
in Appendix M. 

40 SUGGESTED PLAN OF IMPLEMENTATION 

The timing and priorities suggested for the recommendations 

presented above are as follows: 

Approve the recomm~nded new weighted caseload values, 
judge year values, work load projection techniques, 
special supplemental analysis policy, and revised format 
for making recommendations as soon as possible in order 
that the revisions can be utilized in making the recom­
mendations for the 1972 legislative session o 

Approve plans for automation of the statistical reporting 
system and the time value update system and initiate 
steps to obtain the necessary funding. 

Approve the recommended interim changes in the statisti­
cal reporting regulations to take effect by at least 
July 1, 1972. 
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Develop specific plans for the in-depth study of the sta­
tistical reporting regulations and forms. 

Approve the recommended methods for updating the weighted 
case load system and request the JUdicial Council staff to 
conduct an evaluation prior to June 1, 1972 to determine 
which types of proceedings, if any, should be restudied 
during the fall of 1972. 

We are confident that implementation of these recommendations 

will result in a more effective means of planning for the courts' 
judicial manpower needs. 

-6-
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II. STUDY METHODOLOGY 

The methodology employed in conducting the weighted caseload 

system study was designed to achieve the study objectives and resolve 

certain concerns voiced by the people affected by the system. 

This section on the study methodology will include a review 

of the following topics. 

1. 

Background 

The Problem 

Project Objectives 

Factors Recognized in Conducting the Study 

Summary of Technical Approach 

BACKGROUND 

Until 1966, the need for additional judges in the California 

municipal and superior courts was determined by an analysis of the 

total filings in a particular judicial district without distinction 

as to the type. Under that system, it was possible that courts with 

a high proportion of time consuming proceedings (e.g. personal injury 

cases) would not receive an adequate number of judges since all pro­

ceedings were given an equal weight in the analysis. 

The Judicial Council took a significant step toward improving 

the means for determining the need for additional judicial positions 

when in 1966 they developed and approved for use a weighted caseload 

system for the municipal and superior courts. This system recognized 

the fact that certain typea of filings require more judicial time 

than others. 

The weighted values assigned to each type of filing were 

developed by: 1) determining the average bench time required to 

complete eRch of the judicial activities that result from a filing, 

and 2) adding the times together to obtain an average time per filing 

-7-

based on the number of times proceedings occur for each type of 

filing. The time values were determined on the basis of special 

studies and estimates by judges and court personnel. The frequency 

of occurrence data was obtained from special reports and the monthly 

statistical reports submitted to the Administrative Office of the 

Courts. The current weighted values are shown on Exhibit II. 

The superior court weighting system was revised significantly 

in early 1968 based on studies in 11 counties. Los Angeles County, 

however, was not included in that study. In June of 1970 a study 

was instituted in approximately 7 counties, Los Angeles included, to 

validate the weighted values. Data from some of those studies was 

used to revise certain weighted values for use in the recQ.mmenda.tions 

of additional judicial positions made in 1971. 

The municipal court weighting system included two sets of 

values, one for the Los Angeles Municipal Court and one for the 

other municipal courts throughout the State. The values were re­

fined and updated on a limited basis since their inception. 

An important element in th~ application of ~he weighted case­

load system was the estimated amount of bench time available in the 

courtroom in a court year. In determining this value the Administra­

tive Office of the Courts estimated the average amount of vacation, 

sick leave and other authorized absences to be 35 days with an 

additional allowance for the performance of non-bench activities 

equivalent to 15 days per year. Subtracting this total of 50 days 

from the total available courtroom days of 250 resulted in a figure 

of 200 days per year for which the judges could hear judicial matters 

before the bench. Allowing for 5 hours of bench time per day for 

municipal court judges and 4 1/4 hours per day for superior court 

judges resulted in the judge-year figures shown in Exhibit II. 

-8-
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES 

(Minutes of Bench Time per Filing) 

TYPE PROCEEDING LOS ANGELES 

Criminal 100 

Juvenile Delinquency 50 

Juvenile Dependency -35 

Habeas Corpus 25 

Probate and Guardianship 15 

Family Law 15 

Personal Injury & Property Damage 115 

Eminent Domain 110 

Other Civil Complaints 65 

Other Civil Petitions 10 

Insanity 10 

Appeals 105 

Felony 48 

Selected Traffic 9 

Other Traffic 1.2 

Intoxication 2 

Other Misdemeanors 12 

Civil 10 

Small Claims 5 

JUDGE YEAR VALUES 

Cl\linutes of Bench Time per Judge per Year) 

a/ San Diego 110 

COURT 

Superior 

Municipal 

50,000 

60,000 

EXHIBIT II 

STATE LESS 
LOS ANGELES 

125~/ 
50 

35 

25 

15 

15 

115 

110 

65 

10 

10 

105 

36 

14 

1.8 

2 

13 

15 

4.5 



The Governor's Office, the Legislature, the Legislative Analyst, 

and the Department of Finance rely strongly on the weighted case­

load values and the recommendations of the Judicial Council in consi­

dering the various bills introduced for the purpose of providing 

more judges. For each bill introduced the Administrative Office 

of the Courts conducts an analysis of the work load to determine if, 

in fact, additional judici~l positions are required as proposed by 

the legislation. This a~lalysis involves a projection of the court's 

work load based on the iverage annual increase in weighted units over 

the previous three years. This work load is then converted into judi­

cial position reqUirements through the application of the "judge­

year" figures described above 0 A detailed report is prepared and 

made available to the legislators for their use in considering the 

bill before them. 

In the 1971 Legislative Session 26 reports were prepared, 19 

for municipal courts and 9 for superior courts. 

2. THE PROBLEM 

The weighted case load system developed ·in 1966 represented a 

significant advance in the use of effective management techniques in 

determining the judicial staffing of the courts. The Judicial Counci.l 

recognized, however, the need to improve the system so that it would 

provide an even more accurate means of resolving questions of judi­

cial manpower requirements. 

The key factor behind this recognition was the continuous increase 

in the work load of the courts in California. 

In the superior courts there was a 54% increase in filings during 

the 10 years since 1959-60. The composition of these filings has 

changed during this period with time consuming criminal and juvenile 

matter$ increasing more than the other types of proceedings. 

The municipal courts experienced similar problems with a 57% 

increase in filings over the past 10 years. While part of this growth 
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in municipal court filings is due to the consolidation of judicial 

districts and the replacement of justice courts with municipal courts, 

the primary souree is an overall increase in the total number of 

lower court filings. 

Translating these increases in work load into an accurate deter­

miniation of the number of additional judicial positions required 

demands an accurate system reflective of the actual needs of the court, 

while at the same time not being cumbersome in its application. 

The decision to conduct the study was aimed in part at answering 

questions that arose as to whether or not the weighted caseload system 

was sufficiently accurate to serve its intended function. The ques­

tions generally stemmed from three sources. 

Method of Initial Development - Most of the time values 
allotted for conducting the various proceedings were 
obtained from estimates by court personnel or limited 
time studies of the court operations. Since the initial 
development in 1966 additional time studieS of some of 
the proceedings were conducted resulting in some improve­
ment in accuracy. 

Changes in Court Procedures Since Initial Development -
During the period of time since the weighted values were 
first developed, significant changes occurred in the pro­
cedures of the courts. These changes resulted from legis­
lation, decisions of upper courts, and revisions instituted 
by the Judicial Council and the courts themselves. These 
procedural changes have a significant impact on the time 
requirements for diposing of cases. Examples of some of 
these changes are given below. 

Family Law Act - Provides for the non-adversary 
approach in the dissolution of a marriage (formerly 
divorce) 

Supreme Court Decisions - Recent rulings interpreting 
the constitutional requirements regarding criminal 
procedures 

Possible Need for Different Values for Different Courts -
Variations in procedures and in the frequency of occurrence 
of certain types of proceedings per filing occur when com­
paring one court with another. 

-10-

'{'!lose variations from court to court Huggestod tho need 
for an analysis Lo determine if the differences are Hig­
nificant enough to affect recommendations for the number 
of judges required. 

Other questions arose regarding the methods of application of 

the weighted values used by the Administrative Office of the COill~tS 

in preparing their reports of recommendation for legislative bills 

authorizing additional judges. 

Possible problem areas were: 

Timing of Authorizations - Bills authorizing additional 
judges for a particular fiscal year become effective 61 
days after the end of the legislative session (approxi­
mately mid-November). By the time the Governor's appoint­
ments have been made and the positions actually filled, the 
fiscal year may be half over. Depending on the actual 
increases in filings in the first half of the year, the use 
of assigned judges, etc., backlog may have built up exces­
sively. 

Recognition of Backlog Buildup - Current techniques employed 
for estimating work load project the number of new filings 
expected to come into the courts during the fiscal year 
under question. Backlog, if it has buil t up, may not neces­
sarily be taken into account in projecting the needs for 
additional judicial positions. 

3. OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 

The overall objective of this project was, as stated in the 

Request for Proposal, to evaluate, validate and improve the weighted 

caseload system for determining judicial manpower requirements in 

superior and municipal courts. This involves: (1) the evaluation of 

the existing weighted case load system, (2) the design and implementa­

tion of a scientific procedure for objectively determining'caseload 

weights to be applied to judicial staffing throughout California's 

superior and municipal courts, (3) the generation of empirical data 

supporting' weights produced by the existing system, and (4) the devel­

opment and implementation of new weights, if justified by data analysis. 

The end result of the project was to be a set of caseload weights that 

can be utilized to determine judicial manpower needs in California'S 

superior and municipal courts. 
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Based upon our evaluation and analysis of the existing system, 

we divided the above overall project objective into the following 

specific objectives to be achieved during the conduct of the study. 

4. 

A thorough analysis and revision, if necessary, of the 
weighted values, including a determination of the need 
for different values for different courts 

A thorough analysis and revision, if necessary, of the 
allowance for judicial time in the courts. (Current values 
are 50,000 minut~s per year in superior courts and 60,000 
minutes per year in municipal courts.) 

The development of recommended changes, if necessary, in 
the method of application of the weighted values in deter­
mining the need for additional judicial 

The development of a recommended means for periodic up­
dating of the weighted values as the need 

FACTORS RECOGNIZED IN CONDUCTING THE STUDY 

The following seven factors were taken into consideration in the 

conduct of the project. 

Data Collection Requirements Were Kept to a Minimum 

The exist ing heavy work load of the courts made j.t essen­
tial that the study demands on the court clerks for logging 
and reporting data be kept to an absolute minimum consis­
tent with the required levels of accuracy. 

Confidentiality of Data Was Assured 

Strict confidential treatment was given to the data col­
lected and the results of the analysis as it relates to 
individual courts. No attempt was made to compare statis­
tics between individual judges. The source of the time data 
used was completely anonymous. 

Emphasis was placed on confidential treatment of data as 
an incentive to obtain maximum accuracy in data reporting 
at the individual court level. The information obtained 
was used solely for evaluating, validating, and improving the 
existing weighted caseload system. 

Voluntary Participation By Presiding Judges Was Stressed 

Prior to the final selection of the courts to be studied 
in-depth, voluntary agreement to participate was solicited 
from the Presiding Judge for each selected court. 
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Thorough Communication With All Selected Courts Was Main-
tained --

Advance communications with the participating courts regard­
ing schedules for orientation of personnel involved, study 
methodology, data collection requirements, interview schedules, 
etc. was a key part of the study. 

Recognition Was Given To The Possible Need For Different 
Caseioad Values For Different Courts 

Careful analysis was made of the data collected to determine 
whether differences in time values resulting from differing 
procedures, problems, and types of cases handled from court 
to court were sufficiently significant to require the 
establishment of separate caseload values. 

Recommendations For Changes In Courtroom Procedures Were 
Not A Part Of The Study 

Specifically excluded from the study was any analysis of the 
merits of one courtroom procedure versus another. 

Ease In Application Of Weighted Caseload System Was To Be 
Stressed 

In recommending improvements to the system, the requirement 
that the system be kept simple, straight-forward, and easily 
understood, and consistent with the required accuracy was a 
major criterion. 

5. SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL APPROACH 

Our approach to conducting thi? project involved the completion 

of eight tasks. These tasks are listed on Exhibit III. Also shown are 

the scheduled dates for performing the tasks as signified by the progress 

report dates shown at the completion of each task. The actual progress 

report dates are also listed. Reasons for variance between actual and 

scheduled dates where they exist will be discussed under the task 

descriptions that follow. 

TASK 1. DEVELOP COMPREHENSIVE WORK PLAN 

On March 18, 1971, an updated work plan was submitted that 

described, in conjunction with our proposal, the plan we intended to 

follow in conducting the study. Included in this work plan was a list 

of 43 superior and municipal courts chosen as a representative sample 

of the total 133 superior and municipal courts throughout the state and 
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the work schedule shown on Exhibit III. The work plan was devel­

oped with assistance from our judicial advisory consultant, Gordon 

D. Schaber. 

The updated work plan and list of participating courts was 

reviewed with the Judicial Council Court Management Committee on 

April 15, 1971. 

A letter from Chief Justice Donald R. Wright was sent to the 

presiding judges of each of the 42 courts finally selected for the 

study on March 29, 1971. The purpose of the letter was to notify 
I 

the courts of their selection, to explain the purpose of the study, 

and to introduce our firm to the courts as study conSUltants. 

TASK 2. REVIEW AND ANALYZE EXISTING WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM 

During the completion of this task, the following was 

accomplished. 

A detailed review of the method of calculating the weighted 
values for both municipal and superior courts 

An analysis of the study conducted in 1970 to revise the 
Superior Court weighted values - Interviews were conducted 
with Mr. W. H. Nanry to discuss the techniques used and the 
results in weighted value changes for 8 of the 12 categories 
of proceedings. 

A review of the Los Angeles County Superior Court Caseload 
Relatlve welght (CREW) study conducted during the latter half 
of 1970 Data was collected over a two month period from all 
departments and summarized by means of a computer. Additional 
~n?lySis wes conducted l~ter un~er Tcsk 3 to determine the 
usefulness of this data in the completion of our study. 

A review of the method of applying the weighted values -
Interviews were conducted with the AOC staff responsible for 
preparing the reports of recommendation on requests for addi­
tional judicial positions. Example reports were also reviewed. 

A review of the monthly reports ;,f filings and dispositions -
These reports serve as the baSis for determining the frequency 
of occurrence (e.g., number of jury trials per criminal filings) 
used in developing and reviSing the weighted values. 
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WORK SCHEDULE 

PHASE TA SK TASK DESCRIPTION FEBRUARY MARCH APR Il NAY J UN E J U l\ AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER OECEMBER 

I. Develop Complehensive Work P I an 

~ Work Plan 
3-IB-71 

3-18-71 
I Z. Tholoughly Revie. and Ana I pe 

Existing WeIghted Caseload Syslem ~ Progress Report 
4-\-71 

3. Study Judicial Procedures in 
~ 

Selecled Courts and Develop System Plogress Repj 
101 Collection of Data 6-10-71 

6-JO-7J 

4. Collect and Summarize Data Progress Re~ 
B-10-71 

II ~ , 

5. Inalyze Data. Develop and Yalluate P'~ Weighted Caseload Values 9-2/-11 
11-26-71 

........ 

6. Develop and Recommend Plocedules I 
fOI the Application of the PIa posed I 
Weighted Caseload Values I 

PlogressReport' 
10-27-11 

III 1. Develop and Recommend Procedule , 
~2~ fOI Periodic Updating of leighled 

Va I u e s 

t§W B. Prepale Final Reporl 12-15-1 ! 
- 12-/7-if 

NOTE: Actual TasR Completion Dates are shown in italics. 



A review of federal weighted case load study - The purpose 
of this study, ,now in the process of being completed, is 
to improve the weighted caseload system used in the United 
states District Courts. 

In addition to the specific items described above, we also 

reviewed a number of reports from various sources containing data 

related to court procedures and practices. The information gathered 

under Task 2 served as a base for completing the remaining tasks of 

the study. 

TASK 3. STUDY JUDICIAL PROCEDURES IN SELECTED COURTS AND DEVELOP 

SYSTEM FOR COLLECTION OF DATA 

The work performed in the completion of Task 3 is described under 

the following topics. 

Review of Court Operations 

Documentation of Court Procedures 

Development of Activity Reporting Instructions 

Initiation of Activity Reporting 

(1) Review of Court Operations 

Following the completion of Tasks 1 and 2, a schedule was 

established for a review of the operations of each of the courts 

selected to participate in the study. Representatives of our 

firm visited the courts, interviewed the presiding judge, the 

clerk of the municipal court or county clerk, and administrative 

officers, spending a minimum of one day in each court with more 

time allocated for the larger courts. An "interview checklist" 

was used as a guide for gathering the necessary information. 

Example copies of completed forms (e.g., register of action, court 

calendar, docket, minute order, etc.) were obtained. Tentative 

versions of flow charts describing the various steps in processing 

a type of filing from initial entry into the courts until final 

disposition were reviewed with court personnel to determine any 

significant differences in handling cases from court to court. 
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The study objectives and anticipated technical approach 

were reviewed with the presiding judge and key administrative 

personnel and their concurrence was obtained for conducting the 

project. 

(2) Documentation of Court Procedures 

Significant features of each court's processing of cases 

were documented and filed for possible future reference in 

explaining differences in the weighted time values of one court 

versus another. After the courts were visited, the flow charts 

were refined to show the usual activities and decision points in 

processing the 12 types of proceedings in superior court and the 

8 types of proceedings in municipal court. Copies of these flow 

charts are contained in the Appendix A to this report. 

(3) Development of Activity Reporting Instructions 

On April 15, 1971, members of the Court Management Committee, 

acting as an advisory committee for the project, met in San 

Francisco to review the general approach to the study and the 

accomplishments to date. As a result of the meeting, the Committee 

made the following decisions: 

To start the study as soon as possible in May and to 
terminate it on June 30, 1971 (because of an antici­
pated high level of vacations during the month of 
July), with the provision that additional data could 
be collected in October if necessary. 

To make available to the judges participating in the 
study two separate forms for reporting their time 
expenditure, one for case related time and the other 
for supplemental activities - In addition to helping 
insure the capture of all judicial time, the two forms 
would also help alleviate concerns relating to the report­
ing of time. 

To recommend appointment as advisory members to the 
Court Management Committee representatives of the clerk 
and administrative functions of the courts - Appointed 
at a later date by the Chief Justice were the following: 
George J. Barbour, Clerk of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Court; Roy L. Chiesa, Clerk of the Walnut Creek-Danville 
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Municipal Court; Donald D. Sullivan, Riverside County 
Clerk; and Frank S. :;'01:in, Executive OJ'ncer or the LoS 
i\ng-eles Superior Court . 

To meet on May 3, 1971, in Los Angeles to review a draft 
of the Activity Reporting Instructions 

Draft versions of the reporting instructions were prepared 

and forwarded to the committee members on April 27, 1971, for 

their review prior to the meeting. At the meeting on May 3, the 

reporting instructions were reviewed in detail. After modifica­

tions were made, the approval was given to start the data collec­

tion phase of the project (Task 4) on May 17, 1971. 

On May 5, 1971, notification was sent to each presiding judge, 

clerk of the municipal court or county clerk, and administrative 

officer informing them of the decisions of the Committee. 

Appendix B contains the activity reporting instructions 

recommended for updating the time values. While the reporting 

forms are not the actual forms used in the study, the differences 

are slight, and only the recommended forms are included for the 

sake of brevity. 

(4) Initiation of Activity Reporting 

In order to explain the reporting system in more detail and 

answer questions regarding the study, orientation sessions for the 

clerks of the municipal courts, county clerkS, and administrative 

officers were held on May 11, 12, and 13 in Los Angeles, San 

Francisco and Sacramento respectively. With only two exceptions, , 
representatives from all of the participating courts attended the 

sessions. 

We recommended that the presiding judge hold a brief orienta­

tion session with his fellow judges, commissioners, and referees 

to explain the importance of the study and resolve any questions. 

Tn some courts, this communication was achieved through a letter 

from the presiding judge. 
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The final list of courts participating in the study for the 

period from May 17, 1971, through June 30, 1971, was altered 

slightly from the original list contained in the Work Plan of 

March, 1971. Following is a list of the exceptions: 

TASK 4. 

Superior Courts 

Shasta - Declined to participate and was replaced 
by Yuba County with reporting beginning June 1, 1971 

Municipal Courts 

Marin Central - Declined to participate 
Orange Central - Started on May 24, 1971 
San Francisco - Started on June 1, 1971 

COLLECT AND SUMMAR.IZE DATA 

The objective of Task 4 was to collect and summarize the following 

type of data: 

Time data to be reported by the judges and court clerks 
under specified activities (e.g. court trials, jury trials, 
pre-trial hearings, etc.) 

Number of actions completed also reported by the judges and 
court clerks under specified headings (continuance, sentence, 
acquittal, conviction, etc.) 

