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December 17, 1971

Honorable Donald R. Wright

Chief Justice of California
Chairman of the Judicial Council
State Building

San Francisco, California 94102

Dear Chief Justice Wright:

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 20-331)

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 District, 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

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY

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

Mr. Roy L. Chiesa, Clerk of the Municipal Court, Walinut
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
Of fice 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 recommendations 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

L.aw Enforcement Assistance Administration,

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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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
J. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS . in Sections II through V of this report.

1. WEIGHTED CASELOAD AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES

The recommended weighted caselocad 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 caseload 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 thé varying time requirements, different values
are recommended for the Los Angeles County courts and the
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.




EXHIBIT I

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES

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 State less a/

larger courts have more time available, on the average, Type Proceeding Los Angeles County Los Angeles County
for case related matters than they do in smaller courts. :

Weighted Caseload Values

(Minutes of case related time per filing)

Superior Courts

2. DETERMINATION AND RECOMMENDATION OF ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL POSITIONS

Criminal 136 150
. . . Juvenile Delinquency 80 54
Equally as important as the weighted caseload and judge year Juvenile Dependency 26 48
values in the use of the weighted caseload system are the methods Habeas Corpus 16 16
. . . Probate and Guardianship 23 20
used to project work load and make recommendations regarding the 1 43 o7
addition of new judicial positions. The specific recommendations | iZ?;oza%a¥njury % Property Damage 67 88
are § Eminent Domain o 128 85
‘ Other Civil Complaints 142 108
. . . o Other Civil Petitions 12 9
Determine work load forecasts through projections of filings
by type of proceeding based on the previous five calendar | Insanity 29 18
years. o Appeals 164 101
Projections on the basis of the type of proceeding provides
a more accurate forecast of work load and allows for a Municipal Courts
more detailed =2xamination of the filings projections with . .
adjustments where necessary, Information on filings pro- Felony _ Sl 45
jections furnished by the Judicial Council to the coun- Selected Traffic 13 17
ties can also be of valuable assistance in their planning Other Traffic 1.0 1.1
of future needs, Intoxication 2.9 1.9 2

Mi 22 17

Determine and make recommendations for new positions on a , Ophgr Misdemeanors
Civil 9 12
7

calendar year basis to recognize more closely the actual Small Claims
timing on filling of new positions as determined by the

i i 0041
action of the Legislature and the Governor. Parking (San Francisco)
Projections of new judicial position requirements are
currently made on a fiscal year basis. . For example, Judge Year Values
the recommendations made early in the 1971 legislative ! (Minutes of case related time per year per judicial position)
session were for the 1971-72 fiscal year. The time re-
quired for passage of the bill, the waiting periocd of 61 : Authorized
days, and the final appointment and swearing in usually f , Judicial
means that the new judge does not take the bench until Positions Values
near the end of the calendar year rather than at the begin- ; 1 2 58 . 500
ning of the fiscal year. Making the projections for the : - ’
calendar year, in this case 1972, will more closely pro- o 3 - 10 60,000
vide for the proper number of judicial positions at the j i
right time. | 11 - 20 62,800

! 21 and up 65,800
Los Angeles Superior 67,900

a / The weighted caseload values shown are statewide average

9. j o values that do not necessarily take into account any
2 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 use by the
Judicial Council staff in making recommendations in
response to requests.

As soon as possible after the close of the calendar year,
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 ihis statewide forecast
would add to the work load of the statistical staff,
implementation of the following recommendation would

offset this increase.

Initiate a project to automate the weighted caseload
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 caseload 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, bhetter 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 courts by the staff
to supplement the data derived through the application

of the weighted caseload system with regard to such areas
of concern as backlog and the use of commissioners and
referees.

While the reduction of bhacklog 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.



Adopt a revised format for the letter of recommendation
on additional judicial positions provided by the Judi-
cial 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 affeécts the actual recommendation.

- Add recommendations regarding the timing of the new
! judicial positions. ’

- Add information stating 1) that the recommendation
does not “take 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. o

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

. 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 cn 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.

-4

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 acruracy, 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.

SUGGESTED PLAN OF IMPLEMENTATION

The timing and priorities suggested for the recommendations

presented above are as follows:

Approve the recommended 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,

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,

-5



Develop specific plans for the in-depth study of the sta-
tistical reporting regulations and forms.

Approve the recommended methods for updating the weighted
caseload 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.

II, STUDY METHODOLOGY




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.

o Background
The Problem
. Project Objectives

Factors Recognized in Conducting the Study
Summary of Technical Approach

1. 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 types 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 each of the judicial activities that result from a filing,

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

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 recommendations

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 the application of the 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,.



EXHIBIT II

SUMMARY OF CURRENT
WEIGHTED CASELOAD AND JUDGE YEAR VALUES

WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES

(Minutes of Bench Time per Filing)

SUPERIOR COURTS

MUMNICIPAL COURIYS

STATE LESS
TYPE PROCEEDING LOS ANGELES LOS ANGELES
Criminal 100 1252/
Juvenile Delinquency 50 50
Juvenile Dependency 35 35
Habeas Corpus 25 25
Probate and Guardianship 15 15
Family Law 15 15
Personal Injury & Property Damage 115 115
Eminent Domain 110 110
Other Civil Complaints 65 65
Other Civil Petitions 10 10
Insanity 10 10
Appeals 105 105
Felony 48 36
Selected Traffic 14
Other Traffic 1.2 1.
Intoxication 2 2
Other Misdemeanors 12 13
Civil 10 15
Small Claims 5 4.5

JUDGE YEAR VALUES

(Minutes of Bench Time per Judge per Year)

COURT
Superior 50,000
Municipal 60,000

a/ San Diego 110



The Governor's Office, the Legislature, the Legislative Analyst,
and the Department of Finance rely strongly on the weighted case-
lcad 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 judicial positions are required as proposed by
the legislation. This analysis involves a projection of the court's
work load based on the ﬁﬁerage annual increase in weilghted units over
the previous three years. This work load is then converted into judi-
cial position requirements through the appiication of the "judge-
year" figures described above. 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 caseload 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 Council
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

matters 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 source 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

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

was sufficiently accurate to serve its intended functien. 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 c¢riminal
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-
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These variations from court to court suggested the nced
B for an analysis (o determine if the differences are sig-
¥ 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 Courts
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 built 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 caseload 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 sét 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.

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 minutss 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 existing heavy work load of the courts made it 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 systen.

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.

~12-

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
Caseload 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 this project involved the completion

of eight tasks. These tasks are 1isted 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
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 réview 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 -~ Inferviews 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
Relative Weight (CREW) study conducted during the latter half
of T970 - Data was collected over a two month period from all
departments and summarized by means of a computer. Additional
analysis was conducted loter under Teslh 2 to determine the
usefulness of this data in the completion of our study.

A review of the method of applyirg 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.

~14-
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WORK SCHEDULE
PHASE | TASK TASK. DESCRIPTION FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL NAY JUKRE JULY AUGUST SEPTENBER O0CTOBER ROYEMBER DECEMBER
1. vvﬁevelup Comprehensive Work Plan Updated
¥ork Plan
3-18-11
3-18-71
| 2. Thoroughiy Review and Analyze
Existing Weighted Caseload System P Progress Repoart
~1-71
4-1-71
3. Study Judicial Procedures in
Sefected Courts and Develop System Progress Report
for Collection of Data §-18-71
6-10-71
4, Collect and Summarize Data Progress Report
8-10-71
I
5. Analyze Data, Develop and ¥alidate Progress Report
Weighted Caseload Yalues 9-27-11
11-26-71
8. Oevelop and Recommend Proceduses
for the Application of the Proposed
Weighted Caseload Values
ProgressReport
18-21-71
fi 1. Develop and Recommend Procedure t 12-8-71
for Periodic Updating of Weighted
Yajues
8. Prepare Final Report F;giggsgov
- 12-17-71
NOTE: Actual Task Completion Dates are shown in italics.

t
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A review of federal weighted caseload 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 ﬁecessary 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 Trank S. Yolin, LExecutive Officer ol the Los
Angeles 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.
In 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:

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

TASK 4. COLLECT AND SUMMARIZE 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. 1In addition, the data

was collected by branch courts for lLos 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 1lhie judges were 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% for
both courts) was only slightly lower than the average experi-
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 Angeles.

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

The objective of Task 5 was to:

o 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) L

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 (e.g. 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 .2s., 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 (e.g. felony
preliminary, selected traffic, other misdemeanor, etc.). The time
required to make this program operational exceeded initial estimates
leading to the schedule slippage.
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CRIMINAL

01
02
N
04
05
06
a7
08
09
10
11
12

i3

Arraiznments and Short Term Matters
O913 tHlearings
1538.5 ilearings
Other Pre-irial Hearings
Pra-trial Conferences
Cuovrt Tritl-Prelim. Transc. Only
Court Trial-Test. & Prelim. Transc.
Court Irainld
Seluct and Swear Jury
Jury Trial
Senieure Hearing - Original
Sentenee Hearing ~ Subsequent
Pesl Trial Motions

Sub-Totral

JBENILE DELIMIENCY

11
13
16
17
18
19
20

Petention Heoring - Uncontested
ielontion Hearing - Contested
Juris. Hearing - Uncontested
Juris, Hearing - Contested
Hispos, Hearing - Uncontested
Dispos, Hearing - Contested
Other Hearings

Sub~Tetal .