This data was received from the 42 courts (22 municipal and 20 

superior courts) participating in the study. In addition, the data 

was collected by branch courts for Los Angeles Superior Courts (9 branches 

including juvenile), Los Angeles Municipal Court (4 branches) and River­

side Superior Court (1 branch) for a total of 55 separate courts and 

branch courts reporting. The data collection started on May 17, 1971, 

and continued in most courts to June 30, 1971. The courts were requested 

to continue reporting on any trials in process as of June 30. Of the 

total 55 courts and branches reporting, 30 courts did have trials in 

process and continued to report after June 30, 1971. The last trial 

completed was a PI & PD case in the San Diego Superior Court reported 

finished in mid-September. 

During the major portion of the study period 630 to 650 judges 

were reporting their time expenditures and actions completed. 
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Reports on the time expenditures of ilie judges W0re prepared and 

processed on a daily basis. Initial plans called for the data to be 

summarized by each court prior to submittal. During the first week of 

data collection it became apparent that more time was required to 

summarize the individual reports of the judges than originally antici­

pated. Since our intent in conducting the study was to minimize any 

interference with the operations of the court, the detailed summarizing 

requirement was eliminated. Alternate procedures were set up to submit 

the detailed reports to our offices for processing by electronic data 

processing. 

Exhibits IV and V summarize the hours reported by activity during 

the study period. Significant points regarding these summaries are 

listed below: 

The precentage of time devoted to supplemental activities, 
excluding illness and vacation, is approximately 20% for 
superior courts and 24% for municipal courts. The proportion 
of time for these activities is comparable with that found in 
studies of professional activities in other fields. 

The proportion of time spent on vacation (an average 8.2% f~r 
both courts) was only slightly lower than the average experl­
ence of vacation time assuming 22 days vacation out of a 250 
court day year (22 ~ 250 = 8.8%), 

The distribution of time by location of the judges' activities is 

shown below. 

Superior Courts Municipal Courts 

Percent Percent 
Hours of Total Hours of Total 

Bench 44,636 48.0 23,821 57.1 

Chamber 32,853 35.4 11,696 28.0 

Other 15,458 16.6 6,191 14.9 

92,947 100.0 41,708 100.0 

During the study period, frequent contacts were made with the 

courts, both by telephone and through personal visits, to clear up any 
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obvious discrepancies and insure accurate reporting. With the excep­

tion of minor problems that were corrected, the reporting by the judges 

and clerks was timely and complete with the necessary level of accu­

racy consistent with the ultimate use of the weighted caseload system. 

This data, along with certain preliminary time values, was reviewed 

with the members and advisory members of the Court Management Committee 

on September 8, 1971 in Los A.~1geles. 

TASK 5. ANALYZE DATA AND DEVELOP AND VALIDATE WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES 

The objective of Task 5 was to: 

Develop new weighted caseload values (e.g. 136 minutes of case 
related time per criminal filing) and new judge year values 
(e.g. 60,000 minutes of case related time per year per judicial 
position) . 

Compare values with the existing values used by the Judicial 
Council and recommend changes where justified. 

While this task was not completed by the date originally scheduled 

(which affected the completion date of Tasks 6 and 7), the overall 

completion schedule for the project was met. The schedule slippage 

resulted mainly from problems associated with the Special handling of 

data required for certain Municipal Courts. A special activity code 

was set up for those courts in which the types of proceedings were mixed 

on one calendar (eogo felony arraignment followed by a misdemeanor 

sentence followed by a plea on a traffic citation, etc.). This special 

activity code recognized the fact that it would have been extremely 

difficult for the clerk to keep track of the time by type of proceeding 

and that requiring this effort would have interfered'with the clerk's 

regular dut~s. Under Task 5 it was necessary to design and write a 

computer program to allocate the time and actions charged to the miscel­

laneous activity code back to the regular type of proceeding (eogo felony 

preliminary, selected traffic, other misdemeanor, etc.). The time 

required to make this program operational exceeded initial estimates 

leading to the schedule slippageo 
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- ------- - - - -------- - - -----------

• 
SUPERIOR COURTS 

S UM.1vlARY OF HOURS REPORTED 

N of '\. of % CJ f n 
HOUL'S :!2..t~ !lours T(ltal INR""ITY A~m llO~ ~.~.£1.!. 0!E:: J :>AL fA~I1LY l,,'-\~ Q!!.!.~_L~Y..!.fl:\!!.!!~~ 

01 Ar'l'ai:c;nmr>n ls and Shl.)L't Term Matters ·1631 5.0 39 DJ1crm tested Hearings H63 1,6 74 l're-trlal ~\oi i OilS 52 ,1 02 (1'1::; Hc:nlolllt!<'; 576 .6 40 COli tested Hca.rinV;s 3237 3.5 7::; t:n('(1I1tf.'slcu Hearing'S ,HI .1 'J:j IJ:J8.5 ilQaI~in~s 927 1.0 41 Order!>' to Show Cause 2337 2,5 16 COl'te-;tNi Court Tdal 10r1 .1 04 Other Pre-t r'io.1 Hearings 528 .6 42 Other ~!otlon5 1317 1.4 77 Selpd and Swear .h,ry 16 05 Pr.)-lri" 1 COl1ferencps 827 .9 SUb-Tolal 8'$·T 9.U 78 Juri' Tdal 110 .1 01) Ct.,'rt Tl'ial-Prelim, TrallSC, Only 349 ,4 
rY;RSO}iA}..Jl.i~ DRY 

,9 Post Trial 11(>[1, l'i ngs 10 07 C;)urt Lr'ial-Test. 8.: Pt'clim. Transc. 4~l3 .5 Sub-Tot.lll :rrr :q 
OR Court II'l a 1 9£15 1.1 43 Pl'C'-trin) go lions 1473 1.6 

~P!~ALS FnO~: ~OrtE~~~ (I;) SClUl't "r.d S·,"(':l.1' Jury 1395 1.5 4,1 Pl'c~tl'ial CunItn'ence 185 ,2 
10 ,1<lJ', Trirll 7516 8,0 tJ5 TL'il1.1 SCttill~ C,)nfcrcl1ce 1·10 .1 80 Ct'imi..1U1 1>67 .9 
11 SI.ln i ~nrc 1!0.lring - Originul 1763 1.9 40 Se t tl''JI.''nt Con fel'once 1536 1.7 81 Civil :1G3 •• j 
12 S'.)~)t/"l!'lf'C H<:'o, rin~ - Suhf;cqtlent 785 .8 17 Ulll'tJl1 tl!stod CO!J1't Trials 53 132 Smal) Claim'" 1,,8 ,2 
13 Pl'" l Tl1:1.1 ll()lions 280 .3 11) Cvntef;icd COL!I't Trials 822 ,9 Sub-'rotn-l DHtl r:1l 