JUVERILE DEPENDENCY

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Dotention Heariag -~ Unconlested
Datention liearing - Contested
Juris. Hearirg - Uncontested
Juris. Hearing - Contested
Dispos. Heaving - Unconiested
Dispos. Hearing - Contested
Other Heavrings
Annual Review

Sub-Total

HABEAS CORPUS

31
32

Dispos. After Hearing
Dispog. %ithoul Hearing
Sub-Total

PROBATE AND GUARDIANSHIP

a3
34
33
36
37
38

Lncontested Heavings

Contested Hearings

Select and Swear Jury

Jury Trial

Post Trial Motions

Supervisory Ordess
Sub~Tntal

Hours

4631
576
927
528
827
349
433
905

1395

7516

1763
785
280

21608

952
283
1979
1442
1099
180
841
6776

152

24
198
241
119

48
181
348

L

37
46
BY

1319
647

74
74
312
2435

% of

Total
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-
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p
P
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SUPERIOR COURTS

SUMMARY OF HOURS REPORTED

FAMILY LAW

39 Uncentested Jearings
40 Contested Hearings
41 Ovders to Show Cause
42 Other Motions
Subh-~Total
PERSONAL, INJURY
43 Ppre-trial Motions
44 Pre~triul Cunfervence
45 Trial Setting Conference
4% Sctrtlenent Conference
47 Uncontested Court Trials
43 Contested Court Trials
49 Sclect and Swear Jury
50 Jury Trial
51 Dust Trial Motions

Sub-Total

MINENT DOMAIN

83  Pre-trial Notions
54 Pre-~trial Conlerence
55 - Trial Setting Conference
56 Settlement Conierence
57 Uncontested Court Trials
58  Contested Court Trials
59 Select and Swear Jury
60 Jury Trial
61 Post Trial Motions
Sub-Total
QTHER CIVIL COMPLAINTS
63 Pre-trial Motions
64 Pre-trial Conference
63 Trial Setiing Conference
68 Settiemeni Conference
57 Uncontested Courvt Trials
68 <Contested Court Trials
69 Sclect and Sweay Jury
70 Jury Trial
71 - Post Trial Moiilons
Sub-~Total
OTHER CIVIL PETITIONS
72 Uucontested pPetition
73 Contested Petition

Sub~Total

Hours

1463
3237
2437
1317
8357

1473
185
140

1536

53
822
610

5850

166
TOBTS

1804
133
406
408
222
5337
179
1781

10616

% of
Tatal INSANITY AND
T OTHER INFIRMITIES
1.6 74 VPre-trial Motions
3.5 75 Uncontesled Heavinpgs
2.5 76 Cortested Court Trial
1.4 77 Select and Swear Jury
9.0 78 Jury Trial
79 Post Trial learings
Sub-Total
1.2 | ApPEALS PROM LOWER COURT
.1 80 (Crimtaul
1.7 81 Civil
- 82 Small Claims
9 Sub-Total
65 | SUPPLENENTAL ACTIVITIES
.2 91 Court Administration
IiT% 22 Judieial Conferences
v3 Travel Time
94 Otnrer Judicial Activities
.1 95 Assigument to Gther Court
1 96 1lllness
- 97 VYacation
- Sub~Total
,3
- TOTAL
.6
.1
13 Total Case Related Time
2.1
2
A
.2
5.8
£ 2
i.9
.6
114
.4
.G
1T

ngu U's

52
44
1G4
16
110

40
7Y

867
363
158
13838

3024
2112

48
7569

245
1130
7780

T

92918

65290

% of
Total

t« 1 » «
P N N

o
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=
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L] v 1 I
MUNICIPAL COURTS
SUMMARY OF HOURS REPORTED
%k of % of
Hours Total Hours Total Hours
}j_l_} OF ORIMIMAL PROCEEDINGS INTOXIC:\:I‘ION - JUVENILE T, H . 0, -
10 Arraignments and Short Term Matters 2702 6.6 80 Arvaignmeunts and Short Term Matters 363 .9 80 1Initial Hearing A
12 Pre-irial Motions a1 .2 52 Pre-trial Hearings 6 - 81 Subsequunt Heariug 2
13 Pre-trial Conlfereunces 350, .8 53 Pre-trial Conferences 7 - Sub-~Total 2
13 'Probationr Reports and Sentence 217 .5 54 Uncontested Court Trials 3 - - LT
19 Post Trial Motlons 50 .1 55 Contested Court Trials 20 - | BARKING VIOIATIONS - S.F.0.
Sub-Total KEDTEE ) 56 Sclect and Swear Jury 33 .1 84 Protest Calendarv 5%
. WICARY 57 Jury Trial 86 ‘2 85 Booking Caleqdar 11
FELONY PREIININARY 58 Probation Report and Sentence 27 .1 Sub-Total [y
20 Arraiguments and Short Term Matters 973 2.3 5% . Pust Trial Motions 4 - e -
21 1338.5 Heerings 65 .2 Sub-lotal 595 T3 | SUEFLEMENTAL ACTIVITIES
22 other Notinonhs 121 .3 . s 91 Court Administration 30805
TSDEMEAL N
23 Pre-Hearing Conference 142 .3 OTHER MISDENEANQAS 92 Judicial Conferences Tuy
24 Mrelinminary Hearing 4028 9.7 60  Arraignments and Short Term Matters 1676 4.0 93 Travel Time 128
25 17b - Plea and Senience 113 .3 61  1338.5 llearing 104 2 94 Other Judteial Activities 4dy7e
26 17b -~ Sentunce Only i61 4 62 Pre-Trial flcarings 193 .5 95 Assigiment to Another Court 51
27 17h - Plend Not Guilty 9 - 83 Pre-Teial Confercuces 277 7 98 Illness 563
Sub-Total 5512 1375 64 Uncontested Court Trials 45 o1 97 Vacation '1":’5"25"‘“
R e 65 Contested Court Trials 525 1.3 Sub~Total 8T
SELECTED MAJOR TRAFFIC 66 Sclect and Swear Jury 402 1.0 A
00 Arraignmenis and Shovt Term Matters 1245 3.0 67 Jury Trial 1973 4.6 TOTAL 41708
32 Pre-~trial Hearings 78 .2 A8 Probation Report and Sentence 351 .9 ]
33 DPre-trinl Conferences 213 5 6y  Post Trial Motions 154 .4 Total Case Related Time 280249
34 Upncontested Court Trial 46 1 Sub~Total 5733 1977
35 Contested Court Trial 315 .8 CIVIL
35 Select and Swear Jury 221 5P ==
37 Jury Trial 11638 2.5 71 Pre-trial Motions 524 1.3
58 Probation Report and Sentence 71 .2 72  Uncontested Couyrt Trials 284 7
39 Post Trial sMotions 33 Y 73  Contested Court Trials 1969 4.6
Suh--Total 3352 §.7 74 Select and Swear Jury 63 .2
AT 73 Jury Trial 326 .8
OTHER TRAFFIC 76 Post Triul Hearings 467 1.1
40 . Arraignments ind Short Term Matters 1932 4.7 Sub-Total 3033 .7
42  Pre-irial Heavings 44 .1
43 Dre-<trial Confercnces 28 .1 SMALL_CLAINS
44  Uncontested Court Trials 130 «3 77 Uncontested Trial 387 .9
45 Contested Court Trials 1241 3.0 78 Contested Trial 1364 3.3
46 - Select and Swear Jury 93 .2 Sub-Total 1751 Z.u.’f
47 Jury Trial 384 .9
48 Probation Report and Sentence i5 -
49 Post Trial Motions 15 -
Sub-Total 3882 9.3
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(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 presented
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 recommended juﬁge year values (minutes of case related
time per year per judicial position) were derived from data
reported by the participating courts during thegsix week study
period. The recommended values are shown on a #liding 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 .the 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 activities
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 . o . o + o « o o © o s s o o o o v o 200

less Vacation 22
Illness 3
Workshop, Institutes, etc. O

Sub-~total 35

Days Available for Case Related Activities 215

!
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This value is multiplied by the hours of case related time the judges, commissioners, and referees participating in the study

along with the additional special study on the "days available

per day worked (average of 5.0 hours per day) to arrive at the . )
recommended judge year values, Municipal and superior court values tigure.
were averaged together since there was no significant statistical R TASK 6. DEVELOP AND RECOMMEND PROCEDURES FOR THE APPLICATION OF THE

difference between the values for each type of court. FEach of the PROPOSED WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES

three items leading to the ''days available" figure of 215 is dis-
cussed below: ‘ Of equal importance to the accuracy of the weighted values them-

selves are the methods used in applying these values in projecting the
Vacation - The standard vacation allowance recommended

by the Judicial Council of 22 court days was used in the
calculation. were developed and presented to improve these application techniques.

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

Illness - Few courts keep accurate records on the days

aBSent due to illness. An average of four days (annu- The results of this task are described in detail under Section IV

alized) of illness occurred during the study period. of this report. Tour subject areas were analyzed as part of this task,
This was increased to eight to allow for the higher ‘

incidence of 111nes§ duylng Wlnter months.and to bring ‘ . Work Load Forecasts

the allowance more in line with averages in other govern- ;

mental organizations. ‘ E ‘ . Projection of Judicial Position Needs

. ] Special Analysis Requirements
Workshops, Institutes, etc. = A detailed analysis was

Form and Procedure for Recommendations

conducted to determine the average number of days judges, : °

commissioners, and referees spent in attendance at judi- ;

cial conferences, workshops, institutes, etc. This ' Various alternative approaches were thoroughly tested prior to
analysis revealed the average to be 4.7 days per year for ° . ; ' .

m'unicipal court ju_dges and 4-1 days per year for S*uperior arriVing‘ at the final I‘eCOmmendatlonS. Meetings with staff members of
court judges. An average value of 5 days per year was the Administrative Office of the Courts were held to explore the dif-

reco .
recommended ferent methods.