Suh-Total TIiiM 22.6 ·'i9 Seluct and Swear Jury 610 .7 
~~~~~I.!.Y.l!.rES 

~:-~~L~ DFLJ',~~I 50 .]\I1'y 1'I'i:11 5850 6.2 
5,1 Po:; l T1·1:1.1 Motions 166 .2 91 Court Auminb.,traLion 8021\ 8.6 

11 P!'\cntion lIt ~ l'i'lg' - Uncontested 952 1.0 StJ)-Total I'\JEro Ir.lJ 92 Judicial COIl fel'en<;cS 2H2 ~.6 
13 1ip.i.'3ntion 1:0 a t'i 11g- - Ce.ntcsted 283 " ~3 Travel Tim\;' (,Ut) .1;i .oJ 

EMI ~~T Do:.'.~}~ 113 .Juns, Hc:tring - Unnontestod In9 2.1 94 OtntJr .Judicial Acti vities 7:;l~:J 7.':> 
17 .J \rl'i" , Ilea l'I n)', - COJllc!'ted 1-142 1.6 53 Pt'o-tl'i al \lotlons 77 .1 95 A",,.;igninonc to Other Court 2-;5 • ~I 
18 1!i,=,pO"'. Hcal'ing - Uncontested 10£19 1.2 5·1 Pt'o-tt-lal Con[cr(~nce 107 .1 96 1111105:; 1 tall 1.2 
1') Dl;;rO",, Hoa!'inh - Conll.'sted 1llO ,2 55 Tl'il1.1 Sl'tti.n~ Conference 8 97 Vacation 7780 ».4 
2(J Ot 1l(:lJ.- H0;1:ringC5 841 .9 56 Se t t lern(!1l t Con tel'ence 36 Sub-Total 2"{1;5iT 21};11' 

SUll-TetnJ 677D 7--:-3 57 Unt'olllcsled Court Trials 34 

J l1VE'::I!'~~!E~l:CY 
51l C<.l!lt4sted Court Trja1:; 2-16 .3 
59 SC'lect and Sv.ear J\lr)' 33 TOTAL £12(1018 100.0 

22 OC'tenii(ln ngal'illg - Uncontested 152 .2 60 Jury Trial 565 .6 
2~S D~Lcntlon liNt I' ing - Conte;:;ted 24 61 p()!';i. Trial ~\otion'i 74 .1 
24 Juri;;. ilen l'irrg - Un('onte5ted 198 .2 Sub-Total roo n- Total Case Related Time 65290 70.2 
25 Juris. H(;:lt'ing - Contested 241 .2 

2!!:!!~...2!!.I~~~..! NTS 2(j 01sI'0'5. Hearing - Uncollt('sted 119 .1 
27 Dispos. Hearing - Contested 48 .1 63 i'ru-.trjal /.Il)tjons 1904 2 .. 1 
28 Oth£.r ll€'al'ings 181 .2 6·! Pee-trial Con (('l'enee 1~J3 .2 
29 Annutt l Ri2vif?\:.' 348 ,4 65 Tda 1 Sct..tlll~ Conference 4G 

Sub-Tolal r.rrr 1-:-4 66 Set t lCl~CI1 t Conferenc'3 ,108 .4 
HAlJEAS COI1PLTS 

1)7 \.!ncoli Il'); tcd COU\·t Trials 222 .2 
68 COllieglcd Cou,·t Trials 53t17 5.S 

31 Dispos, After Hearing 37 G9 Select and Swear Jury 179 .2 
32 Dispos,:. 'Ii 1 thout Heal.'iltg 46 70 Jliry T1'i(ll li91 1.9 

SUb-Tutal B'3" 71 Post 1'1'1al MC'Jtions 546 .6 

PRORATE A~D GUARDI.iU;SHlP Sub-Total TIiiITG' rr:4' 

:=13 Cncollte!;tcd Hearings 1319 1.4 OTHER CIVIL PETITIOl\S 

34 Contested Hearings \1<17 .7 72 Uucontested Petition 415 .4 
35 Select and Swear Jury 9 73 Contested Petition 521 .6 
36 Jury Trial 74 .1 Sub-Total ~ r.o-
::J7 POlOt Trilll Motions 74 .1 
38 Supex'visury Ol'del's 312 .3 

Sub-Total '24!n> T.lr 



MIX 01' ,;HIM1!>AL PROCEEDI';GS 

lQ Arraj~nnonLP nnd Short 
12 PI'E~-lrial Molions 

Term Matters 

11 Ple-tl'ial COI1(orellces 
ld P!'nhntjo~ Rpports and 
19 Post Trial MoL Ions 

Sentence 

S':iJ-TOUll 

!:~LO~.E.!lJ2!.Jl':l';~R\· 
20 ,\prail.;I.l'nl·ntt; and Short. Term Matters 
21 l.j3S .5 lie,' r int;s 
~2 uthe!' ~,iiJt iOIiH 
23 Pre-·II!'~ L'i ng Conference 
2·\ ~'l'elj I'll nal';" II p aring ,,-
~.) 17b - PIGa and Sentence 
26 17b - S(!fltunI.:O Ollly 
'1--I 17h - Plend };ot Guilty 

Sul,-ToLal 

SELt;CTEO :.\.\.JOI\ TRAFFI C -------------
In .\J'rnif.:nmf'l1t<; and Short Term Matters 
32 PI'C'-trial I!eal'in~s 
:13 i'ro-tl'j 0\1 Con 10 I'ences 
31 Cllconte<.;tcd C,)tlrt Trial 
33 Con to" Lerl Cllurt n'j al 
3G Select :lnd S-:le.l1' Jury 
37 JlIry Trial 
:;8 PI'OIHltion Roport and Sentpnce 
39 Po:;t Trial ~!otions 

SlIh"Total 
OTJlEr. TRAFFIC 

-10 Al'raiJ;nment~ i\l1d Short Term Mattors 
42 Pl'o-t T' i.a1 Heal'lng-<; 
43 Pro-trial Confercn':)es 
-1<1 UneGn tl'S tee! Court Tl'"ials 
15 COlltcstL'cI Court Trials 
4G Sclect and Swear Jury 
47 Jury Trial 
48 Prohati.on Report and Sentence 
-19 Post Trial Motions 

Sub-Total 

rio 'Of 
Hours Total ----
27(12 6.6 

81 n 
• G 

350. .8 
217 .5 

50 .1 
:J-:rtiiJ ~ 

97:1 2.3 
65 .2 

121 .3 
142 .3 

4()28 9,7 
113 .3 
161 .4 

9 
m-z 13:0-

12,15 3.0 
7$ .2 

213 ,5 
46 ,1 

315 .S 
221 .... 

116il 2.b 
71 .2 
33 · 1 

T.ITj2 8 .,' 

1<)32 4.7 
44 .1 
28 · ~ 

130 .3 
1241 3.0 

93 .2 
384 .9 

15 
15 

!ri3n n-

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

SUMMARY OF HOURS REPORTED 

£!OX1C.\!ION 
sn Al'l'ai>:nmcllty and Short Term ~lattE!r& 
52 Prl.'-Ll'in.l lIeal"ill[;s 
53 Pre-trial Confcrcnces 
54 UncolILcst('u Court Trialfl 
55 ContC'stccl Court Trials 
56 SvlorL nnu Swcar Jllry 
57 Jury T1'i.\l 
58 Probation Report and Sentcnce 
~9 Pust Trial MoLions 

SUb-'lol.ll 
OTHER ~I1SDr;\:E'\:'OnS -----

GO Arrai~nmentH and Short Term Matters 
6] 1338.5 lion rill>( 
62 Pro-Trial Iioarillh<; 
63 PI'c-Tdal Con fl) I'CIICCS 
64 Uncontphtod COllrt Trials 
G5 ('ontester! COllrt Trials 
66 Solcct and Swear Jury 
67 ,Jt'I'Y Tda] 
fiB Prohation R~'port and SC!ntcl1ce 
n~ POyt Trial Motions 

C1VJL 
i'1 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 

S\IALL 

77 
78 

Sub-Totil.l 

Pre-trial Motion~ 
t:1ll.onte'it.cd Court. Trials 
Contested Court Trials 
SelC'ct and Swear Jury 
J\Jry Trial 
Post Trial Hearings 

Sub-Total 
CLAIMS 
Uncontested Trial 
Contested Trial 

Sub-Total 

Hours 

363 
6 
7 
3 

20 
33 
86 
27 

<1 
~ 

1676 
10·1 
193 
277 

45 
528 
402 

1973 
381 
15·1 

0'I:l:r 

5<!4 
;!ti4 

1%9 
6:3 

326 
467 

:mn' 

387 
1364 
TI5T 

f{ of 
Total 

.9 

.1 

.2 

.1 

4.0 
.2 
.5 
.7 
.1 

1.3 
1.0 
4.6 

.!l 

.01 
IJ.'7 

1.3 
.7 

4.6 
.2 
.8 

1.1 
8.7 

.9 
3.3 
~ 

JL'VE~ILE ,~ __ I!..~_2.:.. 
80 Tllilial !ll'al'in~ 
81 SulJse(l'll.:nt [[1):1riUI; 

Suu-Total 
PARK1KG VTO) ATrO:;s - S.F.O. 

Sol i'rotcHt C~len~ar 
85 Boo\dllg Calc·,d.lr 

Sub-Total 
SUPPLE~:r;KTAI. ACTIVITIES -------~~-------

Hours 

fi 
2 
B' 

;,~ 

11 
TITJ 

91 Court Administration 3D56 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 

Judici:tl Confl'rencc5 7!'tl 
T1'a\'cl Time 1::<; 
Other Judicial Activities 4~7t 
A~signment to Anothcr C~urt 31 
Illncsb 3~3 
Vacation 321jl~ 

Sub-Total ITl17'{j 

TOTAL 

Total C~ .. ~ RE!latod Timo 2b('Z!1 

71' 

9,'5 
1 £< 

,3 
11 " 

, , 
,.~- .. 
t,J':'.O 

1('0.0 

67.2 



(1) Recommended Weights 

New weighted caseload values and judge year values were 

developed for the municipal and superior courts. The recommended 

values are discussed in Section III of this report. Schematic 

diagrams showing the method of calculating the new values are shown 

in Appendix C. 

Key points regarding these recommended values were presentod 

to the members and advisory members of the Court Management Com­

mittee during meetings held by the Committee to review progress 

on September 8 and November 4, 1971. 

(2) Judge Year Values 

The recomm~nded ju'dge year values (minutes of case related 

time per year per judicial position) were derived from data 

reported by the participating courts during the fix week study 

period. The recommended values are shown on a ~~iding scale 

basis reflecting the fact that in the larger courts more time is 

available for case related matters, on a per judicial position 

basis, than in the smaller courts. 

At the direction of ±he Court Management Committee at the 

November 4 meeting, a more detailed analysis was made to determine 

the average number of days available for case related activjties 

per year per judicial position. This study, made with the assis­

tance of the AOC staff~ resulted in the following recommendation 

for this value. 

Court Days per Year 

less Vacation 
Illness 

• 0 • 0 • 0 • Q Q 0 

Workshop, Institutes, etc. 

Sub-total 

22 
8 
5 

Days Available for Case Related Activities 
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This value is multiplied by the hours of case related time 

per day worked (average of 5.0 hours per day) to arrive at the 

recommended judge year values. Municipal and superior court values 

were averaged together since there was no significant statistical 

difference between the values for each type of court. Each of the 

three items leading to the "days available" figure of 215 is dis­

cussed below: 

Vacation - The standard vacation allowance recommended 
by the Judicial Council of 22 court days was used in the 
calculation. 

Illness - Few courts keep accurate records on the days 
absent due to illness. An average of four days (annu­
alized) of illness occurred during the study period. 
This was increased to eight to allow for the higher 
incidence of illness during winter months and to bring 
the allowance more in line with averages in other govern­
mental organizations. 

Workshops, Institutes, etc. - A detailed analysis was 
conducted to determine the average number of days judges, 
commiSSioners, and referees spent in attendance at judi­
cial conferences, workshops, institutes, etc. Thib 
analysis revealed the average to be 4.7 days per year for 
municipal court judges and 4.1 days per year for superior 
court judges. An average value of 5 days per year was 
recommended. 

The figure of 215 days per year is identical with the gross 

figure used by the Judicial Council staff in their calculations 

(see page of this report). The staff further reduced this value 

to 200 to allow for calendar control, presiding and other adminis­

trative functions. In addition the estimated 7 hour cburt day was 

reduced to 4 1/4 hours to allow for other non-bench functions, 

recesses, and gaps in calendars. Application of this 4 1/4 hours 

to the 200 days leads to the current judge year value of 50,000 

minutes (rounded). The figures used were estimates of the staff 

based on their experience o 

The recommended values of 215 days and 5.0 case related hours 

per day (an average figure with smaller courts at a lower value 

and larger courts higher) were based on detailed data reported by 
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the judges, commissioners, and referees participating in the study 

along with the additional special study on the "days available 

figure" 

TASK 6. DEVELOP AND RECOMMEND PROCEDURES FOR THE APPLICATION OF THE 

PROPOSED WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES 

Of equal importance to the accuracy of the weighted values them­

selves are the methods used in applying these values in projecting the 

judicial staffing needs of the court. Under Task 6, recommendations 

were developed and presented to improve these application techniques. 

The results of this task are described in detail under Section IV 

of this report. Four subject areas were analyzed as part of this task. 

Work Load Forecasts 

Projection of JUdicial Position Needs 

Special Analysis Requirements 

Form and Procedure for Recommendations 

Various alternative approaches were thoroughly tested prior to 

arriving at the final recommendations. Meetings with staff members of 
the Aruninistrative Office of the Courts were held to explore the dif-

ferent methods. 

One of the key application procedures that was examined during this 

task was the method of prOjecting the work load of the court to future 

years. Improving the accuracy of this projection would help improve 

the effectiveness of the entire weighted caseload system. Other aspects 

of the application procedures were examined, such as the treatment of 
judicial assistance, changes in backlog of the courts, etc. At the 

completion of this task, a test application of the new tentative set of 

weighted values utilizing the recommended new procedures was made as an 

overall check on their reasonableness and as a determination of their 

impact on the number of juriicial positions. 

Consideration was given during the performance of this task to the 

possibility of an annual projection on a statewide basis of the number 
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of new judicial positions required prior to the beginning of the 

legislative session. The results of this analysis are included in 

Section IV. 

TASK 7. DEVELOP AND RECOMMEND PROCEDURES FOR PERIODIC UPDATING OF 

WEIGHTED VALUES 

Changes in the rules of courts, procedures, and laws can, and have 

had, a significant effect on the judicial time required to dispose of a 

case. It is likely that the number and extent of these changes will 

continue in the future. It is imperative, therefore, that the weighted 

values be periodically analyzed and updated as necessary. 

Specific procedures were developed under this task for use in 

performing this update on an annual basis o These procedures were also 

developed and reviewed with the assistance of the AOC staff. The 

detailed recommended actions are contained in Section V of this report. 

TASK 8 0 PREPARE FINAL REPORT 

The final report was submitted for review and approval by the 

Advisory Committee at the conclusion of the study. 

The results and recommendations of the study were complete and 

available for inclusion by the Judicial Council in their annual report 

to the Governor in January, 1972. 
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III. WEIGHTED CASELOAD AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES 

The basic elements used in the weighted caseload system to 

determine the judicial position needs of the court are the weighted 

caseload values (e.g. 136 minutes of case related time per criminal 

filing) and the judge year values (e.g. 60,000 minutes of case 

related time per year per judicial position). 

The new weighted caseload values and judge year values de­

veloped for California's municipal and superior courts are listed 

on Exhibit I. The values differ from the current values both 

numerically as well as what they actually represent. Two key 

points regarding these differences are described below. 

The recommended values are based on all case related 
time. The current weights are based on estimates of 
bench time only. Since certain activities can be 
handled either on the bench or in chambers, total 
case related time was recommended as a more accurate 
means of measuring work load. This change has the 
effect of increasing both the weights and the judge 
year values over the current values. 

The current values were not updated in 1971 to reflect 
changes in the frequency of occurrence of key items 
such as jury trials since this study was in progress 
at the time. Revisions of this nature would have 
brought the current values and the recommended values 
closer together, particularly in the Personal Injury 
and Property Damage proceedings in superior courts 
and the civil proceedings in municipal courts. 

The courts have been placed into two groups with separate 

weights calculated for Los Angeles County (both superior and muni­

cipal courts) and the rest of the state. Preliminary time values 

were initially calculated separately for each court in the study. 

These time values, based on dispositions, are shown in Appendix D 

for both superior and municipal courts. Analysis of these differ­

ences in time values revealed that there is not a relationship 

between the size of the court and the weighted values derived. 

The dii'ferences stem from variations in court procedure, the "pace It 
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01 the Judges and attorneys in conducting the proceedings, ana the 

nature of the cases heard during the study period. 

In calculating the recommended weights, annual frequency rates 

for court and jury trials obtained from the JudiciC'l Council reports 

were used in order to provide values more representative of the judi­

cial time requirements on a long term basis. 

The judge year values were calculated and are recommended for 

application on a sliding scale basis reflecting the fact that in the 

larger courts more time is available for case related matters, on a 

per judicial position basis, than in the smaller courts. 

The detailed calculations leading to the recommended weights 

are included under Appendices E and F. 

As a means for testing the reasonableness of the recommended 

weights and judge year values, the figures were applied to the 1970-

71 filings and dispositions for all municipal and superior courts. 

The individual application by court is shown in Appendix G for muni­

cipal courts and Appendix H for superior courts. 

A summary of the application is shown below and on the following 

page. 

Municipal Courts 

(1) (2) (3 ) (4) 
Application Actual Application Authorized 

of Equivalent of Judicial 
Recommended Jud. POSe Current Positions 

category Weights (1970/71) Weig~~ (6/30/7J.) 

Participating Courts 214 208 213 213 
Non-Participants 159 169 159 172 

Total 373 377 372 385 = = 
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Superior Courts 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Application Actual Application Authorized 

of Equivalent of Judicial 
Recommended Jud. POSe Current Positions 

Category Weights (1970/71) Weights (6/30/71) 

participating Courts 432 428 451 
Non-participants: 

1-2 Judge Courts 20 28 20 

Remainder 58 69 59 

Total 510 525 530 

A test for the reasonableness of the recommended values is a 

comparison between the totals for recommended weights (Column 1) 

and the "actual equivalent judicial positions" available for use 

by the courts in J.970/71 (Column 2) 0 This figure reflects the 

actual time available by the judges, commissioners, and referees 

435 

31 

69 

535 

to hear judicial matters and takes into account vacancies and tem­

porary assignments. For participating courts the figures are ex­

tremely close (e.g. 214 to 208 for municipal courts and 432 to 428 

for superior courts). Backlog as measured by the number of cases on 

the civil active list per judicial position did not increase during 

the year, indicating that the judicial manpower available was able 

to handle the incoming work load during the year. (This is not to 

say that backlog in some courts did not remain at a high level during 

the year 1970-71). 

This comparison serves to validate the recommended values 

since the application of these values would have prov~ded for the 

number of judicial positions required to handle the incoming work 

load for both municipal and superior courts. 

For non-participants application of the recommended weights 

leads to a slightly lower figure compared to the "actual equiva­

lent judicial positions." In general this is because a full work 

lond does not exist in these courts, but nevertheless the presence 

of the judge or judges is required. 
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Comparison of the recommended weights application to the 

application of the current weights (Column 3) reveals essentially 

no difference for municipal courts and about a 4% difference (432 

compared to 451) for the participating superior courts. The major 

reason for this difference can be traced to the judge year values. 

The current method of application utilizes a constant judge year 

figure (50,000 minutes per year) regardless of the court size, 

while the recommended method of application is based on a sliding 

scale that recognizes judges in larger courts are able to spend 

more time, on the average, on case related matters than judges in 

the smaller courts. Relative differences in the weights themselves 

also contribute to the variance o 

-28-



IV. DETERMINATION AND RECOMMENDATION OF 
ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL POSITIONS 



IV. DETERMINATION AND RECOMMENDA'rION OF 

ADDITIONAL JuDICIAL POSITIONS 

The methods used in applying the weighted caseload values 

and judge values are as important as the values themselves in the 

use of the weighted caseload system. The following topics will be 

discussed under this section of the report. 

Work Load Forecasts 

Annual Projections of Judicial Position Needs 

Special Analyses for Specific Courts 

Form and Procedure for Recommendations 

I. WORK LOAD FORECASTS· 

Reveral methods for work load forecasting exist. As an exnmple, 

a projection of total filings provides a general trend of work load 
but does not consider the relative weighting of various types of 

proceedings. Projection of total weighted units, as currently per­

formed by the Administrative Office of the Courts, effectively deals 

with the relative weighting problem but conceals the upward or down­

ward trend of various types of proceedings. These trends can signi­

ficantly affect planning and budgeting for court functions. The 

third and recommended bORis for work load forecasting is the projec­

tion of filings by proceeding type for each court. Reasons for 

projecting work load by proceeding type rather than weighted units 

are identified below. 

Based on projections made under both methods, the 
prOjections made by type of filing lead to slightly 
different, more accurate, figures. 

Extraneous filing figures for anyone year can be 
eliminated from the five annual filing figures used 
to make the projections when specific circumstances 
indicate that filings for a particular year were 
atypical. 
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Recommended weights are significantly different than 
the current weights for certain types of proceedings. 
However, the question of the validity of the weights 
used to determine total weighted caseload units in 
past years need not be raised if filings by type of 
proceeding are used as the basis for projections. 

The projections can bJ examined for reasonableness in 
light of other information from the courts or other 
related criminal justice agencies (e.g. are criminal 
filings really going to increase 20% as indicated by 
the historical trend, or, a:;'e juvenile delinquency 
positions expected to decrease 5%; these questions can 
be asked of the district attorney and the probation 
department as well as the courts) . 

The projection information by type of proceeding can 
be fUrnished to the courts for their use in determining 
staffing requirements in the clerk's office. Sacramento 
Superior Court is currently using these types of projec­
tions to help establish budget requests. 

Using computer progl.~ams the projections of filings by 
type of proceedings can be performed in a relatively 
inexpensive manner. 

Once the baSis for projections is establiShed, there exist 

several methods of projecting future requirements. Averaging of 

recent experience to determine relative increases is a method 

currently employed. This approach approximates a straight line 

trend. The complex relationships may best be expressed by a 

curved lino that reflects increases or decreases in the rates of 
filings each year. 

Through the use of a computer and a progrrun known as poly­

nomial regression analysis the histDrical trends of prior years' 

filings can be expressed mathematically. Using the previous five 

years as a base work'load projections based on the polynomial 

equation (y = a + bx + ax2) can be made by direct substitution. 

This approach provides a trend which gives equal weighting to all 

previous years used in the development. A modification which we 

recommend to this method is to make a straight line projection of 

the curved line trend based on the immediate prior two years. 

This modification, in effect, giyes more weight in the projections 

to recent changes in the law, operating procedures, and other re­

lated areas. The combination curved line/straight line approach 
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provides a more accurate basis for projections than the straight 

line approach based on certain statistical indicators. 

Exhibits VI and VII gr ?phically compare this combination 

approach to the straight line approach for two types of filings in 

Los Angeles County. The reco~nended method for projecting criminal 

filings (Exhibit VI) modifies the rapid increase predicted by a 

linear projection and more closely aligns with the historical trend. 

In personal injury cases (Exhibit VII) the opposite situation exists 

and the curved line trend reflects the recent high increases in PI 

& PD filings. 

The curved line forecasts were calculated with the aid of a 

computer program called the Bio-Med Polynomial Regression Analysis 

Program available through the computer department at the University 

of California at Davis, This program determines the quadratic 

equation coefficients and calculates the historical values. The 

straight line projections based on the last two calculated histori­

cal pOints are done on a manual basis. The automated statistical 

reporting system described in the following sub-section and recom­

mended for development and use by the Judicial Council staff will 

perform all calculations with the aid of a computer. As an interim 

step, however, the UCD program is available to perform a portion of 

the calculations. 

Example input/output formats for the Bio-Med Program were sub­

mitted in a previous report. 

2 . PROJECTION OF JUDICIAL POSITION NEEDS 

USing the projected filings by proceeaing type calculated in 

the previous sub-section and the weighted case load values and 

judge year figures calculated in Task 5, the required number of 

judicial positions were calculated. AppenElix I contains the cur­

rent and projected judicial positidns for the participating courts. 

These are the values used to determine the recommendations for 

additional judicial positions for each court. 
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The approach recommended for determining additional judicial 

positions involves a comparison of the projected judicial position 

requirements with the current level of authorized positions. In 

the past projections and recommendations have been made on a fis-

cal year basis for the fiscal year immediately following. Exhibit 

VIII illustrates for six courts the timing of the various steps 

involved in the recommendation and filling of new judicial positions 

during the 1970 legislative session. While the bills are introduced 

and the Judicial Council recommendations are made early in the legis­

lative sessions, most of the judicial pOSitions are not filled until 

near the beginning of the following calendar year. This can lead to 

understaffing since the projections and recommendations are for the 

fiscal year - in this case July 1, 1970 through June 30, 1971. 

We recommend that the projections be made for the following 

calendar year (1971 in the example) so that, as nearly as possible, 

the recommended complement of judicial manpower will be available 

for the entire year. 

Exhibit IX illustrates the calculation method. Based on the 

application of the recommended weights and judge year value to the 

actual filings in the court for the calendar year 1970, a staffing 

level of 26.6 judicial positions was required. As of the end of 

the following year in which the projections were made, there was 

to be 29 authorized judicial positions, Using the projection tech­

niques described earlier, there will be a requirement of 32.4 

judiCial pOSitions to handle the work load of the court in calendar 

year 1972. The recommended increase would be the difference between 

this projected figure and the number of authorized positions as of 

the beginning of the year 1972 or an increase of 3 positions. As 

shown on the graph, this timing would place the court at a level 

slightly below requirements for the last 6 months of 1971, but this 

would be made up in the first 6 months of 1972. It would be also 

recommended that required increases for 1973 take place at the be­

ginning of the year. 

This approach tends to recognize more closely the actual timing 

on filling of new pOSitions as determined by the action of the legis­

lature and the governor. 
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TIMING OF NEW JUDICIAL POSITIONS 
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Appendix J includes a conceptual design of a recommended 

system for use in performing all of the calculations required for 

determining the recommended number of judicial positions. The 

major elements of the system are listed below. 

Calculation annually, or more often if necessary, 
of the projected number of judicial positions and 
the increases indicated by work load 

Summarization of all o~ the statistical data re­
quired for the Judicial Council Annual Report 

Projection of filings by court for each proceeding 
type for use by the courts in helping determine 
Administrative and clerical staffing 

Preparation of special reports to provide key statis­
tical information, such as frequency of occurrence of 
jury trials for use in updating the Weighted Caseload 
System or for other use in analyzing the operations 
of the courts 

A detailed description of the system progrruns and inputs and 

outputs is included in the Appendix. Also included is the estimate 

of the development and operating costs. 

3. SPECIAL ANALYSES FOR SPECIFIC COURTS 

Situations may arise where judicial position needs, quantified 

by the means identified in the previous sub-section, do not reflect 

actual judicial requirements of a court due to special circumstances. 

Special analyses may then be required by the Judicial Council staff 

in conjunction with representatives from the court. Possible arens 

of investigation are discussed below. 

Backlog 

A situation may develop where, OVJr a period of time a 
court accumulates a sizeable backlog of civil cases. 
Providing that court with the appropriate number of 
judicial positions to dispose of its incoming work load 
is the basic function of the weighted caseload system. 
Should additional judicial positions be added to reduce 
the backlog to a reasonable level? Would this provi­
sion take away the incentive for courts to reduce back­
log through the implementation of effective procedures 

. and through the efficient use of judicial personnel? 
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Analysis of a court for special consideration should 
follow two preliminary steps: 

Efficient court procedures should be developed 
and used. 

The maximum amount of assistance via assigned 
judges should be obtained. 

Consideration could also be limited to those courts in 
which the required number of judges was ~ot provided in 
prior years because of failure of the legislature to 
provide the number of judges recommended by the Judicial 
Council. 

One measure of backlog that could be applied in this 
analysis is the number of civil cases per judicial posi­
tion on the civil active list in w4ich the at-issue memo 
was over a year old. A bench mark value could be set, 
for example, of 3-5 civil jury cases per judicial position. 
Courts over this level meeting the previous criteria des­
cribed would be considered for special study by the Judi­
cial Council to recommend additional judicial positions. 

A ceiling could be set on the number of judicial posi­
tions recommended. For example, the total number recom­
mended would not be greater than the total required to 
handle the projected work load of the court five years 
in the future, 

The above approach to handling backlog as a special 
factor was reviewed and approved by the Court Management 
Committee at its November 4, 1971 meeting. 

Use of Commissioners and Referees 

The use of commissioners and referees was designed to 
assist the courts in the disposition of judicial work 
load. Two counties in California, Los Angeles and San 
Francisco, make extensive use of these subordinate judi­
cial officers. Of the over 200 judicial positions author­
ized for Los Angeles Superior Court, commissioners and 
referees make up over 25% of these authorized positions. 
When sufficient \vork load exists they perform du-ties which 
wpuld otherWise require the full time of a judgeo 

In specific areas, for example juvenile, if workload is 
reduced, general commissioners can be transferred to 
other duties. Referees, however due to statutory limi­
tations, generally cannot be rea~signed. Under these 
circumstances their full-time use may understate the 
court's judiCial reqUirements. Special analyses in this 
area may be required to evaluate effectively a court's 
request for additional pOSitions. Without such analysiS 

-34-

and a corrective plan of action, full-time commissioners 
and referees should be considered equivalent to jud~os. 

Part-time commissioners and referees are also employed 
in selected courts. In this case, their use is flexible 
and the court should be assessed on the basis of the 
actual assistance received. 

Generally, commissioners receive salaries equal to about 
80% of a superior court judge's salary. With the excep­
tion of jury commissioners and certain Los Angeles Com­
missioners, most commissioners and referees hiye chambers, 
courtrooms, clerks, bailiffs and secretarieso- While 
salary costs are reduced through the use of commissioners, 
other costs associated with the position are not reduced. 

4. FORM AND PROCEDURE FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Administrative Office of the Courts makes a report on the 

need for additional judges in a court upon request of the court 

itself, of a legislator, or of a county administrator. Through the 
Judicial Council, the staff automatically reports to the Governor and 

Legislature at their request when bills are introtluced to increase 

a court's authorized judgeships. The reports do not go beyond a 

statistical analysis of data routinely collected from the courts 

themselves. They follow a s"tandard format in bot:] statistical 

presentations and descriptive analysis. 

We reconooend that an annual asses§ment of all Municipal and 

Superior Court judgeship needs be made, using the previously des­

cribed automated system, as soon as possible after the end of each 

calendar year. The results of these calculations would be used 

internally as a data base for recommendations on individual court 

requests. 

In addition, we recommend revision of the individual court 

judgeship needs report. Our recommended report format is contained 

in Appendix K. 

1/ See Report and Recommendation concerning Use of Trial Court 
Commissioners and Referees, November 13, 1970, Court Manage­
ment Committee 
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V. MEANS FOR PERIODIC UPDATING OF 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES 

A major objective of the study was to develop and recommend 

the procedures necessary to maintain the weighted caseload system 

in a state of material accuracy. This qualification on the re­

quired accuracy of the system recognizes that there is a varying 

amount of judicial time required for handling each case in the 

courts reflecting the complexity and changing nature of the judi­

cial process. Maintaining the system in a material state of accur­

acy means that the time values and frequency of occurrence ratios 

should be updated often enough to insure that the system will 

accurately reflect the number of judicial positions required to 

accomplish th~ work of a court on an annual basis. The system is 

not designed to allocate judicial manpower within a court by de­

partment (although, in the larger courts, the system could be used 

for gross estimates along these lines), nor to determine how much 

time a specific case should take. 

The weighted caseload values are made up of two components 

that will require periodic updating - the "average time" indicating, 

for example, that a criminal jury trial in Los Angeles County takes 

approximately 1,450 minutes of judicial time; and the "frequency of 

occurrence" which states, for example, that there are approximately 

3 jury trials for every 100 criminal disposi tj.ons and that there 

are approximately 95 dispositions for every 100 criminal filings in 

Los Angeles County. 

Our recommendations for updating the weighted caseload system 

values will be discussed separately for these two components. 

1. UPDATING FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE DATA 

The basic source of data for updating the frequency of occur­

rence ratios has been, and should continue to be, the monthly 

Judicial Council reports. Certain essential changes in the report­

ing format should be made in order to provide the data needed to 

revise the frequency of occurrence values on an annual basis. 
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Our contacts with various administrative personnel in the 

courts indicated that an in-depth study of the entire reporting 

system should be conducted to provide for more consistent report­

ing from each court and more meaningful data on the operation of 

the courts. The Judicial Council staff is currently planning a 

study in this area. 

Pending this in-depth study, we recommend that interim, steps 

be taken to provide certain basic information necessary to update 

the weighted caseload system. The recommended changes are shown 

on the Judicial Council reporting forms in Appendix L and summar­

ized below. 

Municipal Courts 

Reductions of Felonies to Misdemeanors - Generally, 
the courts are reporting reductions under penal 
code section 17b(5) as filings under the category 
of Felony Preliminaries and dispositions under 
non-traffic misdemeanors. We recommend dividing 
the category of 1ffelony preliminaries" into two 
columns for dispositions, one for those processed 
ns felonies and one for those cases reduced to a 
misdemeanor. 

Specific Identification of Jury Trials - Current 
requirements call for the reporting of "jury 

d · t " ver lC s. In certain cases, there can be more 
than one defendant per case leading to difficulty 
in determining the number of defendants with dis­
positions via jury trials. Sub-dividing the con­
te~ted t~ial category into court trials and jury 
trlals wlth all disposition reporting for crimin­
al matters on the basis of defendants rather than 
cases will provide the necessary data. 

Superior Courts 

Specific Identification of Jury Trials - The same 
method for handling jury trials is recommended for 
superior courts as well as municipal courts. 

Juvenile Delinquency and Dependency Reporting 
Current regulations call for the reporting of 
subsequent and supplemental petitions together. 
Subsequent petitions generally deal with the 
alleging of new crimes or delinquency of cur­
rent wards or probationers while supplemental 
petitions are generally th~ result of probation 
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violations and are filed under Welfare and Institu­
tions Code sections 777 and 778 requesting the court 
to modify a previolls ruling. Juvenile court work 
load is probably most accurately represented by the 
sum of both original and subsequent petitions. HOW­
ever, Since separate data was not available for both 
types of petitions, the recommended weights are based 
on original petitions only with the frequency of occur­
ence, providing the proper relationship between the 
various types of hearings and the number of original 
petiti~ns. Previous studies showed that the time values 
for original or subsequent hearings were essentially the 
same. Providing data on original and subsequent peti­
tions will provide the information necessary to monitor 
the ratio of the two and make adjustments in frequencies 
where appropriate. 

Addition of Other Reporting Data - The addition 
of reporting on three other items will help 
maintain the accuracy of the Weighted Caseload 
System. The three items ar8 listed below. 

Supervisory Orders - Probate and 
Guardianship 

Orders to ShoW Cause - Family 'Law 
Annual Review - Juvenile Dependency 

The frequency of occurrence data obtained from the Judicial 

Council reports can be calculated through the use of the Statisti­

cal Reporting System described under Appendix J or manually as 

done currently. The weights should be updated annually, as soon 

as possible following the input of all data for the prior fiscal 

year. The frequencies of certain pre-trial activities not currently 

reported would be updated through the special time studies which 

are discussed in the following sub-section. It is also possible 

that the in-depth study ~f the Judicial Council reporting regula­

tions referred to earlier could result in the requirement that 

these activities be reported on a monthly basiS. 

2. UPDATING THE TIME VALUES 

The time values for conducting the various types of judicial 

activities must be updated periodically to reflect statutory 

changes, changes in the court rules, appellate court rulings~ and 
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administrative changes. Barring drastic changes in all areas, 

we do not envision that a full scale study similar to this pro­

ject will be required in the near future. It may be necessary, 

however, to conduct studies for certain types of proceedings as 

6hanges occur. We recommend that the studies be generally con­

ducted along the lines of the study conducted for this project 

with separate reporting forms for each major type of proceeding. 

These proceeding types are shown below. 

SUPERIOR COURT 

Criminal (including Habeas Corpus) 

Juvenile - Delinquency and Dependency 

Probate and Guardianship/Insanity and Other 
Infirmities 

Family Law 

Civil - Including PI & PD, Eminent Domain, 
Other Civil Complaints, and Other Civil Petitions 

Appeals 

MUNICIPAL COURT 

Criminal - Including Felony Preliminary, 
Traffic, Intoxication, and Other Misdemeanors 

Civil - Including Small Claims 

Forms for use in reporting daily activity for these groups of 

proceedings are shown in Appendix B. Specialized forms are shown 

for each type of proceeding. The format of the reports has been 

revised slightly in order to provide for the reporting of actions 

taken for a number of different activities with the hours reported 

in total for that group of activities. This approach will be most 

applicable in municipal courts where different types of activities 

are grouped together for calendaring purposes. Also included in 

the appendix is a listing of the recommended activity codes for 

use in conducting the special time studies. 
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Appendix M is a conceptual design of the recommended 

computer system to process the data. Use of this system will 

reduce to a minimum the amount of time necessary to be expended 

by the courts in completing and submitting the forms. It will 

also provide accurate, inexpensive processing of the data. In 

order to be truly representative, the special time studies should 

include approximately the same number of courts as were included 

in this study. This means ·the processing of a large quantity of 

data which is best accomplished with the aid of a computer. Cost 

estimates for the development and operation of the system are 

included in the Appendix. 
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APPENDIX A 
MUNICIPAL AND SUPERIOR COURT FLOW CHARTS 
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ACTIVITY REPORTING INSTRUCTIONS 

FOR A STUDY OF THE 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM FOR DETERMINING 

JUDICIAL MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS FOR 

CALIFORNIA'S SUPERIOR AND MUNICIPAL COURTS 

B-1 

THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
STATE BUIL.CING. SAN FRANCISCO 94102. 

A Message From The Chief Justice To All Participating Judges .•... 

This booklet has been prepared to provide instructions for the 

reporting of time data as part of the Judicial Council study of 

the Weighted Caseload System. One important objective of this 

study is to develop accurate and complete information on the time 

requirements for completing all of the judicial activities, both 

case related and non-case related. To achieve this objective, 

actual time values need to be reported on a daily basis. As a 

judge, commissioner, or referee from one of the 43 courts partici­

pating in this study, we are relying on you for this information. 

To facilitate the collection of this data, an Activity Report­

ing form has been developed. You may, if you desire, request your 

clerk to record on this form the data on case related matters. 

A supplemental form is also available for your daily reporting of 

. supplementary time data on administrative or other chamber activities. 

All of your time should be reported so that the weighted caseload 

values accurately reflect the true needs of our courts. 

Reporting will' begin on May 17, 1971, and will continue at 

least until the end of June. The need for additional reporting, 

if any, will be determined later in the study. 

The success 0f this important study is directly dependent on 

the care you and your clerk take recording the information. Ques­

tions regarding the completion of the form may be answered by the 

Court Clerk or Administrative Officer in your court or by Arthur 

Young & Company representatives (who are assisting us in this study) 

at (916) 443~6756. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~~,w»~ 

B-2 

Donald R. Wright 
Chief Justice of California and 
Chairman of the Judicial Council 
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I. COMPLETING THE DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORM 

The Activity Reporting Form has been designed with the objec­

tive of obtaining, with as much ease as possible, an accurate and 

com.plete description of all of the time necessary to perform the 

work of the judiciary. Entries should be made as the various 

activities are completed. No recess or lunch time should be 

reported. Time spent at home on case related work should be 

reported on the supplemental form. The forms should be submitted 

daily to the clerk in the court or branch court designated to be 

responsible for summarizing the forms and coordinating the overall 

study. The forms should be completed for each division or depart­

ment currently staffed with a judge, commissioner or referee even 

if the judge is ill, on vacation, or on assignment to another court. 

Sample forms have been completed to illustrate the entry of the 

required information. Each of the entries are explained in the 

following keyed descriptions. 

CD 

0) 
CD 

Temporary identification of the data is provided in the upper 
left-han~ corner of the form. As soon as the coordinating 
clerk has verified the submittal of the forms from each depart­
ment and made an overall check for completeness of recording, 
this identification will be removed. This will help insure 
confidentiality, as to department and judge, of the reported 
data. 

The date and reporting court should be entered here. 

The ,activity code number best describing the work should be 
entered in this column. The activity codes are listed and 
described in Sections II and III of these instructions. A 
separate entry should be made for each different activity 
conducted and for each separate case requiring over 10 min­
utes to complete. This r~le does not apply for master calendar, 
arraignment departments, or other high volume departments. 

A code letter is used only in those situations where either two 
or more activity codes have been combined for the same time 
entry or the trial or hearing was in process at the beginning 
of the study. The column should be left blank otherwise. 



f;\.,. \!..) 

® 

Elapsod time in tho throe cate(.!,'ories shown is posted here. 
Estimates should be to tho nearest 5 minutes with indivi­
dual entries normally made only for those cases and acti­
vities requiring over 10 minutes to complete. The total 
judicial time of the judge should be recorded. Case 
related time expended at home should also be recorded 
utilizing the appropriate activity code. 

The case number should be entered for all activities over 
1/2 hour. No case number identification is required for 
those high volume activities such as arraignments, master 
calendar, default judgments, etc. 

This data should be entered for each case requiring over 
1/2 hour in which a case number is posted. 

Separate columns are provided here for each of the possible 
actions that can be taken as a result of the activities. 
The actions taken as a result of the completion of the 
activity should equal the number of persons accused. 

Enter in this column the total persons accused (criminal) 
or number of cases (civil) called by the judge to be heard. 
This number should be equal to the sum of all aqtions taken. 

A brief description should be included in this section of 
the report or supplemental activities (e.g., activity codes­
in the 90 series) or any other remarks deemed appropriate 
relative to the case related entries. 

B-4 



to 
I 

CJ1 

Jude., Commi ssion,', or R,'" .. 

DIVISion or Department 

C I.,k I ! I - - _ - ______ . ____ __ J 

~ ~ 
" 

SUPERIOR COURT 
CRIMINAL 

DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORM 
Judicial Council 

Weighted Caseload Study 

\.8) ACT IDN TUEN 

So .. ir 
§(j ~~ 

ir .. o~ "";,, ... .,$ftJ ~ <-
, .... Q.. ... "'t~ .... '" ~ .... ir , r:. !f;;. , '" :... ... 0 

GXD CD CD (j) " ~ 
.... ..... t:;)'" ~ , ," " ~ " 

..... ..:--.;f ~ ... ~ .§' ~ ~ ~ft.J .. ," ",,'" ~ ..... 
~ "O~... Q.. ,," ' ... It! ... lib ...... .~ , ... ... '" ~ :: '" I ELAPSED TIME ,," .:) ~ c"t1 '" i" ~~ .... ~~ .,'" ... i ~o ." '" ., "," - ~g, BENCH CHAMS oT HER ji~~ " , .... ~ ..... Ib '" t:::0 

" 

... ,'" 
w >,., CASE CODE ~ ;;- ..... ~ ..... Cl ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -c? ~t::- ....... ... 
'" ;:0 .,' .. ~ ..... .. 
- ~S ~'-'I H)I~ln H'/WI n 

NUMBER SECT I ON ~ c,,0~~ c,~t::: "' .... q, ..... :::: ..... i,.~ ~t:J'" ..,'" " 

-' '" HIMln <f '" .. ....... 

0 I I I I I I I I 

o 2 I I I I J I I I 

o 3 I I I , 

0 4 I I I I 

0 5 I I I , 
0,6 I I I, I 'J I I I I I 

I I 

o 7 I I I 

0 B I I I 

o 9 I I I I , 

! I I 0 I I I '. I 

I I I f 
I, 

T . 
1 d I I I I I 

1 3 I I I 
4 ~ Case numbe r and code sect i on ~her. applicabl., should be reporl.d lor 

a L,",,, 
Enler 

ny Slnel. actIvIty reQulllne over !) hour 10 co~pleto. 

'I' lor two or more acllvil\, codes combined for on. 11m. entry. 
'9' lor trials or h.arlnes In process at tn. beilinninE 01 Iha sludy period, 

Court Nom. 

COUI t Nu~blT 

WO DAY TR 

I (1) oalo 

1/0 
... .,rJ .. '" 

.... ® REWAHS 
~ (Include a d.scription 01 any 

...." 
$uppl.~.nlal acllY ill .. ) 

1 

. 

LThe number in this column should 'Quel the lUQ of all a~llDns 

I.ken lor thaI lin •• 



III 
I 

C1> 

II. LISTING OF MUNICIPAL COURT ACTIVITY CODES ~I 

FELONY PRELIMINARY 

20 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 

!..I 

10 Arraignments, Pleas, Calendar Call, and Other Short-Term 
Hatters 

11 Hearings under Penal Code Section 1538.5 
12 Hearings on Other Motions Prior to Preliminary Hearing 
13 Pre_Hearing Conference 
14 Preliminary Hearing 

30 40 50 60 Arraignments, Pleas, Trial Calendar Call, Sentencing 
Hearings, and Other Short-Term Matters 

51 61 Hearings Under Penal Code Section 1538.5 
32 42 52 62 Hearings on Other Motions Prior to Trial 
33 43 53 63 Pre-trial conferences 
34 44 54 64 Uncontested Court Trial 
35 45 55 65 Contested Court Trial 
36 46 56 66 Select and Swear Jury 

37 47 57 67 Jury Trial 

38 48 58 68 Review Probation Report and Pronounce Sentence 

39 49 59 69 Hearings on Wotions After Trial 

Detailed Descriptions for Each Activity were provided 
to the Judges and Clerks participating in the study. 

~ . ! .,'. 

E.!Y!!: 
70 Civil Master Calendar 
71 Hearings on Motions Prior 
72 Uncontested Court Trials 
73 Contested Court Trials 
74 Select and Swear Jury 
75 Jury Trials 
76 Hearings After Trial 

SIlALL CUIIIS 

77 Uncontested Trial 
78 Contested Trial 
79 Hearings on Other Motions 

to Trial 

JUVENILE (JUDGE~ COMMISSIONER, OR REFEREE ACTING AS TRAFFIC 
HEARING OFFICER 

80 Initial Hearing 
81 Subsequent Hearing 

PARKING VIOLATIONS 

84 Protest Hearings (Bail Setting Calendar) 
85 Arraignment, Pleas, etc. (Booking Calendar) 

SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIVITIES 

91 Court Administration 
92 Judicial Conferences and Workshops 
93 Travel Time 
94 Other Judicial Activities 

95 Assignment to Another Court by JUdicial Court 
96 Illness 
97 Vacation 