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

. . . -0 f the 1 icati that wa camined during this

figure used by the Judicial Council staff in their calculations ne o e key application procedures at was exami &
task was the method of projecting the work load of the court to future

See page of this report). he staff rther reduced this value . . .
( bag 1 report) The stafl further ¢ v years. Improving the accuracy of this projection would help improve

to 200 to allow for calendar control residing and other adminis-
* * » P * g the effectiveness of the entire weighted caseload system. Other aspects

trative functions., 1In addition the estimated 7 hour court day was i
of the application procedures were examined, such as the treatment of

reduced to 4 1/4 hours to allow for other non-bench functions . ]
/ ! Jjudicial assistance, changes in backlog of the courts, etc. At the

recesses, and gaps in calendars. Application of this 4 1/4 hours . . . : .
completion of this task, a test application of the new tentative set of

to the 200 days leads to the current judge year value of 50,000
v Juesge 'y ? weighted values utilizing the recommended new procedures was made as an

minutes (rounded)., The figures used were estimates of the staff : . ;
5 overall check on their reasonableness and as a determination of their

based on their experience, . A s
. - impact on the number of jucicial positions.

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

Consideration was given during the performance of this task to the

possibility of an annual projection on a statewide basis of the number

~29_ : -23~
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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. 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, 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,

-24
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ITII. 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 differences stem from variations in court procedure, the 'pace"
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ol 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 Judicisl 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 calculafed 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
Re commended Jud. Pos. Current Positions
Category Weights (1970/71) Weights (6/30/71.)
Participating Courts 214 208 213 213
Non-Participants 159 169 159 172
Total 373 377 372 385
~-26._

Superior Courts

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Application Actual Application Authorized

of Equivalent of Judicial

Recommended Jud. Pos. Current Positions

Category Weights (1970/71) Weights (6/30/71)
Participating Courts 432 428 451 435

Non-Participants:

1-2 Judge Courts 20 28 20 31
Remainder 58 69 59 69
Total 510 525 530 535

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 1970/71 (Column 2), This figure reflects the
actual time available by the judges, commissioners, and referees
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). Backiog 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 provided 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
load 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 smallexr courts., Relative differences in the weights themselves

also contribute to the variance,
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IV, DETERMINATION AND RECOMMENDATION OF
ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL POSITIONS

4

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

1. WORK LOAD FORECASTS

Several methods for work load forecasting exist. As an example,

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 basis 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 weighied units
are identified below.

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

. Extraneous filing figures for any one 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 be 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 historicual trend, or, are juvenile delinqgquency
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 programs the projections of filings by
?ype of proceedings can be performed in a relatively
ilnexpensive 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 line that reflects increases or decreases in the rates of
filings each year. -

Through the use of a computer and a program known as poly-
nomial regression analysis the historical 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 + axz) 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, gives 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

gy,
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provides a more accurate basis for projections than the straight

line .approach based on certain statistical indicators.

Exhibits VI and VI1 grephically compare this combination
approach to the straight line approach for two types of filings in
Los Angeles County. The recommended 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 filiugs.

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 proceeding 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. Appendix I contains the cur-
rent and projected judicial positions 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 énd 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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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 lcad

Summarization of all of 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 programs and inputs and
outputs is included in the Appendix. Also included is the estimate

0f 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 areas
of investigation are discussed bhelow.

Backlog

A situation may develop where, ovr 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:
A 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 1list in which the at-issue memo
was over a year old. A bench mark value could be set,

for example, of 35 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 work load exists they perform duties which
would otherwise require the full time of a judge.

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 reassigned. 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

and a corrective plan of action, full-time commissioners
and referees should he considered equivalent to judges.

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 secretaries.— 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 introuuced 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 standard format in boti statistical

presentations and descriptive analysis,

We recommend that an annual assessment 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 recommendatipns on individual court

requests,

In addition, we recommend revision of the individual court
judgeship needs report. Our recommended report format is contained

in Appendix XK.

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-
guired 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 the 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 statés, for example, that there are approximately
3 jury trials for every 100 criminal dispositions 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 feport—
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 "felony preliminaries" into two
columns for dispositions, one for those processed
as felonies and one for those cases reduced to a
misdemeanor,

- Specific Identification of Jury Trials - Current
requirements call for the reporting of "jury
verdicts'". 1In 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-
tested trial category into court trials and jury
trials with 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 the 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 previons 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
petitions. Previous studies showed that the time values
for original or subsequent hearings were essentially the
game. 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 are listed below.

Supervisory Orders - Probate and
Guardianship _

Orders to Show Cause - Family Law

Annual Review - Juvenile Dependency

e 0

o o

o s

The frequency of occurrence data obtained from the Judicial
Council reports can be calculated through the use of the Statisti-
cal Reporting System described uﬁder Appendix J or manually as
done currently. The weights should be updated annually, as soon
as possible following the inpﬁt 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 of 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
however, to conduct studies for certain types
changes occur. We recommend that the studies

ducted along the lines of the study conducted

with separate reporting forms for each major type of proceeding.

These proceeding types are shown below.

SUPERIOR COURT

Criminal (including Habeas Corpus)

may be necessary,
of proceedings as
be generally con-
for this project

Juvenile - Delinquency and Dependency

Probate and Guardianship/Insanity and Other

Infirmities

o 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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THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE BUILDING, SAN FRANGISCO 84102

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
ACTIVITY REPORTING INSTRUCTIONS

case related and non-case related. To achieve this objective,
FOR A STUDY OF THE actual time values need to be reported on a daily basis. As a
WEIGHTED CASELOAD SYSTEM FOR DETERMINING Jjudge, commissioner, or referee from one of the 43 courts partici-
pating in this study, we are relying on you for this information.
JUDICIAL MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS FOR

CALIFORNIA'S SUPERIOR AND MUNICIPAL COURTS 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.
- A1l 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 of 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,

_ Tonsed. R, Wl

Donald R, Wright
Chief Justice of California and
Chairman of the Judicial Council
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I. COMPLETING THE DAYLY 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
complete 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 teo illustrate the entry of the
required information. FEach of the entries are explained in the

following keyed descriptions.

<:) Temporary identification of the data is provided in the upper
left-hand 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.

(E) 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 rule 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.

E(-3

T



® Q ©

® ©

Elapsed Lime in the three categories shown is posted here.
Estimales should be to the 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 itotal 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 actions 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.
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Enter *8" for trisls or hearings in process at the beginning of the study period.



I1. LISTING OF MUNICIPAL COURT ACTIVITY CODES 3/

FELONY PRELIMINARY . CIVIL
10 Arraignments, Pleas, Calendar Call, and Other Short-Term 70 Civil Master Calendar
Hatters

71 Hearings on Motions Prior to Trial
72 tncontegted Court Trials

73 Contested Court Trials

74 Select and Swear Jury

75 = Jury Trials

76 Hearings After Trial

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

14 Preliminary Hearing

SMALL CLAIMS

kg Uncontegsted Trial
78 Contegsted Trial
79 Hearings on Other Motions

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

80 Initial Hearing
81  Subsequent Hearing

Arraignments, Bleag, Trial Calendar Call, Sentencing
Hearings, and Other Short-Term Matters

- - 51 61  Hearings Under Penal Code Section 1538.5 PARKING VIOLATIONS

22 32 42 52 62 Hearings on Other Motions Prior to Trial 84  Protest Hearings (Bail Setting Calendar)

23 33 43 53 63 Pre-trial conferences 85 Arraignment, Pleas, etc., (Booking Calendar)
24 34 44 54 64 Uncontested Court Trial

25 35 45 55 6§ Contested Court Trial SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIVITIES

26 36 46 56 66 Select and Swear Jury 91 Court Administration

27 37 47 57 67 Jury Trial 92 Judicial Conferences and Workshops

28 38 48 58 68 Review Probation Report and Pronounce Sentence 93 Travel Time .

29 39 49 59 69 Hearings on Motions After Trial 94 Other Judicial Activitles

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

3/ Detailed Descriptions for Each Activity were provided
to the Judges and Clerks participating in the study.
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03
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14 22
15 23
16 24
17 25
18 26
19 a7
20 28
- 29

Iri,

Criminal

01

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

Hearings Under Penal Code Sec., 995

Hearings Under Penal Code Sec, 1538.5

Hearings on Other Motions Prior to Trial

Pre-Trial Conference

Court Trial - On Preliminary Hearing Tramscript Only

Court Trial - On Preliminary Hearing Transcript and
Testimony

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

Select and Swear Jury
Jury Trial
Review Probation Report and Sentence Hearing - Original

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

Hearings on Other Motlons After Trial

Juvenile

DPetention (Arraignment) Hearing - Uncontested
Detention (Arraignment) Hearing - Contested
Jurisdictional (Adjudication) Hearings -~ Uncontested
Jurisdictional (Adjudication) Hearings - Contested
Dispositional Hearings - Uncontested

Dispositional Hearings - Contested

Other Hearings on Motions

Annual Review of Dependent Child

Habeas Corpus - Criminal

31
32

Disposition After Hearing
Disposition Without Hearing

Probate and Guardianship

33

34
35
36
37
38

Hearings on UncontesSted Motions or Petitions Prior to
Trial

Court Trial or Other Contested Hearing
Select and Swear Jury

Jury Trial

Hearings on Motions After Trial
Supervisory Orders

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

39
40
41
42

Uncontested and Default Dissolution Hearings

Contested Dissolution Hearings

Hearings on Orders to Show Cause

Hearings on Modifications of Judgment and Other Motions

a/ Detailed descriptions for each activity were provided to the
, Judges 3nd clerks participating in the study,

LISTING OF SUPERIOR COURT ACTIVITY CODES a/

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
S1

F  F
§ §
o <
&

53 63 Hearing on Motions Prior to Trial
54 64 Pre-Trial Conference
55 65 Trial Setting Conference
56 66 Settlement Conference
§7 .67 Uncontested Court Trials and Default Judgments
58 68 Contested Court Trials
58 69 Selection and Swearing of Jury
60 70 Jury Trial
61 71 Hearings on Motions After Trial

Other Civil Petitions - (Includes Civil Habeas Corpus)
72 Hearing on Uncontested Petition
73 Hearing on Contested Petitilon

Insanity and Other Infirmities

74 Hearings on Motions Prior t{ Trial
75 Uncontested Hearing

76 Contaested Court Trial

77 Select and Swear Jury

78 Jury Trial

79 Hearings on Motions After Trial

Appeals from Lower Courts

B0 Appellate Department Appeals - Criminal
81 Appellate Department Appeals - Civil
82 Trial de Novo - Small Claims

Civil - General

85 Master Calendar

SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIVITIES

81 Court Administration

92 Judicial Conferences and Workshops

83 Travel Time

94 Other Judicial Activities

95 Assignment to Ancther Court by Judicial Council
96 Illness

97 Vacation
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DATA FLOW

CALCULATION OF WEIGHTS

WEIGHTED CASELOAD STUDY

[ﬁ
June 1871
Time Séggylgigé“ Completed Non- June 1970-71 1970-~71 ! 1970-71
Actgvities Trial Activities Dispositions Trials Dispositions Filings
Source: Source: Source: Source: Source: Source: Source:
Project Study Project Study Project Study June, 1971 JC 1870-71 JC 1970-71 JC } 187071 JC
Period Period Period Reports Reports Reports [ Reports
Time Values pgggGgﬁéil Trial
. Frequency
A (Minutes per o Lﬂ 3 g
> Completed (nggisgiges (Completed Trials
Activity) per Disposition) per Disposition)
Disposition Disposition‘Filing
Weight Ratio
i & ¢ -

(Minutes per
Disposition)

Filing Weight

{(Minutes per
Filing)

(Disposition per
Filing)

fe




DATA FLOW

CALCULATION OF JUDGE YEAR B DATA FLOW

WEIGHTED CASELOAD STUDY

WEIGHTED CASELOAD STUDY

|
§, APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS
i
{
{

Case Related Time Days Worked Recommenried ¥
Qv 1 f i1i udge Year
(Hours) (Reported days less Pior Judicial Woighte “ e
vacation, illness, Activities L g 1970-71 Filings (Minutes of Case
workshops, insti- et gf (Minutes/Filing) Related Time per
tutes) (215 days per year) %\ Year)
Source: Source: ?
Project Study Project Study |
Period Period s
N Total Weighted
Case Related Time : Units
 — Per Day H“"“ , | . (1970-71 Minutes 1%
: : of Case Related
(Hours/Day) ‘ Time)
Judge Year 1/ .
(C R 1a+ed_Minutes Is timated
{tase helaz ﬁk__ i Required
b per Year) " i B Number of e —
i Judges
: 1970-71
.} .
1/ Hours per day x 215 days per year x 60 minutes per hour. L
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SUMMARY

PRELIMINARY TIME VALUES

(Based on. Dispositions)

SUPERIOR COURT

COURT JUVENILE JUVENILE HABEAS PROBATE FAMILY EMINENT OTHER OTHER

_N_Q_._ NAME CRIMINAL DELINQUENCY DEPENDENCY CORPUS GUARDIAN LAW Pl & PD DOMAIN COMPLAINTS PETITIONS INSANITY APPEALS
1 Los Angeles - Central 166.4 4.5 27.4 64.1 125.4 81.8 221.9 15.4 34.0

2 Los Angeles —~ East 199.1 i1.2 37.5 203.4 139.1 10.6

3 Los Apngeles - N. Central - 27.2 48 .9 111.9 226.0 9.3

4 Los Angeles - N. East 88.7 6.9 57.5 24.3 344 .7 10.7

5 Los Angeles ~ N. West 98.2 18.9 36.5 21.8 70.5 8.0

6 Los Angeles - South 114.7 14.1 26.8 122.0 78 .8 4,2

7 Los Angeles - S. East 136.3 16.1 23.9 76.2 242.4 6.1

8 Los Angeles - S. West 87.1 19.6 32.0 75.7 63.9 479.5 5.7

9 Los Angeles - West 162:8 29.5 59.8 110.3 139.,2 12,0

31 Los ‘Angeles - Juvenile - 86.5 107.1 - - - - - - - - -
LOS ANGELES ~ WEIGHTED AVERAGE 136.6 86.5 107.1 4,5 23.5 47.0 103.5 81.5 210.1 13.3 34.0 150.8
10 San Francisco 19i.2 47.9 38.5 - 18.4 43.1 151.6 189.0 144.6 14.5 3.5 114.1
11 San Diego 170.0 49.8 53.7 15.5 8.0 27.9 131.4 18.6 117.7 10.1 11.8 157.3
12 Orange 77.8 53.0 30.6 41.7 24.9 26.5 122.7 91.3 78.3 12.7 12.4 115.6
13 Alameda 270.8 51.1 34.3 29.0 20.5 34.2 125.8 276.0 89.0 7.1 140.4 101.6
14 Santa Clara 132.1 46.0 66.9 10.8 13.1 26.3 52.6 133.9 188.8 3.7 19.5 54.6
15 Sacramento 153.0 65.6 46.6 "46.5 15.8 20,5 114.1 180.8 145.8 8.3 63.2 252.7
16 San Bernardino 153.2 53.6 42.5 4.0 33.3 30.2 78.8 50.5 141.1 11.0 3.7 45.6
18 Riverside - Central 123.7 52.7 35.8 39.7 51.3 155.8 23.4 315.7 15.2 14.0 116.4
19 Riverside ~ Indio 175.5 53.9 17.3 96.2 62.3 121.7 43.5 365.2 106.9 27.4 41.%
20 Contra Costa 331.2 40.6 88.4 "7'.1 22.9 64.3 158.3 204.6 6.6 .4 75.3
21 Fresno 122.1 85.7 175.6 - 13.2 37.1  117.6 84.0 209.9 25.7 7.2 198,7
22 San Joaquin 299.9 77.1 83.9 39.9 40.3 86.1 27.0 540.9 16.9 - 162.0
23 Sonoma 161.8 A127.4 111.5 8.5 35.6 196..3 754.0 316.6 8.8 - -
24 Monterey 138.3 37.5 38.7 1.6 17.7 20.4 134.8 - 206.1 9.2 30.9 22.5
25 Tulare 177.2 68.7 45.3 13.4 15.8 g8.8 22.3 307.4 4.0 67.3 -
26. Napa 245.9 51.9 70.5 15,7 26.2 48.5 67.5 89.4 24 .4 - 48.0
27 Placer 86.8 45.3 25.8 8.8 22.9 138.5 - 89.9 3.0 1.5 -
28 Yuba 63.3 40.9 21.6 25.7 39.1 155.9 - 92.0 17.2 - 11r.¢
29 Kings 156.3 SOV..?\ 18.6 11.8 15.4 35.0 - 79.1 3.0 - -
30 Sutter 245.3 49.6 5.7 41.2  174.8 - - 36.3 9.5 - -

11.58



SUMMARY

PRELIMINARY TIME VALUES

(Based on Dispositions)

MUNICIPAL COURT

COURT FELONY SELECTED OTHER HER SHALL JUVENILE PARKING
Fa. NANE PRELIMINARY TRAFFIC TRAFFIC INTOXICATION MISDEMEANORS CIVIL CLAIMS 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 18.4 1.0 6.1 25.4 17.4 7.4

58 San Francisco 48 .4 11.1 0.7 0.7 21.3 8.7 8.4 0.05
59 Oakland 87.8 31.8 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 8.4 8.9

62 Long Beach 49.2 17.8 1.1 2.5 14,1 10.6 6.0

63 Central QOrange 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

67 Riverside 37.0 27.3 1.8 9.3 20.7 18.8 6.9

68 EL Monte 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
Type
Proceeding Felony Preliminary

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County

. X Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency

No, Description (MinsAction) {Actions/Dispo) Yeight (Min Action) ’ - Weight

1 Dismissal 10.25 +1208 1.24 5,38 .2632 1.41

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 . 3861 3.73 4.77 .7178 3.42

6 Preliminary Hearing 43.9 .8035 35.27 68,7 4849 33,31

7 Penal Code Section 17b Misdemeanor 17.2 .0602 1.04 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

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los_Angeles County

No, . Description ?;?;jﬁit?;:? (Aii?g::98§spo) Weight ?;?E?iitzé:? 5522?;2§2§§sng) Weight

1 Dismissal 5.39 .0936 .50 4.39 .2390 1.05

2 Continuance 2.47 .3101 W77 2.63 .9262 2,43

3 Plea Guilty 2,50 1,2433 3,10 ‘ 3.10 1.1635 3.60

4 Plea Not Guilty 4,72 3169 1.50 3.20 .3915 1.25

5 Pretrial Motions 4.23 .4114 1.74 4.45 ’ .5332 2.37

6 Pretrial Conference 13.5 .0538 .73 17.2 .0448 .77

7 Uncontested Court Trial 13,5 .0029 . .04 23.4 .0105 .25

8 Contested Court Trial 44,8 .0150 .67 57.8 0327 1.89

9  Jury Trial 514.8 " .0082 4,22 472.7 ,0135 6.38

Total Disposition Weight 13.27 19 99
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings -9523 i -8342

Total Filing Weight 12,64 156.68

13 17

 Rounded off Value



gourt Municipal ; CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
ype o

Proceeding  Other Traffic

Activity Los Angeles County . State less Los Angeles County

No. Description Olinshotion)  (Actiens Dispo)  Weight (Hin hotions  (actione Diapnl Weight