~~~~~~~A*~.~4~~~------------------------------·---------------------

Ill. LISTING OF SUPERIOR COURT ACTIVITY CODES ~/ 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS-

19 
20 

~/ 

Criminal 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

01 Arraignment, Plea, Calendar Call, Sentencing Hearings, 
and Otber Short-Term Matters 

02 Hearings Under Penal Code Sec. 995 

03 Hearings Under Penal Code Sec. 1538.5 

04 Hearings on Other Motions Prior to Trial 
05 Pre-Trial Conference 

06 Court Trial - On Preliminary Hearing Transcript Only 
07 Court Trial - On Preliminary Hearing Transcript and 

Testimony 

08 Court Trial - Testimony and Evidence from People and/or 
Defendant 

09 Select. and Swear Jury 
10 Jury Tr i 31 
11 Review Probation Report and Sentence Hearing - Original 

12 Review Probation Report, Modify Probation or Sentence 
Hearing - Subsequent 

13 Hearings on Other Motions After Trial 

Detention (Arraignment) Hearing - Uncontested 
Detention (Arraignment) Hearing - Contested 
JurisdJ.ctional (Adjudication) Hearings - Uncontested 

Jurisdictional (Adjudication) Hearings - Contested 
Dispositional Hearings - Uncontested 
Dispositional Hearings - Contested 

Otber Hearings on Motions 
Annual Review of Uependent Child 

Habeas Corpus - Criminal 

31 

32 

Disposition After Hearing 
Disposition Without Hearing 

Probate and Guardianship 
33 Hearings on Uncontested Motions or Petitions Prior to 

Trial 
34 Court Trial or Other Contested Hearing 
35 Select and Swear Jury 
36 Jury Trial 

37 Hearings on Motions After Trial 
38 Supervisory Orders 

Family Law (Dissolution, Nullity, and Legal Separation Only) 

39 Uncontested and Default Dissolution Hearings 
40 Contested Dissolution Hearings 

41 Hearings on Orders to Show Cause 
42 Hearings on Modifications of Judgment and Other llotioos 

Detailed descriptions for each activity were provided to the 
judges ~nd clerks participating in tbe study. 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

53 63 Hearing on Motions Prl or to Trial 
54 64 Pre-Trial Conference 
55 65 Trial Setting Conference 
56 66 Settlement Conference 

57 67 Uncontested Court Trials and Default Judgments 

58 68 Contested Court Trials 
59 69 Selection and Swearing of Jury 

60 70 Jury Trial 
61 71 Hearings on Motions After Trial 

otber Civil Petitions - (Includes Civil Habeas ~:'"~~2 
72 

73 

Insanity 
74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

Appeals 
80 
81 

82 

~----- -~ - -.--. 
Hearing on Uncontested Petition 
Hearing on Contested Petition 

and Other Infirmities 
Hearings on Motions Prior t, Trial 

Uncontested Hearing 
Contested Court Trial 
Select and ~ear Jury 

Jury Trial 
Hearings on Motions After Trial 

from Lower Courts 

Appellate Department Appeals - Criminnl 
Appellate Department Appeals - Civil 
Trial de Novo - Small. Claims 

Civil - General 
85 Master Calendar 

SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIVITIE~. 
91 Court Administration 
92 

93 

.94 

95 

96 

97 

Judicial Conferonces alld Workshops 

Travel Time 

Other Judicial Activities 
Assignment to An"ther C"urt by Judicial Council 

Illness 
Vacation 



IV. RECOMMENDED DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORMS 
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to 
I 
~ 

, 

, 

Juda', C~m"'issicMr, or Rellls, 

SUPERIOR COURT 
CRIMINAL 

DAllY ACTIVITY REPORT1HG FORM 
Judicial Council 

Weighted easel Dad study oiyi SI on Dr Department _____________________ 1 

C I uk - - - _____ ________ .. J.' 

:: '" ELAPSED T I UE 
.... > ... ~g 8ENCH CHAUB OTHE' 

~ ~~ ~f..)HrlUln Hr'Uin H-;rUin 

o 1 ~ I I 

0 2 I I I 

o 3 I I I 

o 4 I I 1 

o 5 I I J 
I T 

fuB I I I I I, 
I r 

o 7 I I I 

o 8 I , I 

o 9 I I , I 

1 0 I I I 

1 1 I I I 

1 2 I I I 

1 :l I I 1 I 

I 

CASE 
HUYBEn 

. 

, t 

I 

CODE 
SECT I ON 

f , I 

, 

L,",,, 41.. ____ ...:4~_ Case n,umb,er ant~1 cold o .cct,ion .hera ePhPlic.ble. ShO,u!d be laported for 
any s ng e.c ~I y requ ""2 OVH., our tD comp .,a. 

'I' 'or two or more activity codes combln~d for one tlma Dotry. 
Enter 's' 101 H\.\s 111 hanr In&, In ploee~s at th~ b.ginnina 01 the study pOllod. 

Court Hame 

Cour t llumbor CJ 

. A The nUlllber in this colu"," should equal lh. su~ of .11 actions 
'L--taken 1.1 \h'" line. 



ttl ., 
J-I 
0 

SUPERIOR COURT 
Judie, Conjuionlr, or KI~ : 

_________________ 1 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND DEPENDENCY 
DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORM 

Judicial Council 
Divis/on or D.parfunl 1 Weighted Caseload Study 

--------~----------I Clerk 
----------------~ 

l: '" ELAPSED T I ME 
~ == ~ ~g StHCH CHAWS aT HEI 

.,.J ~8 tn'-'HrlMln Hrhlin Hrfalli" 

a I I I I I 
r r 

o 2 I I I , I 
I 

o 3 I 'I I 

o 4 I I I 

o 5 I I I 

10,6 I I I I I, 
I I 1 

o 7 I I 1 

o B I I I 

o 9 I I I 

\ 0 I I I 

1 1 1 I I 

1 2 I I I 

I 3 I I I 

, 

CASE 
HUWBER 

. 

CODE 
SECT IoN 

I 

I 

f 

, I 

ACTIOH TU£U 

, 

I , , 

L, ... , 4
L 
___ --.l+'--__ cau number and code section .here appllcabte, should be reported for 

- any slnile activity requirIng over % hour to co.pl.t., 

Enter 
'1' for t"o or mDre act lvi I)' codef combined for one U.e anttl'~ 
'9' for Irlals or hearlnis in process al the beRlnnlnR of ihe study period, 

I 

Cour I Hama 

[J 
I Date 

!! ... s",,;:/ 

.' ... " 
~~ ;If-----------------R-E-M~AR-K-S------------------~ 

,,;,. / (Include a description of 8ny suppleuntal $ctlvi\lOl) 

fL 

LIhe number in this column should equal Iha su .. 01 all actlor.. 
taken for Ihot I,n8. 



tJ:j 
t ..... ..... 

I, 

SUPERIOR COURT 
ludU, Ca",,,! nianor, .r Relu" PROBATE AN& GUARDIAHSHIP, IHSAMITY AMD OTHER INFIRMITiES 

DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING fORM 
Cout I Mallo 

[J DiYision or fI,p.rI".nl 

CI.:. I - - - _ - _ - - ______ __ ..J 

o 1 I 

n 2 

'" (LAPSED T lME 
~g BENCH tHAIoIB OTHE~ 
:;;'"' Hr(ltin M,lltin /It,llIin 

I I I 

CASE 
IIUNBEli 

CODE 
SECT ION 

I 

I 

Judicial Council 
Weight~d Caseload lludy 

ACT I ON TAKEN 

I I I 

Cou r I lIumb" 

I I 110 

I Oll I 1Il I Oat. 
I I I 

REMARKS -, 
(Inctude a ducrtpllon or nny $upptelle~hl ~Hlyttlall 

I 

o 3 ~~r-'~~r~IT~I~' ~~LTLL~~LL~~LL~~~~~~+L'~~~~~~·~ILY~~LL~-----------------------------~-----­
o 4 I I 

o 5 I I 

~\B I I 

01 7 I f 

I 

I 

1\ 
I 

I. 

, I 

• I 

, 

i I I I I I . I I I I I 

I I -
I 

~~~f~~HI~r~I~~~~~uu~~~~LL~~~~~~~-~~~~WY~-~~l~~---------------------------------~ o 8 . 
I I I o 9 I , - --

1 0 I t I I I I 

1 1 I I I I I , I 

I 21 

I 3 

~~+-+~I+~I~~I~~~~~~~~;~~~L+~~~'JIJl~~'~~~~~~~W-~LL'~~1~1 ________ ~ ______ --____ --___ --------~I· 
I I, I \ \ -

LE"'" Entel 

~L ___ -:l! ___ Case number Md codt section whqr~ xppllcable, shoula be reported lor 
any single DctlYlty requlrJne oyer.,. hour 10 complll~. 

'I' lor hiP or maa 8cllvl\y codn cDmbined 101 ~nB Ilm~ 8nlry, 
'9' lor trIals or hnrlnu In process at the bekinnlna 01 I~s sludy pulod. 

LThe number In this column should "Qual Ib~ "'" 01 .11 actions 
taken tor that Ilna. 



ttl 
I 
f-' 
t,,;) 

Judge, Commissioner, or hllr .. 

OiVlSion or Oepart"ent 

SUPERIOR COURT 
FAMILY LAW 

DAILY ACTIVITY REPDRTIJjG FORM 
JUdicial Counci I 

Weighted Caseload Study ________ ~--------_I 
Clerk I I ACTION TUEM 

- - - - - - _ - - -~ ___ __ ..J 

.. 
J; " :: ELAPSED TIWE " 

oS ... 
'" .... " .... ~~~ 

"w 
::>w ... W >-0 aENCH CHAWa DTHE CASE CDDE It .. '" :z: -0 ... ." 

~~'O..J;;- b'" >-0 >-u 
Hrilli n HrlWin HrlUin NUWSER SECTION ~ ,j !;1u '" ~ 

o t I I I I I I 

o 2 I J I 1 

o 3 I t I I , 

o 4 I I I 

o 5 I I I 
I I 

o lfi I Jj ) I 
I 

o 7 I I I I 

o a I I I 

0 9 I I I 

t 0 I I I 

I I I J I 

I 2 I I I I I I 

1 J I I I , 

L Enler ',' 
En Ie r 'g' 

• 4 Case number and code seclion .here applicabl., should be reporled for 
L-----"---any sIngle activity requiring oVer ~ hour 10 compl.I •. 

for two or more aclivi\y codes combined l,r one IIlI>e enlry. 
lor Irlals Dr hearings in process al the bel!inning of the study period. 

Court H.Me 

Court Humber CJ 
I D. t. 

REII~RXS 
(Include a description of an1 supple •• nl,1 .cllYlli .. ) 

L:he number in this column should eQuaf the su~ of .11 ,ctions 
laken for Ih.1 llna. 

• 



tJ:l 
I 
I-' 
W 

Judi., Co.~laalon." Of R.'erae 

Divi,/on Dr D.part •• nt 

I 
Clark I 

- - - - - - - - - -- _____ oJ 

E '" ElAPSED jiliE 
=",' ILl >w .... ." BENCt! CHANB OTHER CASE CODE z :: .. <0 

:; "," ... '" Hr/Min Hrlllin ~rlr~in HUWBER SECT! DII 
... '" '" 

o 1 I I I , 

~12 I I I I 1 . 
tl 3 1 , I I 

o 4 I I I I I 

o 5 I I I 
I 

IlhG \ I I I I. 
J 1 

o 1 I I I 
'1 

o 6 I I I 

o 9 I I I 

1 0 I I I I 

I 1 I \ I . 
I 2 I I I 

1 3 I I I , 

~ 
.. /l 

q 

I 

~ 

'" ~ 

" o. 
" 

SUPERIOR COURT 
CIVIL CASES 

PI ~ PO, Eminent Domain, Other Complaints and Petl lions 
DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORM 

judicial Council 
Ueighted Caseload study 

ACT I ON TAKEIl I 

// '-
~ ~ 

..... ~4:1or ...... ~'b ~ ~ ... 
" c,c, Ib ..... ttl..!' ..... ;; " 

~t::JJil ~'-~ .... ,'t1i:;' c::-
"," 

,;-., ~ ~ I... C,Jr! ~... ~ 
~ ... ... ~ ..... ~0"t:l .::- I:) '-

..... ~~'b ..... tt.a- flJ~~ .... flJ~ ~~ t;l~ 
",'" 

..... ...... ..!' 
<,,' 

.,., 
(.)c:;:,~'O 

~~ 'Ot(-t:: i";:-t::- ~41"~$ ft.'.f .:-
A..,.' .... o ~$'~"tt'O 1';.)0 ~ ~~ c:; ..... ~ ... " (Include a 

I 

J. .l I I I 

, I 

I-l-

I I 

I t I 

I 

, 

I 

, 

CaulI 11011\0 

Cou f I Numb. r [J 

I 
liD 

I 
DAY I 111 I OBt. 

I I I 

ftEt.lARAS 
:h,nrl?!;o" If ""y supplofolenlni ~c\ivl\la:) ._----

-._--
._-_.-----------, .. _---

• -> _-> .... __ e _____ . ____ 

---------------- ----. 
--... _---

._---_._,. 
e_. __ . ___ .. _ 

---

--

L, ... , ~ ~ Case number and code 'fctlon ~h.re applicable, should be reported lor LThP n~mbe, in this colu,1O should ~Qu.' the sum ol oil 'ctiaM 
any ,Inile activity requiring over li hour 10 co~pl.te. 18k.n for Ihot Iina. 

'1' lor bo or mar. activity codes combined (or OM tI, .. entry. 
En t. r '0' lor Irlal' or hearln!, In proca" at th. beginning of the sludy porfad. 



Divilion 01 •• ~tI\ •• nl 

I 
Cl"~ , I 

SUPERIOR COURT 
APPEAlS 

DAilY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORI 
Judicial Counci I 

Weighted Caseload Study 

ACTION TAUN 
---- ------------~ 

<; 
~ ~ 

i.' 4' 
E '" £lArSED l111E c,lJ ~t.o l,~.~ 
>", :0> 

BOlCH CRAIIS OTHEI w ... 0 CASE CODE () .... I:) \" 

:z -0 .. I:> ~rlJ"" ~~ro-
;:; "'0 ...... 

H!jllin~~lIln H~lIjn NUIIDER SECTlOli ~"".:t:fI ~ ... ~ 
I~'" '" -

0[1 I t I I , > ! , , 
I 

o 2 _l L I t I I I J t J t 
I 

o 3 I I I , . 
o 4 , I I ! . 
GI5 I I I 

tlt6 I I I I • I I I I J , 
I I 

o 1 I I I I 
J 

o 8 J I I 

o 9 I I I I 

1 0 I I I , J 

1 1 I I ! . 
1 2 I 1 I I . 
1 3 ! I I ! , 

L ... " 
Enhr 

any .inala acIJvl\~ "qulrlnll over!! haur to cO(lplote. 

'I' fOI ha or mors activity CQdc~ combined ror one tl"o .ntry. 
's' for trial$ 01 haorln~$ in pracoss at the b.ginnln~ 01 tho $tudy puled. 

4 4 Case number and code soction where oppl icabls, shQuld b. repolted for .. 

Courl Hal1l8 

Court lIumb., CJ 
I 

110 

I 
DAY I VA I J o.t. 

.// 
I f ! 

c.'" 
" REIURU 

.!!' 
,,-'" (Include a descrIption af any SLIPP I .CIOn tol activilln) 

l 

! 

.I. I 

I 

tek.n fH that Ilno. 
L!he number in this column should equal the sum of sll Dction' 
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Felony, Traffic, Intoxication, Parking, Other 1I1sdemeanors Courl 1> .... 

DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FORM 
Judicial CI~uncil 

Weighted Caselaad Study Cour I "ulIlbor 

110 Dll 111 
Clift I I ACTION UIEN I ________________ oJ 

Dlte 

;;;- l. 
<JtII fbb 

~.;., Y ~ ~~ ..... ~i ~ ~ 
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f .... ot , '" .. ..:' " .... ~ .s- ~" ()t::)~ .. ,'" ~ '" ",,'" "'~ ~ "," ot' .. 0 <:i .~~ ~,' .... 0 , 4.,'c."Q ,,0 
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.. 
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w >w ~g BElICH CHA~B OTHE~ CASE CODE ~ ;:- -;; ",l ~ ~ .. .;-. .... ... REIlAUS 
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'" Hrl1!ln H~~in ~~lIIin ,,-,0 

'" q,::: ........ Q q;, ..... ~~ ... ,,-'" 
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o 7 J I I , 
o 8 I I I 

I 

o 9 J I I 

1 0 1 I I 
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1 2 I , I , I, I I I , , , 
1 3 I I I , 

~-~ 
I 

• ~ Cese number and code seclion whe re appllc.ble. should b. reporlod for LThe number In this column should eQuel Ihe sum 01 all ection: 

L~, .. 
Ent.r 

eny slnale .cl'Y,ly reQulr,ne over % hour Ie complel •• 18ken for Ihal line. 

'I' lor ho ar mar~ actlvily CGdu cGllIblnod IGr ~n. lips entry. 
'S' for Irl81s Dr heerlnls In procoss al Iho be2innina of Iho .ludy period. 

. 
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MUNICIPAl COURT 
C I V I L IUd .. , Conilllonlr, or b"r .. 

DAILY ACTIVITY REPORTING FOR. 
Division Of Dlpllt.lnl 

Cler. ________________ ..J 

.---=--.-~,;-:-:-=-:c".,,---=-..-----..----...... 
:: '" ELAPSEO TillE 

~ :::: ~ ~g BENCH CHAIIS OTHER 

:; ~g t;'-'lttlluin H~lIin lH;rllin 

CASE 
NUIIBER 

COOE 
SECTION 

I 

Judicial Council 
Weighted Caseload Study 

ACT I ON TA~EN 

o 1 I I I • • I 

o 2 I I f f 

J 

~3 I I I I I t 

o 4 I I I 

0_15 I l I I t 

IOt6 I I I. 
I 

o 7 I I I • I 

o a I I I 

o 9 I I I 

I 0 I I I t I 

1 1 I I I, 

1 2 I I I 1 I I t 

I 3 I I I I 

L, .. " 
Enter 

4 4 Case number and code secllon where appl ic.bl., should be leparted lor 
'-----l.---an~ <Ingle act,v,ly requiring aver l; haUl 10 co~pleld. 

'I' fOI two 01 male activity cades eo~blned for on. th,o ontry. 
'9' for tlials ., h .. ,lngs in pTocass at the beginnini of thl study plrlod. 

Cour I 14o.e 

Cou r I Humber CJ 
I I 

110 

I 
DAY 

! 
TI j Oete 

I I I 

// 
c," ... ;;1 (Include a 

RElIARKS 
descrlplion of any <upp,lemenlll aeli.IIIOI) 

~ 

LThe numbel in this column should equal lhe '"0. of all aetions 
laken ror lhal lIne. 



.. 

• 

APPENDIX C 

DATA FLOW FOR 
WEIGHTS CALCULATION 

i 

i 



o 
I ... 

Time 

Source: 
Project Study 

Period 

Study Period 
Completed 
Activities 

Source: 
Project Study 

Period 

Time Values 
(Minutes per 
Completed 
Activity) 

June 1971 
Completed Non­

Trial Activities 

Source: 
Project Study 

Period 

DATA FLOW 

CALCULATION OF WEIGHTS 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD STUDY 

June 
Disposi tions 

Source: 
June ;'1971 JC 

Reports 

Non-Trial 
Frequency 

(Completed 
Activities 

per Disposition) 

1970-71 
Trials 

Sourc.e: 
1970-71 JC 

Reports 

I ! 
Source: - I I SC'\;I'()e: 

1970-71 
Dispo,n tlO!1" 

1970-71 
t llings 

1970-71 JC jl i 1£>70-71 JC 
L-_____ R_e~p~o_l_·t~Sr_--~ L-_____ R_e~p_o~r~t_s ____ __J 

Tria 1 
Frequencj' 

(Completed Trials 
per Disposition) 

... ... 
Disposition 

Wei gilt 

(Minutes per 
Disposi tionl 

W~~------L--------------------------------.. --
Disposltion'Flling 

Ratio 

(Dispos it ion IJer 
Fi ling) 

... 
Filing Weight 

(Minu tes per 
Filing) 



--~ -- -- ~~----

Case Related Time 

(Hours) 

Source: 
Proj ec t Study 

Period 

I 

DATA FLOW 

CALCULATION OF JUDGE YEAR 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD STUDY 

Days Worked 

(Reported days less 
vacation, illness, 
workshops, insti­
tutes) 

Source: 
Project Study 

Period 

.. 
Case Related Time 

Per Day .... .. 

Recommenr'led 
Daya Available 
for Judicial 
Activities 

(215 days per year) 

(Hours/Day) 

Judge Year 1/ 
~(Case Related Minutes ~ 

~------------.~ u.--~ ... per Year) ."'" 

1/ Hours per day x 215 days per year x 60 minutes per hour. 

C-2 

DATA FLOW 

APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD STUDY 

Filing Judge Year 
Weights 1970-71 Filings (Minutes of Case 

(Minutes/Filing) Related Time per 
Year) 

Total Weighted 
Units ... .!1 

II"'" (1970-71 Minutes I .... · 

of Case Related 
Time) 

Estimated 
Required 

~ Number of ~ 
V' 

Judges 
~ 

1970-71 

-

C-3 



APPENDIX D 

PRELIMINARY TIME VALUES BY COURT 



COURT 
NO. ~N~A~M~E~ ______________ __ 

1 Los Angeles - Central 

2 Los Angeles - East 

3 Los Angeles - N. Central 

4 Los Angeles - N. East 

5 Los Angeles - N. West 

6 Los Angeles - South 

7 Los Angeles - S. East 

8 Los Angeles - S. West 

9 Los Angeles - west 

31 Los Angeles - Juvenile 

LOS ANGELES - WEIGHTED AVERAGE 

10 San Francisco 

11 San Diego 

12 Orange 

13 Alameda 

14 Santa Clara 

15 Sacramento 

16 San Bernardino 

18 Riverside - Central 

19 Riverside - Indio 

20 Contra Costa 

21 Fresno 

22 San Joaquin 

23 Sonoma 

24 Monterey 

25 Tulare 

26 Napa 

27 Placer 

28 Yuba 

29 Kings 

30 Sutter 

CRIMINAL 

166.4 

199.1 

88.7 

98.2 

114.7 

136.3 

87.1 

162:8 

136.6 

191.2 

170.0 

77.8 

270.8 

132.1 

153.0 

153.2 

123.7 

175.5 

331.2 

122.1 

299.9 

161.8 

138.3 

177 .2 

245.9 

86.8 

63.3 

156.5 

245.3 

JUVENILE JUVENILE 
DELINQUENCY DEPENDENCY 

86.5 

86.5 

47.9 

49.8 

53.0 

51.1 

46.0 

65.6 

.53.6 

52.7 

53.9 

40.6 

85.7 

77 .1 

127.4 

37.5 

68.7 

51.9 

45.3 

40.9 

30.2. 

49.6 

107.1 

107.1 

39.5 

53.7 

30.6 

34.3 

66.9 

46.6 

42.5 

35.8 

17.3 

88.4 

175.6 

83.9 

111.5 

38.7 

45.3 

70.5 

25.8 

21. 6 

18.6 

5.7 

SUMMARY 
PRELIMINARY TIME VALUES 
(Based on Dispositions) 

HABEAS PROBf\TE FAMILY EMINENT OTHER 
CORPUS GUARDIAN LAW PI & PD DOMAIN COMPLAINTS 

4.5 

4.5 

15.5 

41.7 

29.0 

10.8 
. 46.5 

4.0 

1.6 

27.4 

11.2 

27.2 

6.9 

18.9 

14 .1 

16.1 

19.6 

29.5 

23.5 

18.4 

8.0 

24.9 

20.5 

13.1 

15.8 

33.3 

39.7 

96.2 

7.1 

13.2 

39.9 

8.5 

17.7 

13.4 

15,7 

8.8 

25.7 

11.8 

11.5 

64.1 

37.5 

48.9 

57.5 

36.5 

26.8 

23.9 

32.0 

59.8 

47.0 

43.1 

27.9 

26.5 

34.2 

26.3 

20.5 

30.2 

51.3 

62.3 

22.9 

37.1 

40.3 

35.6 

20.4 

15.S 

26.2 

22.9 

39.1 

15.4 

41. 2 

125.4 

'203.4 

111.9 

24.3 

21.8 

122.0 

76.2 

75.7 

110.3 

103.5 

151.6 

131.4 

1n.7 

125.8 

52.6 

114.1 

78.8 

155.8 

121.7 

64.3 

117.6 

86.1 

196.3 

134.8 

98.8 

48.5 

138.5 

155.9 

35.0 

174.8 

81.9 

63.9 

81.5 

189.0 

18.6 

91.4 

276.0 

133.9 

180.8 

50.5 

23.4 

43.5 

158.3 

84.0 

27.0 

754.0 

22.3 

67.5 

221.9 

139.1 

226.0 

344.7 

70.5 

78.8 

242.4. 

479.5 

139.2 

210.1 

144.6 

117.7 

78.3 

89.0 

188.8 

145.8 

141.1 

315.7 

365.2 

204.6 

209.9 

540.9 

316.6 

206.1 

307.4 

89.4 

89.9 

92.0 

79.1 

36.3 

SUPERIOR COURT 

OTHER 
PETITIONS 

15.4 

10.6 

9.3 

10.7 

8.0 

4.2 

6.1 

5.7 

12.0 

13.3 

14.5 

10.1 

12.7 

7.1 

3.7 

8.3 

11.0 

15.2 

10.9 

6.6 

25.7 

16.9 

8.8 

9.2 

4.0 

24.4 

3.0 

17.2 

3.0 

9.5 

INSANITY 

34.0 

34.0 

3.5 

11.8 

12.4 

140.4 

19.5 

63.2 

3.7 

14.0 

27.4 

.4 
7,2 

30.9 

67.3 

1.5 

APPEALS ---

150.8 

114.1 

157.5 

115.6 

101.6 

54.6 

252.7 

45.6 

116.1 

41.1 

75.3 

198,7 

162.0 

22.5 

48.0 



SUMMARY MUNICIPAL COURT 
PRELIMINARY TIME VALUES 
(Based on Dispositions) 

COURT FELONY SELECTED OTHER OTHER SJlALL JUVENILE PARKING 
NO. NAME PRELIMINARY TRAFFIC TRAFI!'IC INTOXICATION MISDEMEANORS CIVIL ~ TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS 

51-56 Los Angeles 49.9 14.1 1.1 3.1 17.4 16.0 8.8 

57 San Diego 52.1 1S.4 1.0 6.1 25.4 17.4 7.4 

58 San Francisco 48.4 11.1 0.7 0.7 21.3 9.7 8.4 0.05 

59 Oakland 87.S 31.B 1.2 1.7 24.1 10.0 6.0 

60 Sacramento 60.9 15.2 1.1 1.1 14.3 16.0 11.3 

61 San Jose 42.2 27.7 1.4 2.1 22.2 B.4 B.9 

62 Long Beach 49.2 17.8 1.1 2.5 14.1 10.6 6.0 

63 Central Orange 41.3 10.5 0.9 2.4 16.0 8.7 4.6 

64 Ventura 46.1 24.5 1.3 4.6 15.0 13.8 5.2 

65 Fresno 48.5 11.1 0.9 2.1 19.7 9.3 6.5 

66 Citrus 45.9 12.7 1.3 7.8 18.4 7.1 5.6 
t:I 
I 67 Riverside 37.0 27.3 
~ 

1.6 9.3 20.7 18.8 6.9 

68 E1 lionte 30.7 16.4 1.1 3.9 22.1 7.0 4.1 

69 Stockton 36.0 17.9 1.2 1.8 '12.5 22.9 7.9 

70 San Mateo 54.0 29.8 1.6 8.6 31.1 16.3 9.6 

71 Los Cerritos 43.9 19.0 1.1 7.1 24.2 6.8 10.3 

72 Fremont 49.3 13.5 2.6 3.0 24.0 4.7 5.5 

73 Monterey 31.1 16.5 2.2 6.4 19.6 12.3 9.3 

74 South Orange 54,2 23.2 1.1 2.7 6.0 8.5 5.6 2.7 

75 Visalia 55.7 23.6 1.3 6.1 24.0 14.7 7.5 

76 Los Gatos 28.5 8.0 1.3 3.4 5.9 7.4 6.3 

77 Santa Anita 47.1 19.7 1.2 2.0 13.3 12.2 7.3 



APPENDIX E 
CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

MUNICIPAL COURT 



Court Municipal CALCrLATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proceeding Fe10nx Preliminarl 

Activitl Los Angeles Countl S ta te lesH Los Angeles QQUct~ 

No. Description 
Averagp. Time Frequency Average Time Frequency 
Olin'Action) (Actions/Oispo) \Veight ,(M! n, Ac t ion! (Actions'Dispol Weight 

1 Dismissal 10.25 .1208 1.24 5.38 .2632 1.·11 

2 Continuance 2.89 .6614 1.91 2.12 1.7696 3.76 

3 Plea Guilty 8.47 .5879 4.98 5.88 .5392 3.17 

4. Plea Not Guilty 2.38 1.1045 2.63 2.12 .7435 1. 58 

5 Pretrial Motions 9.67 .38G1 3.73 4.77 .7178 3.42 

6 Preliminary Hearing 4:1.9 .8035 35.27 68.7 .4849 33.31 

7 Penal Code Section l7b Misdemeanor 17.2 .0602 L04 8.3 .1053 .87 

8 Penal Code Section 17b Probation 15.2 ,0297 .45 15.2 .1629 2.48 
Review 

Total Disposition Weight 51.25 50.00 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 1.00 .8920 

Total Filing Weight 51.25 44.60 

Rounded off Value 51 45 



Court Municipal 
Type 
Proceeding Selected Major Traffic 

Activity 

No. Description 

1 Dismissal 

2 Continuance 

3 Plea Guilty 

4 Plea Not Guilty 

5 Pretrial Motions 

6 Pretrial Conference 

7 Uncontested Court Trial 

8 Contested Court Trial 

9 Jury Trial 

Total Disposition Weight 
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 
Total Filing Weight 
R,ounded off Value 

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles Count)! Sta te less Los Angeles COIJ'HIl 

Average Time Frequency Average Time Freql'ency 
(Min/lie t ion) (Actions/Dis pol Weight (Min/Action) (Acttons/Dispo) ~'eight 

5.39 .0936 .50 4.39 .2390 1.05 

2.47 .3101 .77 2.63 .9262 2.43 

2.50 1,2433 3,10 3.10 1.1635 3.60 

4.72 .3169 1.50 3.20 .3915 1.25 

4.23 .4114 1.74 4.45 .5332 2.37 

13,5 .0538 .73 17.2 .0448 .77 

13,5 .0029 •• 04 23.4 .0105 .25 

44.8 .0150 .67 57.8 ,0327 1.89 

514.8 .0082 4.22 472.7 .0135 6.38 

13.27 IS 99 

.9523 .8342 

12.64 16.68 

13 17 



t"l 
I 

'" 

------------~ -- -----

Court Municipnl 
Type 
Proceeding Other Traffic 

No, 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Activity 

Description 

Dismissal 

Continuance 

Plea Guilty 

Plea Not Guil ty 

Pretrial Motions 

Pretria 1 Conference 

uncontested Court Trial 

Contested Court Trial 

Jury Trial 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 

Total Filing Weight 
Rounded off Value 

~ Used State average 

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles Count ... 
Average Time Frequency 
Olin/Action) (Ac tions'Dispo) Weight 

.44 .1003 .04 

.66 .0882 .06 

.94 .2905 .27 

3.04 .0465 .14 

1.35 .1093 .15 

9,8 .0010 .01 

9.1 .0044~ .04 

17.9 .0176 .32 

109.0 .0009 .10 

1.13 

.9042 

1.02 

1.0 

Sta te less Los Angeles Coun t'· 
Average Time Frequency 
(Min(Action) (Actions'DiSpe) 1\e1.gh'.: 

1.77 .0354 .06 

2.37 .0632 .15 

1.07 '.1780 .19 

1.88 .0411 .(lS 

1.97 ,0746 .15 

11.4 .0031 .(J4 

11. 7 .0044 .05 

12.5 .0239 .30 

1.42.7 .0008 .11 

1.13 

.974l 

1.10 

1.1 



Court ~unicipal CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proceeding ]ntox"_.i_c_a_t~l_·o~n ________ ___ 

Actlvlty Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles Coun t· .. 

Average Time Frequency Avel'nge Time Frequency 
Descrlpt!On Olin/Action) (Actions/Dis po) lI'el:::ht (Min'Action) (Actionfj DlsPQ) "'€:::.~~t 

I Dismissal 7.22 .0246 ,18 .96 .1713 .17 

2 Continuance 3,44 . 0677 .23 3.26 .1243 "Hl 

3 Plea Guil ty 1. 26 .9552 1. 20 .66 .. 6793 .45 

4 Plea Not Guilty 4.48 .1395 .63 2.12 .0995 .21 

5 Pretrial ~lotions 5.67 .1103 .63 3.65 .0992 .36 

6 Uncontested Court Trial 7.5 .0009 .01 9.3 .0018 .02 

7 contested Court Trial 28.2 .0044 .12 38.5 .0045 .1i' 

8 Jury Trial 60.0 .0007 .04 205.7 .0006 . ~2 . 

Total Disposition Weight 3.04 1.90 

Ratio - Disposi tions to Filings .9618 .9764 

Total Fi ling Weight 2.92 1.86 

Rounded off Value 2.9 1.9 



t'l 
I 
(Jl 

Court 
Type ~ 

Municipa 1 

Pr oc' ee din g, __ ~O,-,t",h,-"e,""r--"M,-,i:.:::s~d~e~m~e",a-"n",oC!.r.:es __ 

Activity 

~o. Description 

I Dismissal 

2 Continuance 

3 Plea Guilty 

4 Plea Not Guilty 

5 Pretrial Motions 

6 Pretrial Conference 

7 Uncontested Court Trial 

8 Contested'Court Trial 

9 Jury Trial 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 

Total Filing Weight 
Rounded off Value 

a/ Used State average 

CALCl!LATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles Countv 
AV!lra~c Time Frequency 
Olin Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight 

5.74 .1406 .81 

2.64 .5350 1.41 

4.71 .9027 4.26 

9.36 .1863 1.74 

6.57 .4309 2.83 

4.5 ,1994~ .90 

15.2 • 01 58!:/ .24 

66.0 .0323 2.13 

520.8 .0144 7.50 

21.82 

1.00 

21.82 

22 

State less Los Angeles Ct)un ty 

Average Time Frequency 
(Min;Action) (Actions'Di.s.Jl.Ql Weight 

5.81 .1852 1.08 

2.58 .8665 2.23 

5.24 .7032 3.68 

2.92 .2657 .78 

4.81 .4187 2.01 

4.6 .1994 .92 

10.1 .0158 .16 

58.4 .0264 1.54 

474.8 .0130 6.17 

18.5'7 

.8920 

16.56 

17 



--------------.~------------------ -

Court 
Type 

Municipal CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Proreeding Civil 

Activitv Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles Ctnnty 

1'0. Description 
Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min/Action) (Ac tionsiDisllQ) Weight 

1 Dismissed 16.19 .0069 .11 

2 Continuance or Off Calendar 15.05 .2139 3.22 20.08 .0363 .73 

3 Other }lotions 4.94 .3898 1.93 7.31 .2642 1.93 

4 Uncontested Court Trial 6.1 .2304 1.41 4.7 .2522 1.19 

5 Contested Court Trial 105.2 .0567 5.96 147.6 .0629 9.28 

6 Jury Trial 574.6 .0008 .46 572.7 .0034 1.95 

Total Disposition Weight 12.98 15.19 

Ratio - DispOSitions to Filings .6759 .7652 

Total Filing Weight 8.77 11.62 

Rounded off Value 9 12 



Court Municipal 
1'ype 
Pro"eedint:c Small Claims 

Activitv 

~o. Description 

1 uncontested Court Trial 

2 Contested Court Trial 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Disposi tions to Filings 
Total Filing Weight 
Rounded off Value 

CALCUL~TION OF RECOMMENPED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles County 
Average Time Frequency 
Olin,Action) (Actions/Dis po) Weight 

4.78 .4088 1.95 

15.3 .3875 5.94 

7.89 

.7586 

5.99 

6 

• 

State less Los Angeles Co~nty 

Average Time 
(Min/Action) 

Frequency 
(ActionS'PisDDl ~ 

4.85 

14.4 

.4623 

.4870 

2.24 

7.01 

9.25 

.1557 

6.99 

7 



Court San F,'uncisco MUU,,,,!.l.;.i..,p,,fI ... l __ _ 
Type 
Procecding P~a~r~k~i~nag _________ _ 

No. 

1 

2 

Activitr 

Description 

Protest Calendar - Bail Setting 

Booking Calendar - Arraignments, Pleas, 
etc. 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 
Total Filing Weight 

Rounded off Value 

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WllIGIlTS 

Los Angcles County 
Average Timc 
(Mln'Action) 

Frequency 
(A c ti DOS,' D is po) __ W"-C;:..1,,,> g,.,l.:..l t=--__ 

" 

San Francisco ~unlcipal Court only 

Average Time Frequency 
(Mln/Antion) (~cttQns'DjsDQl Weight 

t.2 

.2 

.0314 

.0423 

.0385 

.0071 

.0456 

.8968 

.0409 

.041 



APPENDIX F 
CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

SUPERIOR COURT 



Court Superior CALCULATION Of RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proceeding Criminal 

Activit:r: Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County 

No. Description 
Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dis po) Weight (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight 

1 Dismissal 37,2 .1076 4.0 22:3 .1198 2.67 

2 Bench Warrant,arTransfer or Assignment 10.9 .7044 7.7 3.7 ,3054 1.12 
to Another Court or Department 

3 Continuance or Off Calendar 6.9 3.0626 21.1 6.9 2.1451 14.80 

4 Plead Not Guilty 2.1 .6212 1.3 8.3 ,8707 7.23 

5 Plead Guilty 8.8 .5233 4.6 12.4 ,5768 7.15 

6 Section 995 illation 43.1 .0775 3.3 26.7 ,0908 2.42 

7 Section 1538.5 Motion 94.3 .0617 5.8 43.3 .0650 2.81 

8 Other Motions 31.9 .5452 17.4 15.9 1.0771 17.13 

9 Court Trial - Transcript Only 25.3 .1943 4,9 48.3 .0192 0.93 

'>:I 
I 10 Court Trial _ Transcript and Testimony 64.0 .0997 6.4 73.9 .0097 0.72 
..... 

11 Court Trial _ Regular 100.9 .0750 7.6 266.0 .0209 5.56 

12 ,fury Trial 1451.7 .0311 45.2 1264.8 .0778 98.40 

13 Review Probation Report and Pronounce 11.9 1.2502 14.9 14.8 .9441 13.97 

Original or Modified Sentence 

Tota.l Disposition Weight 144.2 174.91 

Ratio - Dispositions to 1"1 ling!> .9451 .8545 

Total Filing Weight 136.3 149.46 

Rounded off Value 136 150 



Court 
Type 

Superior CALC\ILATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Proceed i n~_---!l.uveni Ie Delinguency 

Activit~ Los Angeles count~ State less Los Angeles County 

No, Description 
Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min,l,ction) (Ae t ions !Pi spol Weight 

1 continuance 14.6 .1920 2.8 12.4 .0626 .77 

2 Detention Hearing - Uncontested 10.9 .8714 9.5 11.2 .7458 8.38 

3 Detention Hearing - Contested 12.3 .3035 3.3 22.8 .0344 .78 

·1 Adjudication Hearing _ Uncontested 16.6 1.2720 21.12 13.9 1.371 19.0 

5 Adjudication Hearing - Contested 64.0 .2930 18.75 93.9 .1014 9.5 

6 Dispositional Hearing - Uncontested 14.9 .8812 13.13 12.4 .7374 9.1 

7 Disposi tiona1 Hearing - Contested 26.2 .0903 2.37 37,0 .0375 1.4 

8 Other Hearings or Motions 7.7 1.8568 14.30 7.1 .7988 5.7 

Total Disposition Weight 85.7 54.63 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings .9318 .9823 

Total Filing Weight 79.9 53.66 

Rounded off Value 80 54 



Court SUperior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proceeding Juvenile Dependency 

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County 

Average Tillie Frequency 
Weight (Min/Action) (Actions IDisoo) Weight No. Description 

Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) ____ ~~~~ __ _ 

1 Continuance 24.3 .1174 2,9 17.2 .0438 .8 

2 Detention Hearing - Uncontested 6.9 ,7746 5,3 10.5 .7201 7·,6 

3 Detention Hearing - Contested 14.6 .230,') 3.4 15.5 .0287 ,4 

4 Adjudica tion Hearing - Uncontested 16.0 .7648 12.3 12.0 .8321 10.0 

5 Adjudication Hearing - Contested 70.1 .2293 . 16.1 102.2 .0722 7.4 

6 Dispositional Hearing - Uncontested 11.3 .9061 10.2 9.9 .4722 4.7 

7 Dispos i tiona 1 Hearing - Contested 18.2 .1831 3.3 24.5 .0742 1.6 

8 Other Hearings or lIIotj.ons 3.8 4.4883 17.1 7.7 ,9056 7.0 

9 Annual Review 9.4 2.9282 27.5 6.1 2.0135 12.3 

"J 
I 
Co) 

Total Disposition Weight 98.1 51.8 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings .8808 .9237 

Total Filing Weight 86.4 47.8 

Rounded off Value 86 48 



Cour t __ .5upuriol' 
Type 
Pr DC' ce d L n ft.1!a .~e . .:a:.::s:-:C:.:o.:r-"p:..:u:::s,--____ _ 

Activitv 

~o. Description 

All Dispositions 

Total Disposition Weight 
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 
Total Filing Weight 
Rounded off Value 

CALCUL~TION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County 
Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) __ W~e~i~gh~t __ _ 

Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actiqns.Vispo) Weight 

17.29 1.000 17.3 17.29 1.000 17.3 

17.3 H.3 

.9095 .9095 

15.7 15.7 

16 16 



Court Superior 
Type------U~~~~---------------

Proceeding----ETobate and Guardianship 

No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Activity 

Description 

Continuance and Off Calendar 

Other Motions or Uncontested Petitions 

Contested Court Trial or Hearing 

Jury Trial 

Supervisory Orders 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 
Total Filing Weight 
Rounded off Value 

!I Used statewide averages for certain values 

CALCUL~TION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles countya/ 
Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dis pol 

2.0 

7.7 

222.5 

1166.0 

5.6 

.8950 

1.1355 

.0129 

.0008 

1.9999 

Weight __ ---".::..::..0= __ 

1. 79 

8.74 

2.87 

.93 

11.20 

25.53 

.9103 

23.24 

23 

State less Los Angeles 
Average Time i'requency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) 

2.0 .3295 

4.3 1.0163 

222.5 .0185 

1166.0 .0012 

5.6 2.0654 

County 

Weight 

.66 

4.37 

4.12 

l.40 

11.57 

22.12 

.8886 

19.66 

20 