1 Dismissal 44 .1003 .04 1.77 .0354 .06

2 Continuance .66 .0882 .06 2,37 .0632 .13

3 Plea Guilty .94 .2805 .27 1.07 1780 .19

4 Plea Not Guilty 3.04 .0465 .14 1.88 0411 .08

5 Pretrial MNotions : 1,35 .1083 .15 1.97 0746 .18

6 Pretrial Conference . 9.8 .0010 .01 11.4 .0031 .04

7  .Uncontested Court Trial 9.1 L0044/ .04 11,7 .0044 .05

8 Contested Court Trial 17.9 L0176 .32 12,5 .0239 .30

9 Jury Trial 108.,0 .0009 .10 142.7 .0008 .11
Total Disposition Weight 1.13 : 1,13
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings ) . .9042 L9741
Total Filing Weight 1.02 1.19
Rounded off Value : 1.0 1.1

a/ Used State average



Court Municipal

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Type
Proceeding Intoxication
Activaty Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles Countw
. . Average Time Frequencey Average Time Frequency
No, Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min‘Action) (Actions Dispo)
1 Dismissal 7.22 .0248 .18 .96 .1713
2 Continuance 3.44 .0677 .23 3.26 .1243
3 Plea Guilty 1.26 .9552 1.20 .66 ..6793
4 Plea Not Guilty 4.48 .1385 .63 2.12 .0995
5 Pretrial Motions 5.67 .1103 .63 3.65 . 0992
6 Uncontested Court Trial 7.5 .0009 .01 9.3 .0018
7 Contested Court Trial 28.2 . Q044 .12 38.5 . 0045
8 Jury Trial 60.0 . 0007 .04 205.7 . 0006
7
|
-8
Total Disposition Weight 3.04
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings .9618
Total Filing Weight 2.92
Rounded off Value 2.9

.9764
1.86
1.9



g;:;t Municipal _ CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Proceeding Other Misdemeanors
Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County
No. Description ?nignigtig:i (Aizigzzsg{spo) Weight ?;?;éiitié:$ (Agiigﬁgégiﬁngl Weight
1 Dismissal 5,74 .1406 .81 5.81 .1852 1.08
2 Continuance 2,64 .5350 1.41 2,58 .8665 2,23
3 Plea Guilty 4,71 .9027 4,26 5,24 - .7032 3.68
4 Plea Not Guilty 9,36 .1863 1,74 2.92 L2657 .78
5 Pretrial Motions 6.57 .4309 2,83 4.81 .4187 2.01
6  Pretrial Conference 4.5 .19942/ .90 4.6 .1994 ’ .92
7 Uncontested Court Trial 15.2 .01582" .24 10.1 L0158 .16
8 Contested~Court Trial 66.0 .0323 2,13 58.4 .0264 1.54
9 jury Trial 520.8 0144 7.50 474.8 .0130 6,17
Total Disposition Weight 21.82 18,57
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 1.00 . .8920
Total Filing Weight 21.82 16.56
Rounded off Value : 22 17

a/ Used State average



g?:;t Municipal CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Proceeding Civil
Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County
o, Deseription m;?ﬁitm‘; (Agigg::?g){spo) Weight (ifinshetion)  (actiane/o)
1 Dismissed - - - 16,18 .0069
2 Continuance or Off Calendar 15,08 .2139 3,22 20,08 . 0363
3 Other Motions 4,94 .3898 1.93 7.31 ) .2642
4 Uncontested Court Trial 6.1 .2304 1.41 4.7 .2522
5 Contested Court Trial 105.2 . 0567 5.86 147.6 .0628
6 Jury Trial 574.6 .0008 .46 572.7 ,0034
Total Disposition Weight 12,98
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 6758
Total Filing Weight 8.77
8

Rounded off Value

¥eight

L1l

15.18

. 7652
11.62
12



L3

Court Municipal

State less Los Angeles County

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Type
Proceeding  Small Claims
Activity Los Angeles County
. Average Time Frequency Average Time
No. Description (Min, Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (MinzAction)
1 Uncontested Court Trial 4.78 .4088 1.95 4,85
2 Contested Court Trial 15.3 .3875 5,94 14.4
Total Disposition Weight 7.89
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings .7586
Total Filing Weight 5.99
Rounded off Value 6

A

Frequency
ti

;

.4623

.4870

Weight

2,24

7.01



Court gan wrapcisco Municipal CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Type

Proceeding Parking

Activity Los_Angeles County San Francisco Municipal Court Only

, o Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency

Yo, Description (Min/Action) (Actions./Dispo) Weight (Min/Action) ions /D3 Welght

1 Protest Calendar - Bail Setting 1.2 L0314 .0385

2 Booking Calendar - Arraignments, Pleas, .2 .0423 ,0071

etc,

Total Disposition Weight N '0452
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings . '8969
Total Filing Weight ~0i2
Rounded off Value -0



APPENDIX F
CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
SUPERIOR COURT



g;;;t Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Proceeding Criminal
Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles Coupty
No. Description ﬁf?}%itﬁﬁ? ) (Aiiigﬁ%s{spo) Weight ‘?ﬁﬁ?ﬁitﬁ“ﬁ Fﬁquency _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 Motion 43,1 L0775 3.3 26,7 L0908 2,42
7 Section 1538,5 Motion 94.3 0617 5.8 43.3 L0650 2.81
8 Other Motions 31,9 5452 17.4 15.9 1.0771 17.13
9 Court Trial - Transcript Only 25.3 ) .1843 ’ 4.9 43_3 . .0192 0.83
10 Court Trial - Transcript and Testimony 64.0 .0997 6.4 73.9 0097 Q.72
11 Court Trial - Regular 100.9 .0750 7.6 266,0 .0208 3.56
12 Jury 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

Totzl Disposition Weight

Ratio -~ Dispositions to ¥ilings
Total Filing Weight

Rounded off Value

144.2

<9451

136.3
136

174.91

.8545
149.46
150



Court __ Superior
Type
Proveeding _ juvenile Delinguency

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Activity Los Angeles County

" ) Average Time Frequency

No, Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight

1 Continuance 14.86 .1920 2.8

2 Detention Hearing - Uncontested 10.9 .8714 9.5

3 Detention Hearing - Contested 12.3 .3035 3.3

4 Adjudication Hearing - Uncontested 16.6 1.2720 21.12

5 Adjudication Hearing - Contested 64.0 .29830 18.75

6 Dispositional Hearing - Uncontested 14.9 .8812 13,13

7 Dispositional Hearing - Contested 26,2 .0903 2.37

8 Other Hearings or Motions 7.7 1.8568 14.30
Total Disposition Weight 85,7
Ratio -~ Dispositions to Filings .9318
Total Filing Weight 79.9
Rounded off Value 80

State _less Los Angeles County

Average Time

Frequency

(Min_ Action) = (Actions Dispo) Weight
12.4 .0626 ST
11.2 .7458 8.38
22.8 .0344 .78
13.9 1.371 19.0
93.9 .1014 9.5
12,4 7374 9.1
37.0 .0375 1.4

7.1 .7988 5.7
54,63
.9823
53.66
54



Court Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Type
Proceeding Juvenile Dependency
Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles Coupty
X . Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequenc

No. : Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min/Action) (Agﬁigns/p{spg) Weight

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

2 Detention Hearing - Uncontested 6.9 .7746 5.3 10.5 7201 ) 7.8

3 Detention Hearing - Contested 14.6 .230% 3.4 15.5 .0287 .4

4 Adjudication Hearing - Uncontested 16.0 .7648 12.3 12,0 . .8321 10.0

] Adjudication Hearing - Contested 70,1 .2293 " 16.1 102,2 .0722 7.4

] Dispositional Hearing ~ Uncontested 11.3 .9061 10,2 - 9.9 .4722 4,7

7 Dispositional Hearing -~ Contested 18,2 .1831 3.3 24.5 ,0742 1.6

8 Other Hearings or Motions ' 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
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



Court Superior

Type
Proueedlnqrwﬂﬂaneas Corpus

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County
. L Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency "
No, Description (Min‘Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min’Action) (Actions ‘Dispo) Weight
All Dispositions 17.29 1,000 17.3 17.29 1.000 17.3

Total Disposition Weight

Ratio - Dispositions to Filings
Total Filing Weight

Rounded off Value

17.3
.9095

15.7

16

17.3
.9095

15.7

16



|

Court Superior B CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Type
Proceeding Probate and Guardianship
Activity ' Los Angeles Countyﬁ/ State less Los Angeles Coupty
; . . Average Time . ' Frequency Average Time Frequenc
No. Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min/Action) (Ag;iggsgnyjspg) Neighr

1 Continuance and Off Calendar 2,0 .8950 1.79 2,0 .3295 .66

2 Other Motions or Uncontested Petitions 7.7 1,1355 8,74 4.3 1.,0163 4.37

3 Contested Court Trial or Hearing 222.,5 .0129 2.87 222.5 ,0185 4.12

4 Jury Trial 1166.0 .0008 .93 1166.0 . .0012 }1.40

5 Supervisory Orders 5.6 1,9999 11.20 5.6 2,0654 11,57
Total Disposition Weight 25,53 22,12
Ratio -~ Dispositions to Filings .9103 .8886
Total Filing Weight 23,24 19.66
Rounded off Value 23 20

a/ 'Used statewide averages for certain values



COUPE __ SUDRIMON. ot osmemme e CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
ype ,

Proceeding  pamily Law

Activity Los_Anpeles County - State less Los Angeles County
, X Average Time Frequency Average Time Freguenc
NO, Description {YinsAction) (Actions /Dispo) Weight (Min. Action) (AgtignﬁAQ¥an) JWeight
1 . Continued and Off Calendar 21,4 . 4201 8.99 3.1 6181 1.82
2 Uncontested and Default Dissolution 3,1 L7486 6.06 7.36 L8058 5,93
Hearing
3 Contested Dissolution Hearing 304,6 0707 21.54 180.71 L0610 11.02
4 Orders to Show Cause 22,2 4169 9.26 21,39 . 4347 9.30
5 Hearings on Modification of Judgment 29.7 .1409 4,18 i5.31 .2243 3.66
ryy
]
@
Total Disposition Weight 50.03 31,83
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings .8654 L8341
Total Filing Weight 43,30 26,55
Rounded off Value ' 43 27



FAES

gsggt Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Proceeding Personal Injury, Death and Property Damage