~~~~ t __ -1l!!J1.PJ' \.!ll:~.~. ____ . __ . __ .. ~ . 

Pro('(>()d inf'. ElImilY....1ill'L.. ________ • 

Anllvltv 

No, Descl'iptlon 

Continued and Olr Calendar 

2 Uncontested and Default Dissolution 
Hearing 

3 Contested DissolUtion Hearing 

4 Orders to Show Cause 

5 Hearings on Modification of Judgment 

Totol DispOSition Weight 
Rntio - Disposi hons to Filings 
Total Filing Weight 
Rounded off Value 

CALCt'LATION OF RECOMMENPEO WEltiHT~ 

Los Angeles County 
Avera~e Tlmc Frequ~ncy 
(llin/Action) (Actions IDispo) __ Wei~h_t __ 

21.'1 .4201 8.99 

8.1 .7484 6.06 

304.6 .0707 21.54 

22.2 .01169 9.26 

29.7 .1409 4.1B 

50.03 

.8654 

'13.30 

43 

Statu less Los Angeles County 
Average Time 
Olln. Action) 

3.1 

7.36 

180.71 

21.39 

16.31 

Frequency 
(AI' t ions Pi s po) 

.6181 

.B05g 

.0610 

.4347 

.2243 

l'iPlght 

1.92 

5.93 

11.02 

9.30 

3.66 

31.B3 
.8341 

26,55 

27 



Court Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proeet'ding Persona 1 Injury IDea th and Property Damage 

Activi tl:: Los Angeles Count~ S ta te less Los Angeles County 

No. Description 
Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions!Dispo) Weight (Min/Action) (.A.Wons/Dispo) Weight 

1 Continuance and Off Calendar 16.48 .2490 4.10 12.23 .5773 7.06 

2 Other Motions 26.31 .4403 11.56 17.45 .7754 13.53 

3 Pretrial Conference 19.1 .0034 .06 49.2 ".0682 3.36 

4 Trial Setting Conference 6.8 .1481 1.01 14.5 .1226 1. 78 

.:; Settlement Conf~~ence 65.3 .3803 24.83 46.6 .2053 9.57 

6 Uncontested Court Trials and Defaults 34.1 .0222 .76 4.6 .0793 .36 

7 Contested Court Trial 391.1 .0204 7.98 364.2 .0101 3.68 

8 Jury Tria~. 1383.6 .0311 43.03 1360.1 .0560 76.17 

". 

Total DIsposition Weight 93.35 115.51 

Ratio ~ Dispositions to Filings .7126 .7583 

Total Filing Weight 66.52 87.59 

Rounded off Value 67 88 



.... -"". 

Court Superior 
Type 
Proeccding Eminent Domain 

Activity 

No. Description 

1 Hearing on Motions 

2 pretrial Conference 

3 Trial Setting Conference 

4 Settlement Conference 

5 Uncontested Court Trials 

6 Contested Court Tria Is 

7 Jury Trials 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 
Total Filing W~ight 
Rounded off Value 

and Defaults 

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles County 
Average Time 
(Min/Action) 

13.33 

24.3 

34.8 

5.2 

698.8 

2114.4 

Frequency 
(Actions/Dispo) __ ~~~~ __ __ Weight 

1.2032 

.4355 

.0258 

.4272 

.0831 

.0191 

16.0 

10.6 

.9 

2.2 

58.1 

40.4 

128.2 

1.000 

128.2 

128 

State 
Average Time 
(Min/Action) 

50.18 

73.1 

48.6 

61.3 

4.7 

477.4 

1666.0 

------------ .--- -

less Los Angeles 
Frequency 

(Actions/Dispo) 

.2303 

.0561 

.0561 

.0505 

.2293 

.0630 

.0497 

County 

Wei~ht 

11.56 

4.10 

2.73 

3.10 

1..08 

30.08 

82.80 

135.45 

.6302 

85.36 

8f] 



Court Superior 
Type--~~~~~------------------

Proceeding Other CiVil Complaints 

Activity 

No. Description 

1 Continuance and Off Calendar 

2 Other Motions 

3 Pretrial Conference 

4 Trial Setting Conference 

5 Settlement Conference 

6 Uncontested Court Trials and Defaults 

7 Contested Court Trials 

8 Jury Tria 1 

Total Disposition Weight 

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 

Total Filing Weight 

Rounded off Value 

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles County 
Average Time Frequency 

Weight (Min/Action) (Actions/Dis po) __ --'~"""'":...:... ___ 

18.77 .4771 8.95 

44.7 1.1355 50.76 

77.5 .0063 .49 

10.7 .0335 .38 

59.3 .1378 8.17 

27.7 .1986 5.50 

986.1 .1248 123.07 

2639.6 .0119 31.41 

228.73 
.6211 

142.06 

142 

State less Los Angeles Cguntv 

Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) CAc t i ons, Dis 00 l .'€-1 C'l: t 

17.56 .3247 5.70 

40.36 .7904 31.90 

'16.30 .0400' 3.05 

7.9 .1187 .94 

50.5 .1044 5.27 

11.8 .2761 3.26 

568.6 .1358 7i.22 

2219.4 .0143 31.74 

159.08 
.6805 

108.25 

108 



Court Superior 
Type 
Proceeding Other Ci vi! Peti tions 

No. 