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Anpgeles County
. . Average Time Frequency ) A i

No. - " € verage Time Frequency

o Description (Min/Acticn) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (MinsAction) (Agti2555D15nq) Weight

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

2 Other Motions 26,31 . 4403 11,58 17.45 7754 13.53

3 Pretrial Conference ' 19.1 .0034 . .06 49,2 - -, 0682 3.36

4 Trial Setting Conference : 6.8 L1481 1.01 14.5 1226 1.78

5 Settlement Confe.sence 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 Trial 1383.6 ©,0311 43.03 1360.1 .0560 76.17
Total Disposition Weight 93.35 115.51
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings L7126 .7583
Total Filing Weight 66.52 87.59

Rounded off Value 67 88



8-

gOUPt Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
ype
Proveeding  Eminent Domain

Activity Los Anpeles County State less Los Angeles County
. X Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequency

No. Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight (Min/Action)  (Actions/Dispo) _Weight

1 Hearing on Motions 13,33 1.2032 16.0 50.18 .2303 11.56

2 pPretrial Conference 24.3 .4355 10.6 73.1 .0561 4,10

3 Trial Setting Conference - - - 48.6 ©.05661 2,73

4 Settlement Conference . 34.8 .0258 .9 61.3 .0505 3.10

5 Uncontested Court Trials and Defaults 5.2 4272 2,2 4.7 .2293 1.08

6 Contested Court Trials 698.8 .0831 58.1 477.4 .0630 30.08

7 Jury Trials 2114.4 .0191 40.4 1666.0 ,0497 | 82.80
Total Disposition Weight 128.2 135.45
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings 1.000 .6302
Total Filing Weight 128,2 85.36

Rounded off Value 128 85



g;;;t Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
Proceeding_ - gther Civil Coemplaints

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles Countvy
No. Description (fin/hctions  _(Actions/Dispo) _ Weight (inshetion  (4ctions:pisge)
1 Continuance and Off Calendar 18.77 4771 8.95 ‘ 17.56 .3247 5.70
2 Other Motions 44.7 1.1355 50,76 40,36 .7904 31.80
3 Pretrial Conference 77.5 .0063 49 a 76.30 "L0400" 3,05
4 Trial Setting Conference ) 10,7 .0335 . .38 7.9 L1187 .94
5 Settiement Conference 59.3 +1378 8.17 : 50.5 .1044 5,27
6 Uncontested Court Trials and Defaults 27.7 .1986 5,50 11.8 2761 3.26
7 Centested Court Trials A ' 986.1 .1248 123.07 568.6 .1358 77.22
8 Jury Trial 2639.6 . .0118 31.41 2219 .4 .0143 31.74
Total Disposition Weight . 228.73 159.08
Ratio - Dispositions to Filings .6211 : .6805
Total Filing Weight 142.06 ' 108,25

Rounded off Value . 142 108



gourt Superior CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
ype
Proceeding__ other Civil Petitions
Activity Los_Angeles County State less Los Angeles County
i X Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequenc
No. Description (Min Action) (Actions./Bispo) Weight (Min/Action) {Aqtigngfugsng) Weight
1 Pretrial Hearings and Hearings on 8.23 .7391 6.08 6.66 .6520 4.34
Uncontested Petitions
2 Hearings on Contested Petitions 336 .0203%/ 6.82 280.31 .0203 5,69
=
)
M
o
Total Disposition Weight 12,90 10.03
Ratio -~ Dispositions to Filings .83428 .8561
Total Filing Weight 12,16 8,59
12 9

Rounded off Value

a/ Used statewide average
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gourt Superior , CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
ype
Proceeding Insanity

Activity i Los Angeles County State less Los_Angeles County
L ' Average Time Frequency Average Time Frequenc

No. Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight {Min/Action) iq LY ! Weight _

1 Continuance and Off Calendar 22,2 .2312 5.1 8.3 ,2395 1.99

2 Other Moticns 20,0 .5665 11.3 19.1 .0518 : .99

3 Uricontested 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
Ratic - Dispositions to Filings o 1.000 -8281
Total Filing Weight 28.6 17.95

Rounded off value 29 18



At §

Court Superior

Type
Proceeding  Appeals

CALCULATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS

Activity Los Angeles County State less Los Angeles County
L Average Time Average Time Frequency

No. Description (Min/Action) (Actions/Dispo) Weight {(Min/Action) ~ (Actions/Dispo) Weight

1 Criminal Appeals 96.3 150.0 .3736 56.0

2 Civil Appeals 52.6 231.0 . 1857 42,9

3 Trial de Novo - Small Claims 15.5 38.5 ©,4407 17.0
Total Disposition Weight 164.4 115.9
Ratio . Dispositions to Filings 1.000 8680
Total Filing Weight 164.4 100.7
Rounded off Value 164 101



CONTINUED
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APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS
MUNICIPAL COURTS

APPLICATION ACTUAL . AUTHORIZED
. . OF EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF JUDICIAL b/
RECOMMENDED JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS ~
COUNTY/COURT WEIGHTS 2/ (1970/71) .WEIGHTS . (6/30/71)
Alameda
Alameda .8 1.1 .9 | 1
Berkeley-Albany 3.3 3.8 2.7 4
Fremont 2.4 2.1 2.3 2
Livermore ' 6 6 7 1
Oakland-Piedmont 13.2 12.7 13.9 14
San Leandrou 5.7 5.0 5.8 5
Butte
APPENDIX G . o
APPLICATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS - Chico 1.1 1.1 1.0 1
MUNICIPAL' COURT - . Contra Costa | |
“ Mt. Diablo 2.8 2.4 2.8 2
Richmond 2.1 3.0 2.0 3
River 1.2 1.1 1.1 1
San Pablo 1.0 1.3 1.0 1
Walnut Creek 1.8 2.2 1.9 2
Fresno
Fresno 6.5 6.6 : ‘6.7 6
Humboldt
Fureka 1.1 _ 1.3 1.0 1
. Kern

Bakersfield 4.5 5.0 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,

G-1



COUNTY/COURT

Los Angeles

Alhambra
Antelope
Beverly Hills
Burbank
Citrus
Compton
Culver
Downey
E. 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

Central

APPLICATION ACTUAL AUTHORIZED

OF EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF JUDICIAL

RECOMMENDED JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS

WE IGHTS (1970/71) WEIGHTS (6/30/71)
2.3 3.1 2.3 3
1.4 2.0 1.4 2
3.3 4.2 3.5 4
1.5 2.3 1.6 2
5.6 5.8 5.4 6
6.9 6.1 6.6 7
1.1 1.2 1.2 1
4.0 4.0 4.1 4
4.9 5.5 4.9 6
5.2 4.0 5.2 4
2.1 2.9 2.1 3
5.2 4.1 5.1 4
8.4 8.2 8.5 8
75.5 70.4 72.0 76
9.7 3.5 2.7 3
1.5 1.9 1.8 2
3.9 4.2 3.9 5
3.2 2.9 3.0 .3
3.7 4.2 3.5 4
1.5 1.4 1.4 1
2.6 3.3 2.6 4
6.8 3.9 6.5 4
1.9 2.2 1.7 2
3.7 4.0 3.8 4
3.9 3.1 3.9 3

G-2

Monterey
Monterey

Salinas

Orange

C. Orange Co.
N. Orange Co.
Orange Co. Harbor
Orange South

W. Orange Co,.

Riverside

Coromna
Desert

Riverside

Sacramento

Sacramento

San Bernardino

San Bernardino

San Diego

El Cajon
N. Co. San Diego
San Diego

San Francisco

San Francisco

San Joaquin

Lodi

Stockton

S. San Joaquin

APPLTCATTON
O
RECOMMENDID
WEIGHTS

12.2

18.5

18.7

ACTUAI

BQUIVALENT APPLICATION oOr
JUDGES CURRENT JC
(1970/71) WEIGHTS
2.2 2.0
2.1 2.0
8.1 8.8
8.1 7.9
3.3 3.8
2.2 2.4
7.6 7.4
1.1 1.1
2.7 2.0
4.7 4.2

10.1 12.0

10.9 9.3
3.7 3.3
3.8 4.4

22.0 21.0

17.5 18.5
1.1 .8
3.8 4.2

.4 .2
G-3

AUTHORIZED
JUDICTAL

POSITIONS

(6/30/71)

N W W

10

10

23

19



COUNTY/COURT

San Mateo
C. San Mateo
N. San Mateo
S. San Mateo

Santa Barbara

Santa BRarbara
Santa Maria

Santa Clara

Los Gatos

Palo Alto-Mt. View

San Jose
Santa Clara
Sunnyvale

Santa Cruz

Santa Cruz Co.,
Solano

Fairfield

Vallejo

Sonoma

C. Sonoma

S. Sonoma Co.,
Stanislaus

Modesto
Tulare

Visalia
Ventura

Ventura

TOTAL e e e e
Participants

Non~Participants

APPLICATION ACTUAL AUTHORIZED

OF EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF JUDICIAL

RECOMMENDED JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS

WEIGHTS (1970/71) WEIGHTS (6/30/71)
2.5 3.1 2.7 3
2.6 3.0 2.8 3
2.8 3.5 2.9 3
3.5 3.5 3.5 3
1.2 1.2 1.1 2
1.3 1.2 1.3 1
2.9 3.8 3.1 4
9.4 10.0 9.7 10
1.4 2.5 1.5 2
1.8 2.1 1.8 2
2.4 2.2 2.4 2
.9 1.4 1.0 1
1.5 2.0 1.5 2
2. 2.4 2
.7 1.1 .7 1
2.9 3.0 2.9 3

1.2 1.6 1.2 1 ‘

7.0 6.8 7.0 7
372.6 377.3 371.9 385
213.6 208.0 213.1 215
159.0 169.3 158.8 170

G-4

APPENDIX H
APPLICATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS
SUPERIOR COURT



APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS

SUPERIOR COURT

APPLICATION ACTUAL APPLICATION AUTHORIZED
OF EQUIVALENT OF JUDICIAL
RECOMMENDED JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS
COURT _ WEIGHTS 2/  (1970/71) WEIGHTS  (6/30/71)
COURTS PARTICIPATING
IN STUDY
Alameda , . . . + & 24.1 25.9 27.2 27
Contra Costa , , . 10.8 10.8 11.6 11
Fresno ., . « . o . 8.1 9.8 8.4 10
Kings « o o ¢ o o & 1.1 1.0 1.0 - 1
APPENDIX H Los Angeles . . . . 210.7 200.5 210.0 205
APPLICATION OF RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS Monterey . . . . . 6.2 5.3 6.1 ]
SUPERIOR COURT . . NapPa 2 e e e .. s 1.9 2.0 1.8 2
orange . . . . . .. 28.5 27.7 31.6 o9 B/
- Placer . . . . . . 2.2 2.5 2.1 2
Riverside . . . . . 10.7 12.4 11.6 12
Sacramento ., ., . . 15.4 16.9 16.9 17
San Bernardino . . - 15.9 14.9 17.2 15
San Diego . . . . 28.9 28.0 , 30.3 28
San Francisco . . . 26.4 30.5 31.1 31.5
San Joaquin . . . . 7.1 6.2 7.3 6
Santa Clara . . . . 23.1 22.4 26.3 22
Somoma . . . . . . 4.4 5.2 4.4 5
Sutter ., . . . . . S S 1.6 1.0 1
Tulare . . . . . & 4.0 3.2 4.0 3
Yuba . ¢ 4 4 o oe 1.1 1.5 1.1 2

SUB TOTAL 431.7 428.3 451.0 434.5

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



APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS : APPLICATION OF WEIGHTS

SUPERIOR COURT T SUPERIOR COURT
APPLICATION ACTUAL  APPLICATION AUTHORIZEL APPLICATION ACTUAL  APPLICATION AUTHORIZED
OF EQUIVALENT OF JUDICI AL OF EQUIVALENT OF JUDICIAL
RECOMMENDED = JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS RECOMMENDED JUDGES CURRENT JC POSITIONS
COURT WEIGHTS (1970/71) WEIGHTS (6/30/71) COURT WEIGHTS (1970/71) WEIGHTS (6/30/71)
NON-PARTICIPANTS : NON-PARTICIPANTS
1 ~ 2 JUDGE COURTS ; REMAINDER
Alpine . b . . . * 03 93 ° 03 1 Butte . . . . . . 2-0 2'9 2'0 3
Amador , . . . . . .3 .7 .3 1 Humboldt . . . . 2.2 3.0 2.2 3
Calaveras . . . . .7 .9 7 1 Kern . « « & o . 7.0 8.5 7.0 9
COlusa . . . . . o 05 .7 °4 1 . Marin . . [} * L} . 4.2 6'8 402 6
Del Norte . . . . .5 .8 .5 1 Merced . + .+ & & 2.7 2.6 2.7 3
El Dorado . . . . 1.5 2.1 1.5 2 San Luis Obispo . 2.6 2.9 2.7 3
Glenn . . o o o .4 1.0 4 1 ) San Mateo . « « . S 12.6 14.3 13.7 14
Imperial . . . . . 2.2 2.0 2.1 2 Santa Barbara . . 6.0 8.2 6.0 7
INYO v v v o o o .4 1.0 ! 1 Santa Cruz . . . : 2.8 2.9 2.8 3
Lake . . . . . . . n7 1.0 -7 1 g. SOlanO hd . . b4 . 3'4 4.3 306 4
Lassen . . . + . . .5 .9 i 1 ? Stanislaus . . . 5.7 5.0 5.7 5
Madera . . o o o . 1.0 1.6 1.0 1 é; Ventura . . . . . . 6.5 7.9 6.8 9
MariposSa . . o« o« « .1 o7 .1 1 @
p } SUB TOTAL . . «“ e ’ 5717 69 -3 5994‘- 69
Mendocino . o« « 2.0 2.0 1.9 2 I :
Modoc . . e . e 3 -9 -2 ! TOTAL o « o o o .+ 510.0 525.9 530.2  534.5
MONO + o o« o o o 02 5 .2 1 . .
Nevada , & o, o . .7 1.0 o7 1 . . " " % * *
PlumasS o+ o o o o o 4 .9 .4 1
San Benito . . . . .4 .6 .4 1 SUMMARY
Shasta + o o o« o W 2.7 2.1 2.5 2 . ‘ .
Sierra 1 4 1 1 COURTS PARTICIPATING IN STUDY 431.7 . 428.3 451.0 434.5
SiSk' 13 . . [ ™ 10 1-2 0 *
ryou 0 o 1 NON-PARTICIPANTS
Tehema , . . .+ . . .8 1.1 .7 1 i i )
Trinity 2 9 9 1 : 1 - 2 Judge Courts . . 20.6 28.3 - 19.8 31
Tuolumne . . . . . .9 1.0 .9 1 § Remainder. . . . . . . 57,7 , 69.3 59.4 69
YOlo v v v v v . . 2.1 2.0 2.1 2 | 510.0 ' 525.9 530.2 534.5
SUB TOTAL A 20.6 28.3 19-.8 31
H-3
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PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS
. SUPERIOR COURTS

. ACTUAL
- AUTHORIZED EQUIVALENT ‘ APPLICATION OF
JUDICIAL JUDICIAL RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS-E/
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 26.8
Contra Costa 11 10.8 10.8 11.3 11.7 12.0
Fresno 10 9.8 8.1 7.8 8.0 8.2
Kings 1 1.0 1.1 .9 1,0 1.0
Los Angeles 205 200.5 210.7 218.8 225.1 231.3
Monterey 5 5.3 6.2 7.0 7.4 7.7
Napa 2 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.0 2.2
Orange 292/ 27.7 28.5 31.4 33.1  34.8
Placer 2 2.5 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.4
) APPENDIX I ' « Riverside 12 12.4 10.7 10.5 10.8 11.0
PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITION REQUIREMENTS Sacramento : 17 16.9 15.4 16.0 16.3 16.6
PARTICIPATINC COﬁRTS . San Bernardino 15 14.9 15.9 17.3 17.9 18.4
) San Diego 28 28.0 28.9 30.3 31.5 32.6
San Francisco 31.5 30.5 26.4 27.8 28.7 29.6
San Joaquin 6 6.2 7.1 7.2 7.4 7.5
Santa Clara 22 22.4 23.1 24.8 25.8 26.7
Sonoma 5 5.2 4.4 4.3 4.6 4.8
Sutter 1 1.6 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Tulare 3 3.2 4.0 4.3 4.6 4.8
Yuba 2 1.5 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2
TOTAL , 434.5 428.3 431.7 451.4 466.7 480.7

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-1



PROJECTED JUDICIAL POSITON REQUIREMENTS
MUNICIPAL COURTS

ACTUAL
AUTHORIZED EQUIVALENT APPLICATION OF a/
JUDICIAL JUDICIAL RECOMMENDED WEIGHTS —
POSITIONS POSITIONS
COUNTY-COURT (6/30/71) (1970/71) 1970/71 1971/7% 1972 1972-73

Alameda

Fremont 2 2.1 2.4 2.7 2.9 3.1

Oakland-Piedmont 14 12.7 13.2 15.2 16.0 16.8
Fresno |

Fresno 6 6.6 6.5 6.7 7.3 7.8
Los Angeles ‘

Citrus 6 5.8 5.6 5.1 5.2 5.2

E1l Monte 4 4.0 5.2 5.8 6.2 6.7

Long Beach 8 8.2 8.4 8.3 8.5 8.6

Los Angeles 76 70.4 75.5 77,2 77.5 77.7

Los Cerritos .5 2.7 2.7 2.8 3.0

Santa Anita 1 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.7
Monterey

Monterey-Carmel 2 2.2 2.1 2.4 2.5 2.6
Orange

Central 8 8.1 8.7 9.6 10.2 10.8

South 2 2.2 2.5 2.8 2.9 3.0
Riverside

Riverside 5 4.7 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.4
Sacramento :

Sacramento 10 10.1 12.2 13.0 13.6 14,1
San Diego

San Diego 23 22.0  18.5 19.5 20.1  20.6
San Francisco

San Francisco 19 17.5 18.7 19.7 20.2 20.6

_@/ 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,



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 Joaquin

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

!

1
|
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APPENDIX J
STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEM
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

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 1-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 Eguivalent 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



2.

entries that appear out of line when compared with pre-
vious months entries or tests for reasonableness. The
program will update the master file (MFg -~ New) and
summarize the data by fiscal year.

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.

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.

Soxt - A standard sort program will be used to rearrange

records by 1) Proceeding type and 2) Court.

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.

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 weights

each year.

OUTPUTS

3.1

Summary by Court by Quarter and Fiscal Year - A printout

produced upon demand that lists filings and dispositions



by court by quarier and fTiscal year with the current

Iiscal year on a year to date basis.

Input Listing ~ A monthly listing of all data entered

into the system for audit purposes to insure all data

is entered on file

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.

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.
Estimated Required
Judicial Positions
Actual Authorized
Fiscal Based on Based on Equivalent Judicial

Year Dispositions Filings Positions Positions

Immediate Prior
Year Only

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.

Annual Report Data - This output would display filing
and disposition data summarized by court within type of

J-4

proceeding in the manner currently displayed in the
Judicial Councils Annual Repoft.

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.