1 

2 

Total 

Ratio 
Total 

Activity 

Description 

Pretrial Hearings and Hearings on 
Uncontested Petitions 

Hearings on Contested Petitions 

Disposition Weight 

- Disposi tions to Filings 
Filing Weight 

Rounded off Value 

a/ Used statewide average 

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County 
Average Time FrequeOl~y 

(Min/Action) (Actions/Dis po) Weight 
Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions Dispo) Welght 

8.23 .7391 6.08 6.66 .6520 4.34 

336 .0203Y 6.82 280.31 .0203 5.69 

12.90 10.03 

.8428 .8561 

12.16 8,59 

12 9 



Court Superior CALcuu..-nO:i OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proceeding Insanity 

Activity Los Angeles Count~ Sta te less Los Angeles COllnty 

Average Time Frequency Average Time Freq'.lency 
(Min/Action) (Ac tions /Oispo) Weight (Min/Action) (,\ctions 'Pi500) Weight No. Description 

1 Continuance and Off Calendar 22.2 .2312 5.1 8.3 .2395 1.99 

2 Other Motions 20.0 .5665 11.3 19.1 .0518 .99 

3 Uncontested Hearing 1.9 .9743 1.8 4.5 .8443 3.8 

4 Contested Court Trial 2211.0 .0007 1.6 169.1 .0686 11.6 

5 Jury Trial 461.3 .0190 8.8 744.0 .0045 3.3 

.. ':, 

Total Disposition Weight 28.6 21.68 

Ratio - Dispositj'Dns to Filings 1.000 .8281 

Total Filing Weight 28.6 17.95 

Rounded off Value 29 18 



Coul't Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
Type 
Proceed ing_ .:.A!.lp"",p,,-,e::.:a,-,l,,,s~ _______ _ 

Activltv Los Angeles County Stu te less Los Angeles CO\lnty 
Average Time Frequency 
(M iniAc tion) CAe tions/Dispo) Weight 

Average Time Frequency 
(Min/Action) (Actions/Dis po) Weir:;ht No. Description 

1 Criminal Appeals 198.9 .4842 96.3 150.0 .3736 56.0 

2 Civil Appeals 409.4 .1287 52.6 231.0 .1857 42.9 

3 Trial de Novo - Small Claims 40.0 .3870 15.5 38.5 .4407 17.0 

Total Disposition Weight 164.4 115.9 

Ratio ~. Distasi tions to Fi lings 1,000 .8690 

Total Filing Weight 164.4 100.7 

Rounded off Value 164 101 





._-_ .. _--

APPENDIX G 

APPLICATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

MUNICIPAL' COURT 

COUNTY/COURT 

Alameda 

Alameda 

Berkeley-Albany 

Fremont 

Livermore 

Oakland-Piedmont 

San Leandru 

Butte 

Chico 

Contr,a Costa 

Mt. Diablo 

Richmond 

River 

San Pablo 

Walnut Creek 

Fresno 

Fresno 

Humboldt 

Eureka 

Kern 

Bakersfield 

APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS' 

MUNICr-PAL. COURTS 

APPLICATION 
OF 

RECOMMENDED 
WEIGHTS ~/ 

.S 

3.3 

2.4 

.6 

13.2 

5.7 

1.1 

2.S 

2.1 

1.2 

1.0 

loS 

6.5 

1.1 

4.5 

ACTUAL 
EQUIVALENT 

JUDGES 
(1970/71) 

1.1 

3.S 

2.1 

.6 

12.7 

5.0 

1.1 

2.4 

3.0 

1.1 

1..3 

2,.2 

6.6 

1.3 

5.0 

,', 

" 

"" AUTHORIZED 
APPLICATION OF' JUDICIAL 

CURRENTJC POSITIONS b/ 
, WEIGHTS, (6/30/71) 

.9 1 

2.7 4 

2.3 2 

.7 1 

13.9 14 

5.8 5 

1.0 1 

2.S 2 

2.0 3 

1.1 1 

1.0 1 

1.9 2 

6.7 6 

1.0 1 

4.6 6 

a/ The application of the recommended weights does not necessarily 
take into account any special problems of the court such as 
discussed on page 33. 

b/ Including full time traffic referees o 

G-l 



COUNTY/COURT 

Los Angeles 

Alhambra 

Antelope 

Beverly Hills 

Burbank 

Citrus 

Compton 

Culver 

Downey 

Eo Los Angeles 

El Monte 

Glendale 

Inglewood 

Long Beach 

Los Angeles 

Los Cerritos 

Newhall 

Pasadena 

Pomona 

San Antonio 

Santa Anita 

Santa Monica 

South Bay 

South Gate 

Whittier 

Marin 

APPLICATION 
OF 

RECOMMENDED 
WEIGHTS' 

2.3 

1.4 

3.3 

1.5 

5.6 

6.9 

1.1 

4.0 

4.9 

5.2 

2.1 

5.2 

8.4 

75.5 

2.7 

1.5 

3.9 

3.2 

3.7 

1.5 

2.6 

6.8 

1.9 

3.7 

3.9 

ACTUAL 
EQUIVALENT 

JUDGES 
(1970/71) 

G-2 

3.1 

2.0 

4.2 

2.3 

5.8 

6.1 

1.2 

4.0 

5.5 

4.0 

2.9 

4.1 

8.2 

70.4 

3.5 

1.9 

4.2 

2.9 

4.2 

1.4 

3.3 

3.9 

2.2 

4.0 

3.1 

APPLICATION OF 
CURRENT JC 

WEIGHTS 

2.3 

1.4 

3.5 

1.6 

5.4 

6.6 

1.2 

4.1 

4.9 

5.2 

2.1 

5.1 

8.5 

72.0 

2.7 

1.8 

3.9 

3.0 

3.5 

1.4 

2.6 

6.5 

1.7 

3.8 

3.9 

AUTHORIZED 
JUDICIAL 

POSITIONS 
(6/30/71) 

3 

2 

4 

2 

6 

7 

1 

4 

6 

4 

3 

4 

8 

76 

3 

2 

5 

.3 

4 

1 

4 

4 

2 

4 

" ,I 

""'I 
I 
j 

COUNTY/COURT ~- __ ..... ~ ___ n_. _____ _ 

Monterey 

Monterey 

Salinas 

Orange 

Co Orange Coo 

N. Orange Coo 

Orange Co. Harbor 

Orange South 

Wo Orange Co. 

Riverside 

Corona 

Desert 

Riverside 

Sacramento 

Sacramento 

San Bernardino 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

El Cajon 

No Co. San Diego 

San Diego 

San Francisco 

San Francisco 

San Joaquin 

Lodi 

Stockton 

S. San Joaquin 

APPLTCATTON 
0]0' 

W.;cOMMl~NJ)~J) 

WJ.t:IGHTS 

2.1 

2.0 

8.7 

7.6 

3.8 

2.5 

7.4 

1.2 

2.0 

4.3 

12.2 

9.3 

3.4 

4.·3 

18.5 

18.7 

.8 

4.2 

.2 

ACTUAL 
I':Q LJ 1 V AI, I':N 'I' 

,} UDGES 
(1970/71 ) 

2.2 

2.1 

8.1 

8.1 

3.3 

2.2 

7.6 

1.1 

2.7 

4.7 

10.1 

10.9 

3.7 

3.8 

22.0 

17.5 

G-3 

1.1 

3.8 

.4 

APPLICATION OF 
CUIWENT .le 

WEIGWfS --

2.0 

2.0 

8.8 

7.9 

3.8 

2.4 

7.4 

1.1 

2.0 

4.2 

12.0 

9.3 

3.3 

4.4 

21.0 

18.5 

.8 

4.2 

.2 

AUTHORIZED 
.JUDICT AI. 

POSITIONS 
i.§!30/71 ) 

2 

2 

8 

8 

3 

2 

8 

1 

2 

5 

10 

10 

4 

5 

23 

19 

1 

4 

1 



---- --- -~---

~----- -----

APPLICATION ACTUAL AUTHORIZED 
OF EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF JUDICIAL 

RECOMMENDED JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS 
COUNTY/COURT WEIGHTS (1970/71) WEIGHTS (6/30/71) 

San Mateo 

C. San Mateo 2.5 3.1 2.7 3 

N. San Mateo 2.6 3.0 2.8 3 

S. San Mateo 2.8 3.5 2.9 3 

Santa Barbara 

Santa Barbara 3.5 3.5 3.5 3 

Santa Maria 1.2 1.2 1.1 2 

Santa Clara 

Los Gatos 1.3 1.2 1.3 1 

Palo Alto-Mt. View 2.9 3.8 3.1 4 

San Jose 9.4 10.0 9.7 10 APPENDIX H 

Santa Clara 1.4 2.5 1.5 2 APPLICATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
... 

Sunnyvale 1.8 2.1 1.8 2 
SUPERIOR COURT 

Santa Cruz 

Santa Cruz Co. 2.4 2.2 2.4 2 

Solano 

Fairfield .9 1.4 1.0 1 

Vallejo 1.5 2.0 1.5 2 

Sonoma 
C. Sonoma 2.5 2.2 2.4 2 

S. Sonoma Co. .7 1.1 .7 1 

Stanislaus 

Modesto 2.9 3.0 2.9 3 

Tulare 

Visalia 1.2 1.6 1.2 1 

Ventura 

Ventura 7.0 6.8 7.0 7 

TOTAL . . . . 372.6 377.3 371.9 385 
Participants 213.6 208.0 213.1 215 
Non-Participants 159.0 169.3 158.8 170 

4-4 



.. 

.. 

APPENDIX H 

APPLICATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 

SUPERIOR COURT 

COURT 

COURTS PARTICIPATING 

IN STUDY 

Alameda · · • · · e 

Contra Costa · · · 
Fresno · · • · · · 
Kings · · · · • 
Los Angeles · · · · 
Monterey · · • 
Napa · · · 
Orange · · · · · · -
Placer · · · · · • 

· . . Riverside 

Sacramento · . . . 
San Bernardino 

San Diego . . • 

San Francisco • 

· . 
• • 

· . 
San Joaquin • 

Santa Clara • 

Sonoma 

· . . 

Sutter 

Tulare 

Yuba 

· . . 
· . 

· . . . . . 
• 0 

· . . . . . . 
SUB TOTAL. · . . . 

APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS 

SUPERIOR COURT 

APPLICATION 
OF 

RECOMMENDED/ 
WEIGHTS ~ 

24.1 

10.8 

8.1 

1.1 

210.7 

6.2 

1.9 

28.5 

2.2 

10.7 

15.4 

15.9 

28.9 

26.4 

7.1 

23.1 

4.4 

1.1-

4.0 

1.1 

431. 7 

ACTUAL 
EQUIVALENT 

JUDGES 
(1970/71) 

25.9 

10.8 

9.8 

1.0 

200.5 

5.3 

2.0 

27.7 

2.5 

12.4 

16.9 

14.9 

28.0 

30.5 

6.2 

22.4 

5.2 

1.6 

3.2 

1.5 

428.3 

APPLICATION 
OF 

CURRENT JC 
WEIGHTS 

27.2 

11.6 

8.4 

1.0 

210.0 

6.1 

1.8 

31.6 

2.1 

11.6 

16.9 

17.2 

30.3 

31.1 

7.3 

26.3 

4.4 

1.0 

4.0 

1.1 

451. 0 

a/The application of the recommended weights does not necessarily 
- take into account any special problems of the court such as are 

discussed on page 33. 

b/ As of 7/1/71 

H-l 

AUTHORIZED 
JUDICIAL 
POSITIONS 
(6/30/71) 

27 

11 

10 

1 

205 

5 

2 
29 b/ 

2 

12 

17 

15 

28 

31.5 

6 

22 

5 

1 

3 

2 

434.5 



COURT 

NON-PARTICIPANTS 
1 - 2 JUDGE COURTS 

Alpine • • • • · . 
Amador • • • • • • 

· . 
Calaveras 

Colusa • • 
Del Norte 

El Dorado 

Glenn 

· . . . 
· . . . 
· . . . 

Imperial ••• 

Inyo • • • • • 

· . . 
Lake • 

Lassen • 

Madera • · . · . . 
· . · . Mariposa • 

Mendocino · . . . 
Modoc 

Mono • 

Nevada 

Plumas 

· . . . . . 
· . . . · . 
· . . · . . 
· . . . 

San Benito 

Shasta • 

Sierra • 
· . . 
· . . 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 
Siskiyou • • • • • 
Tehema • • · . • • 
Trinity · . . . . 
Tuolumne • 

Yolo •. · . . • • 

SUB TOTAL 

APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS 

SUPERIOR COURT 

APPLICATION 
OF 

RECOMMENDED 
WEIGHTS 

.03 

.3 

.7 

05 

.5 

105 

04 

2.2 

.4 

.7 

.5 

100 

.1 

2.0 

03 

• 2 

.7 

.4 

.4 

2.7 

.1 

1.0 

.8 

.2 

.9 

2.1 

20.6 

H-2 

ACTUAL 
EQUIVALENT 

JUDGES 
(1970/71) 

.3 

07 

09 

.7 

.8 

2.1 

1.0 

2.0 

1.0 

1.0 

.9 

1.6 

07 

2.0 

.9 

.5 

1.0 

.9 

.6 

2.1 

.4 

1.2 

1.1 

09 

1.0 

2 .. 0 

28.3 

APPLICATION 
OF 

CURRENT JC 
WEIGHTS 

.03 

.3 

.7 

.4 

.5 

1.5 

.4 

2.1 

.4 

.7 

05 

1.0 

.1 

1.9 

.2 

.2 

.7 

.4 

.4 

2.5 

.1 

09 

07 

.2 

.9 

AUTHORIZEt 
JUDICIAL'. 
POSITIONS 
(6/30/71~ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 
1 . 

1 

1 

1 

2 

31 \ 
! 
j 

APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS 

COURT 

NON-PARTICIPANTS 

REMAINDER 

Bu tte • • 
Humboldt . . . . 
Kern . . . . . . 
Marin • 

Merced 
· . . . . 
· . . . . 

San Luis Obispo • 

san Mateo •••• 
Santa Barbara . . 
Santa Cruz · . . 
Solano · . . . . 
stanislaus 

Ventura • • 
· . . 
· . . 

SUB TOTAL . . .~.-

TOTAL . . 

* * 

COURTS PARTICIPATING -IN STUDY 

NON-PARTICIPANTS 

1 - 2 Judge Courts 

Remainder. . . . . 

SUPERIOR COURT 

APPLICATION 
OF 

RECOMMENDED 
WEIGHTS 

2.0 

2.2 

7.0 

4.2 

2.7 

2.6 

12.6 

6.0 

2.8 

3.4 

5.7 

6.5 

57.7 

510.0 

* 
SUMMARY 

431.7 

20.6 

57.7 

510.0 

H-3 

ACTUAL 
EQUIVALENT 

JUDGES 
(1970/71) 

* 

2.9 

3.0 

8.5 

6.8 

2.6 

2.9 

14.3 

8.2 

2.9 

4.3. 

5.0 

7.9 

69.3 

525 0 9 

428.3 

28.3 

69.3 

525.9 

* 

APPLICATION 
OF 

CURRENT JC 
WEIGHTS 

2.0 

2.2 

7.0 

4.2 

2.7 

2.7 

13.7 

6.0 

2.8 

3 0 6 

5.7 

6.8 

59.4 

530.2 

* 

451.0 

19.8 

59.4 

530.2 

AUTHORIZED 
JUDICIAL 
POSITIONS 
(6/30/71) 

3 

3 

9 

6 

3 

3 

14 

7 

3 

4 

5 

9 

69 

534.5 

434.5 

31 

69 

534.5 



APPENDIX I .. 
PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS 

PARTICIPATING COURTS 

PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

ACTUAL 
AUTHORIZED EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF 

JUDICIAL JUDICIAL RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS ~/ 
POSITIONS POSITIONS 

COURT (6/30/71) (1970/71) 1970/71 1971/72 1972 1972/73 

Alameda 27 25.9 24.1 25.4 26.1 

Contra Costa 11 10.8 10.8 11.3 11~7 

Fresno 10 9.8 8.1 7.8 8.0 

Kings 1 1.0 1.1 .9 1.0 

Los Angeles 205 200.5 210.7 218.8 22B.l 

Monterey 5 5.3 6.2 7.0 7.4 

Napa 2 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.0 

Orange 29 b/ 27.7 28.5 31.4 33.1 

Placer 2 2.5 2.2 2.3 2.4 

Riverside 12 12.4 10.7 10.5 10.8 
, 

Sacramento 17 16.9 15.4 16.0 16.3 

San Bernardino 15 14.9 15.9 17.3 17.9 

San Diego 28 28.0 28.9 30.3 31.5 

San Francisco 31.5 30.5 26.4 27.8 28.7 

San Joaquin 6 6.2 7.1 7.2 7.4 

Santa Clara 22 22.4 23.1 24.8 25.8 

S,onoma 5 5.2 4.4 4.3 4.6 

Sutter 1 1.6 1.1 °1.1 1.1 

Tulare 3 3.2 4.0 4.3 4.6 

Yuba 2 1.5 1.1 1.1 1.2 ----
TOTAL 434.5 428.3 431.7 4,51..4 466.7 

a/ The application of the recommended weights does not necessarily 
take into account any special problems of the court such as are 
discussed on page 33. 

b/ As of 7/1/71 

I-I 

26.8 

12.0 

8.2 

1.0 

231.3 

7.7 

2.2 

34.8 

2.4 

11. 0 

16.6 

18.4 

32.6 

29.6 

7.5 

26.7 

4.8 

1.1 

4.8 

1.2 

480.7 



PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITON REQUIREMENTS 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

ACTUAL 
AUTHORIZED EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OI<' 

JUDICIAL JUDICIAL RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS a/ 

POSITIONS POSITIONS 
COUNTY-COURT (6/30/71 ) (1970/71 ) 1970/71 1971/72 1972 

Alameda 

F'remont 2 2.1 2.4 2.7 2.9 

Oakland-Piedmont 14 12.7 13.2 15.2 16.0 

IPresno 

Fresno 6 6.6 6.5 6.7 7.3 

Los Angeles 

Citrus 6 5.8 5.6 5.1 5.2 

El Monte 4 4.0 5.2 5.8 6.2 

Long Beach 8 8.2 8.4 8.3 8.5 

Los Angeles 76 70.4 75.5 77.2 77.5 

Los Cerritos 3 3.5 2.7 2.7 2.8 

Santa Anita 1 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 

Monterey 

Monterey-Carmel 2 2.2 2.1 2.4 2.5 

Orange 

Central 8 8.1 8.7 9.6 10.2 

South 2 2.2 2.5 2.8 2.9 

Riverside 

Riverside 5 4.7 4.3 4.3 4.4 

Sacramento 

Sacramento 10 10.1 12.2 13.0 13.6 

San Diego 

San Diego 23 22.0 18.5 19.5 20.1 

San Francisco 

San Francisco 19 17.5 18.7 19.7 20.2 

3:/ The application of the recommended weights does not necessarily 
take into account any special problems of the court such as are 
discussed on page 33. 
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ACTUAL 
AUTHORIZED EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF 

JUDICIAL JUDICIAL RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS 
POSITIONS POSITIONS 

COUNTY-COURT (6/30/71) (1970/71) 1970/71 1971/72 1972 1972/73 

San Joaguin 
Stockton 4 3.8 4.2 4.,4 4.6 4.7 

San Mateo 
Central 3 3.1 2.5 2.8 2,9 3.0 

Santa Clara 
Los Gatos 1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 

San Jose 10 10.0 9.4 9.9 10.3 10.6 

Tulare 
Visalia 1 1.6 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 

Ventura 
Ventura 7 6.8 7.0 7.5 7.8 8.0 --

TOTAL 215 208.0 213.6 223.7 230,3 .235.9 --
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STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEM 
Conceptual Design 
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STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEM 

Description of Inputs, Programs, and Outputs 

1.0 INPUTS 

1.1 Monthly JC Report by Court - Filing and disposition data 

on forms I-A (Superior Courts) and 2-A (Municipal Courts) 

will be keypunched on a monthly basis. 

1.2 Court Description - One card for each court will be 

entered with the following data: 

Court Name 

Court Number 

Court Group Number 

Judge Year Value 

Authorized Judicial Positions 

Actual Equivalent Number of Judicial Positions 

1.3 Correction Data - Filing or disposition data rejected 

by the edit program will be corrected and entered into 

the system. Changes or deletions to the master file 

will also be made in this manner. 

1.4 Annual JC Summary by Court - Total filings and dispositions 

by proceeding type for each court will be entered for the 

previous five years in order to provide a base for fore­

casting future values. 

2.0 PROGRAMS 

2.1 Sort - A standard sort program will be used to sort records 

by 1) court, and 2) proceeding type (e.g. criminal, pro­

bate, etc.). 

2.2 Edit, Update, and Summary Program - This program will be 

used to screen filings and disposition data to identify 
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entries that appear out of line when compared with pre­

vious months entries or tests for reasonableness. The 

program will update the master file (MF2 - New) and 

summarize the data by fiscal year. 

2.3 Forecast Program - Using an appropriate curve fitting 

technique, this program will provide a forecast of the 

filings and dispositions for each court by type of pro­

ceedings. The program will utilize the prior five years 

filings in making the forecast of filings for the coming 

three fiscal years. Dispositions will also be forecast 

for the coming three years using the year or two years 

as a basis for calculating the ratio of dispositions to 

filings. 

2.4 Weights Application Program - Using the forecasted values 

for filings and dispositions along with the filing and 

disposition weights, this program will be used to cal­

culate the number of judicial positions required on the 

basis of filings and dispositions. 

2.5 Sort - A standard sort program will be used to rearrange 

records by 1) Proceeding type and 2) Court. 

2.6 Annual Report Summary Program - This program will be used 

to summarize data for the prior fiscal year for publica­

tion in the JUdicial Council's annual report. 

2.7 Frequency of Occurrence Program - This program will be 

utilized to calculate frequency data (e.g. proportion of 

jury trials to filings) for use in updating the wei~hts 

each year. 

3.0 OUTPUTS 

3.1 Summary by Court by Quarter and Fiscal Year - A printout 

produced upon demand that lists filings and disposit~ons 
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by court by quarter and fiscal yoar with the current 

/'j seal year 011 a year to da to basj:-;. 

3.2 Input Listing - A monthly listing of all data entered 

into the system for audit purposes to insure all data 

is entered on file 

3.3 Edit Listing - A monthly listing of all entries not entered 

on the master file because of the data not meeting the 

edit requirements. Corrections will be made to this list­

ing as necessary and the data re-entered into the computer. 

3.4 Number of JUdicial Positions by Court by Year - This 

system output will show on an annual basis the number of 

judicial positions determined through application of the 

weights to the actual and forecasted filings and disposi­

tions for the previous five years and the upcoming three 

years. For each court the following data would be dis­

played. 

Fiscal 
Year 

Estimated Required 
JUdicial Positions 

Based on 
Dispositions 

Based on 
Filings 

Actual 
Equivalent 
Positions 

Authorized 
Judicial 

Positions 

Immediate Prior 
Year Only 

3.5 Projected Filings - This printout lists for each court 

by fiscal year and by type of proceeding the actual and 

projected number of filings and dispositions. It will 

be useful not only by the Judicial Council Staff, but 

also by the courts themselves for assistance in deter­

mining administrative workload . 

3.6 Annual Report Data - This output would display filing 

and disposition data summarized by court within type of 
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proceeding in the manner currently displayed in the 

Judicial Councils Annual Report. 

3.7 Special Report - Various special reports can be prepared 

utilizing the information on file in the computer. One 

such report would summarize the ratios of trials, hear­

ings, etc. to dispositions and filings for use in up­

dating annually the weighted caseload values. 
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STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEM 

Program and Operational Cost 

1. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

1.1 Detailed Systems Design 

1.2 Program Preparation 

Sort (2.1 and 2.5) 

Edit (2.2) 

Forecast (2.3) 

Weights Application (2.4) 

Annual Report (2.6) 

Frequency of Occurrence (2.7) 

TOTAL 

1.3 Summary of Costs 

Systems Design and Programming 

Man-Days 

5.0 

. 5 

10.0 

18.0 

11.0 

8.0 

13.0 

55.5 --

55.5 man-days x 8 hours/day x $24/hour 

Computer Test Time 

14.5 hours x $60/hour 

Key Punch 

20 hours x $7/hour = 

Project Management and Coordination 

40 hours x $30/hour = 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 

2. OPERATIONAL COSTS 

2.1 Data Entry (Key Punch) 

Computer 
Test Hours 

.5 

3.0 

4.0 

2.0 

2.0 

3.0 

14.5 --

$10,660 

870 

140 

1,200 

$12,870 

Based on Estimated 144,000 characters input per month 

36 hours key punch and verify x 

$7 per hour x 12 mo./yr. $3020 
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2.2 Computer Costs 

Monthly Run 

.8 hrs/mo. x 12 mo./yr. 

Annual Runa / 

TOTAL 

Costs 

12.6 hours x $60/hour 

2.3 Summary Costs 

Hours 
per Year 

9.6 

3.0 

12.6 
= 

$760 per year 

Data Entry $3020 

Computer Time 760 

TOTAL OPERATIONAL COST PER YEAR $3780 

a/ Assuming one run of programs per year 
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DRAFT OF LETTER OF RECOMMENDATION 

REGARDING ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL POSITIONS 

EXAMPLE ONLY 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

TO: Chairman of the JUdicial Council 

FROM: Administrative Office of the Courts 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: Fairview Court Judgeship Needs 

Summary and Conclusion 

Legislation has been introduced to increase the number of 

judgeships in the Fairview Court. We have made a statistical 

analysis of data filed with the 'Judicial Council ,to determine if 

the work load in 1972 justifies the proposed addition to the court's 

judicial manpower. Our analysis indicates that the Fairview Court 

will require 32 judicial Positi~ns!! in order to carry its projected 

work load through 1972 and we therefore recommend favorable action 

regarding a bill recommending 3 additional judicial positions. 
, ' 

We further recommend that the new positions be filled by at least 

January 1, 1972. These recommendations do not take into account the 

effects of any assistance that may be rendered or received by the 

Fairview Superior Court during the year 197.2. During the yea! 1?71 

the net assistance received by the court amounted to 0.7 judicial 

positions. 

Our conclusion is based entirely on an analysis of work load 

and our recommendation is determined by the number of judicial' 

1/ Authorized judgeships plus full-time commissioners and 
referees. 
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positions that can be justified in terms of work load.
2

/ Other 

non-work load factors have not been considered.
3

/ 

Work load projections have been made by type of proceeding. 

These projections were based on the most recent 5 years' experi­

ence. The projected filings were converted to judgeship needs 

by means of the weighted case load system approved for use by the 

Judicial Council. 4/ The projected filings and recommended judi­

cial positions are contained in Table II. 

Table III quantifies the current case backlog in the Fairview 

Court through the identification of civil cases awaiting trial. 

The table indicates that backlog did not rise significantly during 

the fiscal year. 

2/ It is the Judicial Council's position that work load is the 
only true criterion for assessing the court's need for judges 
and that additions to a court's permanent complement of 
judges should be made only when there is a showing that work 
load currently exists or will exist to justify the addition. 

3/ A court's ability to dispose of work load without undue delay 
depends on many factors that are not related to work load 
(e. g., length of court day, administrative ability of pre­
siding judge, illnesses and absences). Virtually all such 
"special factors" can be dealt with either by temporary 
assisgnment of judges by the Chairman of the Judicial Coun­
cil, by action of the court itself, or by action of the 
Commission on Judicial Qualifications. 

4/ The Judicial Council's approved weighted caseload system 
assigns the relative weights and judge year values shown 
in Table I. 

K-2 

• 



C/l 
Eo< 

!5 
8 
p:: 
0 
H 

~ el 
I p.. 
t.J ::> 

(I) 

f/) 

Eo< 

!5 
0 
C) 

..... 
p; 
H 
C) 
H 

~ 

!!! 

• 

TYPE PROCEEDING 

Criminal 
Juvenile Delinquency 

Juvenile Dependency 
Habeas Corpus 
Probate and Guardianship 

Family Law 
Personal Injury & Property 

Eminent Domain 

Other Civil Complaints 
Other Civil Petitions 

Insanity 
Appeals 

Felony 

Selected Traffic 
Other Traffic 
IntoxicatiQn 
Other Misdemeanors 
Civil 
Small Claims 
Parking (San Francisco) 

LOS 

Damage 

TABLE I 

Recommended Weights and Judge Year Values 
(Minutes of case related time per filing) 

ANGELES 

136 
80 
86 
16 , 
23 
43 

67 
128 

142 
12 
29 

164 

51 

13 
1.0 
2.9 

22 
9 
7 

APPROVED WEIGHTS 

COUNTY STATE LESS LOS ANGELES ~! 

150 

54 
48 
16 
20 
27 

88 
85 

108 
9 

18 
101 

45 

17 
1.1 
1.9 

17 
12 

6 

.04l 

The weighted caseload values shown are statewide average values that do not 
necessarily take into account any special problems of the cqurt such as are 
discussed on Page 33. 

APPROVED JUDGE YEAR VALUES 

AUTHORIZED 
JUDICIAL 

POSITIONS 

1-2 

3-10 

11-20 

21 and up 

Los Angeles Superior 

JUDGE YEAR 
VALUES 

58,500 

60,000 

62,800 

65,800 

67,900 



PERIOD 

Actual Filings 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Projected Filings 

:>:: 1971 
I 
A 1972 

Weighted Units 

JUVENILE JUVENILE HABEAS 
CRIMINAL DELINQUENCY DEPENDENCE CORPUS 

1,172 2,841 377 84 

1,557 3,564 516 136 

1,875 4,124 524 110 

2,213 4,602 606 98 

2,687 4,451 576 66 

3,077 4,540 573 62 

3,488 4,574 573 62 

523,200 246,996 27,504 992 

TABLE II 

FAIRVIEW COURT PROJECTED CASELOAD 

PROBATE & FAMILY PERSONAL EMINENT OTHER CIVIL OTHER CIVIL 
GUARDIANSHIP ~ INJURY 

2,301 7,010 2,131 

2,422 7,810 .2,076 

2,539 8,658 2,318 

2:650 9,227 2,733 

2,978 10,68'1 3,167 

3,197 11,676 3,715 

3,471 12,774 4,235 

69,420 344,898 372,680 

PROJECTED REQUIRED 
1972 

DOMAIN COMPLAINTS PETITIONS 

538 2,615 3,687 

326 2,676 3,632 

489 2,518 3,816 

551 2,558 3,672 

390 3,081 4,129 

438 3,334 4,313 

438 3,656 (555 

37,230 394,848 ·40,995 

CURRENT AUTHORIZED POSITIONS 
BY ASSIGNED FUNCTION 

INSANITY APPEALS 

1,072 132 

1,194 168 

1,262 195 

946 251 

477 410 

479 521 

479 644 

8',622 65,044 

CATEGORY WEIGHTED UNITS JUDICIAL POSITIONS al REF'EREES COMAIISSIONERS JUDGES TOTAL RECOMMENDED 

4!?/ Juvenile 274,500 4.2 

Other 1,857,929 28.2 

Total 2,132 ,429 ~ 

al 

bl 

Based all a "judge year" value of 65,800 minutes, of 
case related time available per year. 

Based on one referee reclassified as a commiSSioner and 
aSSigned to other duties in the court. 

4 1 

24 

5 

24 28 

AUTHORIZED 
JUDICIAL ACTUAL 

JUDGES POSITIONS EQUIVALEm 

19 23 22.7 

21 25 23.4 

21 26 2f..O 

22 27 25.9 

25 29 27.7 
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CJ1 

< 

NO. OF 
JUDICIAL -

TABLE III 

Fairview Court 
Total Cases Awaiting Trial and 

Time to Trial for Civil Cases Tried 

As of December 31, 1966-1970 

CASES AWAITING TRIAL 

PER JUDICIAL OVER ONE PER JUDICIAL 

MEDIAN IN MONTHS FROM 
AT-ISSUE MEMO TO TRIALa/ 

FOR MONTH ENDING POSITIONS TOTAL POSITION YEAR POSITION JURY NON JURY 

December 31, 1966 21 1,314 63 NA 8 

December 31, 1967 23 1,628 71 NA 10 

December 31, 1968 25 1,817 73 157 6 11 

December 31, 1969 26 2,073 80 270 10 12.5 

December 31, 1970 27 3,202 119 465 17 11 

a/ Prior to September 1, 1967, median was computed from the date memo to set was 
filed to trial date. 

4 

5 

9 

10.5 

9 
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Municipal Court 

Justice Court 

SUMMARY FOR PERIOD OF 

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 

COUNTY OF~ 

THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

I. CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS (Inclm:Hng Juvenile) 

f
Read Regulation! ON Municipal and Jrullcc I 
Court Rcparls be/ore C'O",ptctirrg this form., 

Filings: 
I. Number of persons accused 

Dispositions: 
2. Before 

Trial 

3. After 
Trial 

other Data: 

(a) Bail forfeitures 

Ib) Dismissals 
(J) Without court appearance 
(2) After court appearance 

(c) Transfers 

(d) Convicted or bOIJnd over after 
plea of guilty 

Cal After Uncontested Trial 
(b) Alter Contesterl Tllal 

( 1) Cou r t 
(2) Jury 

(e) Juveni 10 Orders 

4. Juries selected and sworn 
5. Jury verdicts 
G. Probation hearings 

Felony 
Preliminaries 

fel 

xx 

XX 

1X 

xx 
xx 
xx 

Redc. 
Mi sd. 

xx 

XX 

Nontnffic 
Misdtmunors 

(Etdudina 
Intoxication) 

XXX 

,. C,!i£. Vch. Codl Sections 14601. 20002. 23102, 2310J, 23104,23106, 

.. Selethd 
Violations 

Traffic 

II. CIVil ACTIONS 

I Small Claims 

Filings: 
1. Number (a) involving $500 or less 

flied (b) involving more than $500 XXX 

Dispositions: 
2. Befor~ lal Dismissals for lack of prosecution 

Trial Ibl other dismissals and transfers 
lel Judgments by clerk XXX 
Idl Summary judgmeilis XXX 

3. After lal After uncontested trial 
Trial Ib) After contested trial 

(11 Court Trial 
Other Data: (2) Jury Trtal XXX 

4. Juries selected and sworn XXX 
XXX 

5. Hearings of civil proceedings occurring before trial XXX 
6. Hearings of civil proceedings occurring after trial -

REMARKS, 

Date·'-____________________ _ 

I 

other 
(Excluding 
Parking) 

Tort 

XXX 

Intotlcalion --

xxx 

I 

Civit 

Othtr 

I 
I 

-< 

Sionature of Municipal Court Clrr. Dr 
JUltice Court Judlle: 

L-l 

il
il 
Ii 

!iI' 

ii 
,[ 
I, 

ii 
Ii 
II 
II 
I' 

I' 

" ;1 

ii 

I 19 

xxx 

Total 

0605 .. 



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

0,/ lIlts rcport perlams to a branch (as defined by 
the RegulaljaIlS) give lis name or location. 

SUMMARY FOR THE MONTH OF ___ _ .19,_ 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ____ ~ ________________ ___ 

·SRANCH ____________________________________ _ 

I. CIVIL PROCEEDINGS 

PROaATIt 
ANNUL.MeNT PU:(UONAL.INJUFtV OEATtL OTHE,.F! CiviL 

rR •• d R.oulo'ion. on 5.1>".1 .. Coun Rep.rla ,. 'M, ANC c/vonce. ~NC P"OP&"TV OJ.M-.Gk EMiN£N'1 
ANC COMA IN Judlc/ol Ceuncll I>.(or. tamp'."ng ,hi. form. GUAROIAN· 

.KPA~"'TK. SHIP 
MAINTC· MOTOR OTHEA P"ACEL~' COM 

Pi': TI flOM' 
NANCe VK.I-IICL..1t PL.-AIN Ts 

FlUng.: ! -
I N.,n-hl" d "O$Et':; 'ded. ~--

DhpllIltJ"n.· I 
~ a.for. Trial i 

{n) C'''IT"·~.·,JI':. rer locJ.. 01 r-r05ecution -1-----
fbi Other dH;'I"t\!v.ols onrj ttOI"r.rN5 --!---XXX--
(..:) Judcpnerd5 bv clork XXX XXX XXX XXX )tXX 
(,i) Su(THnOty ,udgments 

) Aft.r TrIal 

(0) P',.1r 10 Introduction of '!· ..... denco 
by beth sIdes , , , 
Fc.. II O .... u'9 IntroductIon 0' (bl 

(I", IdE-nee by beth sides -Court Tr I 81 

OTHER DATA - JUlY llbl , r-'----
4. J uri as Sworn -5. Jury Verdicts 
6, Supervi sory Orders/OSC's .. XXX XXX XXX XXX XXX 

7. New I rials 

11. INSANITY AND OTHER INFIRMITI ES Ill. JUVENII.E --
Fllin~" 

Dalln~ua"cy Oeponden~y 

FliinGII Or I g Subs 
1 P(,!tlr",mo; or affidavits ftled ",.' . 1. Number of juveniles sublect of origlnol 

Ol'polltlonllt P4ttitlons. , 

2. 9.'or. H.arlng DI.po.ltlon l : 

(0) Tronsrerred or d!smlssed " , 2, B,'or. H.arlng 

3 Aft.r H.orlng (0) Tronsferrt!d or dtslTlissed 

(oj Uncontosted 3. Ah.r Hoorln9 

(b) CI"lr)le~h,ri , COUf 1 Tr i a 1 (0) Unc=!)ntetted ' ,. , ..... 
lury Tn'o, Ib) Cont"sM;j 

-~ 

Oth.r Data: O.h.r Dotal 

4. J\JfH~:O SWOfl'l • .. , . . . ~ . , ... 4. Heoring. ~f ~1111~1 • .,enlat 
pelltlons XXX 
(0) Uncon tes t ed XXX (h) Can les led --

5. Detent I on hearings 
B. Annua 1 Review XXX XXX 

--==ss ~ ~ 

IV. CRIMINAl.: V. APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS 

Fillng.' 
FrornJustlce Court FrorroMun,( Ipol Court 

I Number of defendants acC'used Civil Criminal CfVtl Cflm'nol .. . ' ... ,'" . , . 
Ohpotltlone: "11i~o" 

2, a.'or. T.lal I. Appellote deportment 
(0) Dismissals .. . . ...... . . ... 2 • Triol deportment KXX 
(b) Transfers 

, ' ' .. ' , ... . . ... Olapo.ltlon.: 
(e) Con~lcred alter pleo of gUIlty •• , ..... '" . 3. Berore hearing .••.. .... . 

3 M'.r Trial 4. Aftor hearing: 

I (0) Change of plea or dismissal. , ....... .... . (0) Question of low! 
(b) On rronscrlpt of preliminary hearing .• ' , ... (1) Without opinion. 
(e) Other dispOSitions aher stort of triol (2) Memo oplnior'l , , .. 

(3) Written opinion; 
Oth.r 00'0: o. Publi.hed 

4 Proballon hoonngs b. Unpubh.hed .. , .. 
5 J .... rles sworn 

, . (b) Trial de novo XXX ' , , , . ... 
6, Jvrv"fOrd'CIS " . .. ' " '" 
7 N; ..... trl\lls 
~~ 

VI. liASEAS CORPUS -
FliinoOl 

\ Pet1110J"o$ h\ed •. " ' •••••• , •••• , ~ • # •••• 

Of.pelltlon.: 

2 Wlthc.\ut "'eQtlng ~ . ... ~ ~ . , ~ .. ~ .... .. ' 
Signoture of Cler~ 

3 Ahe-r huonng ", . ... ' ..... . ..... 
OATE ______________________________ _ 

L-2 2ll73-553 5-Q9 2!1! OS? 
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TIME VALUE UPDATE SYSTEM 

Description of Inputs, Programs, and Outputs 

1.0 INPUTS 

1.1 Daily Activity Reporting Form Data from the forms 

shown in Appendix F will be keypunched on a daily basis 
during the study period. 

1.2 Correction Data Data rejected by the edit program 

will be corrected and re-entered into the system. 

Changes or deletions to the master file will also be 
made in this manner. 

2 • 0 PROGRAMS 

2.1 Sort A standard sort program will be used to sort 
records by 1) court, 2) date, 3) line. 

2.2 Edit and Update Program Th'is program will be used 

2.3 

to screen da~a, to reject records that do not pass the 
edit criteria, and to update the master file. 

Proration Program This program will perform the 

necessary calculations to prorate the hours for com­
bination entries in which more than one activity code 

was reported for the same time entry. 

2.4 Summary Program This program will summnrize the 

data ~eported fo~ various types of reports required 
to analyze and present the data. 

2.5 Weights Calculation Program Using disposition 

figures for the study period, the weighted values 

will be calculated by this program either for each 
court or for a group of courts. 
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2.6 Court Combination Program This program will group 

the data for the individual courts together into 

grouped courts (e.g., all Los Angeles County courts). 

2.7 Regression Analysis Program For those high volume 

activities, the data will be prepared in a format for 

input to a multiple linear regression program. 

3.0 OUTPUTS 

3.1 Input Listing A weekly listing of all data entered 

into the system for audit purposes to insure all data 

is entered on file. 

3.2 Edit Listing A weekly listing of all entries not 

entered in the master file because of the data not 

meeting the edit criteria. Corrections will be made 

to this listing as necessary and the data re-entered 

into the computer. 

3.3 Summary Reports Special reports will be issued at 

the conclusion of each study in the following formats: 

Activity Report 

Court 
Activity 
Date 

Date Report 

Court 
Date 

Total Hours and Actions by: 

Total Hours by: 

Summary Activity Report Total Hours and 
Actions summarized for all courts by activity. 

3.4 Weights Listing A display of the weights calcula-

tion for each court for each type of proceeding show­

ing the time value, frequency of occurrence and 

weighted value. 
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3.5 }1egression Data Li~ting A listing by dato of 

average time values and ratios of occurrence for 

each high volume activity. 

3.6 Regression Data Cards 

regression input data. 
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TIME VALUE UPDATE SYSTEM 

Program and Operational Cost 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
Man-days 

1.1 Detailed Systems Design -----------------

1.2 Program Preparation 

Sort (2.1) 

Edit (2.,2) 

Proration (2.3) 

Summary (2.4) 

~eights Calculation (2.5) 

Court Combination (2.6) 

Regression Analysis 
Preparation (2.7) 

TOTAL 

1.3 Summary of Costs 

Systems Design and Programming 

51.5 man-days x 8 hours/day 
x $24/hour 

Computer Test Time 

12.0 x $60!hour 

Key Punch 

20 hours x $7/hour 

5.0 

.5 

15.0 

15.0 

2.0 

8.0 

1.0 

5.0 

51.5 

Project Management and Coordination 

30 hours x $30/hour 

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS 
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Computer 
Test Hours 

.5 

3.0 

3.0 

1.0 

2.0 

,5 

2.0 

12.0 

$ 9890 

720 

140 

900 

$ 11,650 

2. OPERATIONAL COSTS 

(Based on a 100 judge study for 22 days) 

2.1 Data Entry (Key Punch) 

60 characters/line x 6 lines/judge - day 
x 100 judges x 22 days = 80,000 characters 

80,000 characters + 8,000 SPM 

10 Key punch hours 
10 Verify hours 

20 Hours x $7 per hour 

2.2 Computer Costs 

Weekly Update 

. 1 hour x $60/hour x 4 weeks 

Run at End of Study 

10 hours x $60/hour 

2.3 Su~nary Costs 

Data Entry 

Computer Time 

TOTAL COST PER STUDY 
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$140 

$240 

600 --
$81.10 

• 
$140 

840 --
$980 

= 

• 