STATISTICAL REPORTING SYSTEM
Program and Operational Cost

1. . PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Computer
Man-Days Test Hours

1.1 Detailed Systems Design 5.0 -

1.2 Program Preparation

Sort (2.1 and 2.5) .5 .5
Edit (2.2) 10.0 3.0
Forecast (2.3) 18.0 4.0
Weights Application (2.4) 11.0 2.0
Annual Report (2.6) 8.0 2.0
Frequency of Occurrence (2.7) 13.0 3.0
{ 4
TOTAL 55.5 14.5

1.3 Summary of Costs

Systems Design and Programnming
55.5 man-days x 8 hours/day x $24/hour = $10,660
Computer Test Time

14.5 hours x $60/hour = 870
Key Punch

20 hours x $7/hour = 140
Project Management and Coordination

40 hours x $30/hour = 1,200
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS $12,870

2. OPERATIONAL COSTS

2.1 Data Entry (Key Punch)

- Based on Estimated 144,000 characters. input per month
36 hours key punch and verify x
$7 per hour x 12 mo./yr. = $3020



a/

2.2 Computer Costs

Monthly Run

.8 hrs/mo. x 12 mo./yr.
Annual Runﬂ/

TOTAL

Costs

Hours
per Year

W ©
S ®

|

jus]
\+}
)]

12.6 hours x $60/hour = $760 per year

2.3 Summary Costs

Data Entry

Computer Time

TOTAL OPERATIONAL COST PER YEAR

Assuming one run of programs per yearvr

$3020
760

$3780
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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 positidnsl/ 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
Janﬁary 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 1972. During the year 1971
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.



positions that can be justified in terms of work 1oad.g/ Other
non-work load factors have not been considered.g/

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 wiighted caseload system approved for use by the

Judicial Council.-= 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 1.
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SUPERIOR COURTS

MUNICIPAL COURTS

TYPE PROCEEDING

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

Felony

Selected Traffic

Other Traffic
Intoxication

Other Misdemeanors
Civil

Small - Claims

Parking (San Francisco)

TABLE T

Recommended Weights and Judge Year Values
(Minutes of case related time per filing)

APPROVED WEIGHTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

STATE LESS LOS ANGELES &/

136
80
86
16
23
43
67

128

142
12
29

164

51

13
1.0
2.9

22

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.

150
54
48
16
20
27
88
85

108

18
101

45
17
1.1
1.9
17
12

,041

APPROVED JUDGE YEAR VALUES

AUTHORIZED
JUDICTAL
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



TABLE II

FAIRVIEW COURT PROJECTED CASELOAD

AUTHORIZED
JUVENILE JUVENILE HABEAS PROBATE & FAMILY PERSONAL EMINENT OTHER CIVIL OTHER CIVIL JUDICIAL ACTUAL
PERIOD CRIMINAL DELINQUENCY DEPENDENCE CORPUS GUARDIANSHIP LAW INJURY DOMAIN COMPLAINTS PETITIONS - INSANITY APPEALS JUDGES POSITIONS EQUIVALEN1
Actual Filings i
1966 1,172 2,841 377 84 2,301 7,010 2,131 538 2,615 3,687 . 1,072 132 19 23 22.7
1967 1,557 3,564 516 136 2,422 7,810 2,076 326 2,676 3,632 1,194 168 21 25 23.4
1968 1,875 4,124 524 110 2,539 8,658 2,318 489 2,518 3,816 1,262 195 21 26 £.0
1969 2,213 4,602 606 98 2,650 9,227 2,733 551 2,558 3,672 946 251 22 27 25.9

1870 2,687 4,451 576 66 2,978 10,684 3,167 390 3,081 4,129 477 410 25 29 27.7

Projected Filings

1971 3,077 4,540 573 - 62 3,197 11,676 3,715 438 3,334 4,313 479 521
& 1972 3,488 4,574 573 62 3,471 12,774 4,235 438 3,656 4,555 479 644
Weighted Units 523,200 246,996 27,504 992 69,420 344,898 372,680 37,230 394,848 40,995 8,622 65,044
CURRENT AUTHORIZED POSITIONS
PROJECTED REQUIRED BY ASSIGNED FUNCTION
1972 /
CATEGORY WEIGHTED UNITS JUDICIAL POSITIONS 2/  REFEREES COMMISSIONERS JUDGES TOTAL RECOMMENDED
/
Juvenile 274,500 4.2 4 - 1 5 a2
Other 1,857,929 28.2 = - 24 24 28
Total 2,132,429 32,4 4 25 29 32

a/ Based on a "judge year" value of 65,800 minutes of
case related time available per year.

b/ Based on one referee reclassified as a commissioner and
assigned to other duties in the court.



i

Total Cases Awaiting Trial and

TABLE III

Fairview Cou

rt

Time to Trial for Civil Cases Tried

As of December 31, 1966-1970

CASES AWAITING TRIAL

MEDIAN IN MONTHS FROM
AT-~ISSUE MEMO TO TRIAL-—

a/

o TUDECTAL PER JUDICIAL OVER ONE PER JUDICIAL
FOR MONTH ENDING POSITIONS  TOTAL _ POSITION YEAR POSITION _
December 31, 1966 21 1,314 63 NA
December 31, 1967 23 1,628 71 NA
December 31, 1968 25 1,817 73 157 6
December 31, 1969 26 2,073 80 270 10
December 31, 1970 27 3,202 119 465 17

a/ Prior to September 1,
filed to trial date.

JURY
8
10
11
12.5
11

1967, median was computed from the date memo to set was

NONJURY

4
5
9

10.5



APPENDIX L
RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN JUDICIAL COUNCIL
REPORTING FORMS '




&

«

Municipal Court
Justice Court

SUMMARY FOR PERIOD OF

JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF

COUNTY OF..

THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

, 19

L CRIMI!NAL PROCEEDINGS (Inciuding Juvenile)

Traffi¢
Read Regulations on Musnicipal and Justice Mi':g:g:a“r‘:su Other
Court Reports before completing this form. Felony { Excluding * Selected {Excluding Tolal
Preliminaries Intoxication) Violations Parking) {ntoxication (Exttuding Parking) I flleyat Parlfinu R
Fitings:
1. Number of persons accused
Fal r?i gdg.
sd.
Dispositions: l
2, geifnlre (a) Bait forfeitures XX XX
a .
f {b) Dismissals |
(1) Without court appearance !
{2) After court appearance
{c) Transfers
(d) Convicted or bound over after
plea of guilty
(a) After Uncontested Trial i
3. Atter  (b) After Contested Trial |
Trial (1) Court
(2) lury XX XXX
(c) Juvenile Ordars XX XX XXX XXX
Other Data: I
4. Juries selected and sworn XX ‘
6, Jury verdicts XX :
6. Probation hearings %X
* Calif. Veh, Code Sections 14601, 20002, 23102, 23103, 23104, 23106,
Il. CIVIL ACTIONS
Civit
Smali Claims Total
Tort Dther
Filings: .
1, Number (a) involving $500 or less
filed {4y invalving more than $500 XXX
Disposifions:
2. Before  {a) Di Is for lack of prosecution
Trial {b} Other dismissals and transfers
{c) Judgments by clerk XXX XXX
(d) Summary judgments XXX
3. After {al After uncontested trial
Vrial (b} Afler cantested trial-
(1) Court Trial
Other Data: (2) Jury Trial XXX
4. Juries selected and sworn XXX
. XXX
5. Hearings of civil proceedings occurring before trial XXX
g. Hearings of civit proceedings occurring after trial -
REMARKS:
Date:.
Signature of Municipal Court Clerk or
Justice Court Judge
FORM 2.A L-1 DA ose !



THE JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

*If this report pertains Lo a branch (as defined by
the Regulations) give us name or location.

SUMMARY FOR THE MONTH OF
SUPERIOR COURT OF

*BRANCH

S8

I. CIVIl. PROCEEDINGS

Filings:

Ruud Rugulationx on Suparior Courf Reports 1o the FR?&?JTE ANQ»{:ZE:D?‘T ’,‘,‘,?D’°p”n‘°“p'£‘d¥$';,f€£§é“ ES‘%’:«%'?J e e
Judieial Council befors campleting this form. GU:SP:'AN ""E‘:A'T{*‘RZA:’:! vﬁ?ﬁce:n: OTHER PARCELS) chA?m_s BETITIONS
Fitings:
1 Mumher of “nses fited, |
Diaponitions:
2 Belore Trlal
{0y Tiamronaais for lock of prosecution’ |
(b} Qther dismisnols ond translers .
) Judgments by clark . IR .44 £XX %XX XXX | ¥XX AR
{41 Summary judgments
3 Abrar Triol
{a2) Pror to introduction of evidence
by beth sides
(bY Foliswing ntroduction of
cvidence by both sides  ~COUT!E ‘T,r.,i.al
QTHER DATA - Jury Trial
4, Juries Sworn . . . . . . .. ..,
5. Jury Verdicts , . e e e e
B. Stpervisory Orders/0SC's . . . « . . . .. XXX XXX XXX XXX AXX
T, Hew trinds o . L L0 oo
I, INSAMITY AND OTHER IMFIRMITIES Hi. JUVENILE
ana‘. Delinquency | Dependenzy
1 ) Fllings: Orig {Subs
1 Petitigns or offidavirs fited . . L. R " 1. Number of juvenites subject of original
Dispositionay petitions , ., . E S
2. Before Hearing Dispositions:
{0} Transferred or dismissed . 2. Befors Hearlng
3. After Hearlng (a) Tronsferred or dismissed
{8} Uncontasted L o e 3. Ahter Haaring
by Contasted Court Trial . {a) Uncontested . . .. . e
) bury Teiat ———— {b) Conrtasted )
Qrier Data: Other Doty
4, Jutes sworn | S 4. Hearings of Suppiemenial
petitions 4%
(a) Uncontested
(h) Cantested XAX
5. Datention hearings 4
6. Adnual Review YAX | XXX J
1V, CRIMINAL Y. APPEALS FROM LOWER COURTS
Fitings: From Justice Court ‘ Fram Murc1pol Cayrt
1. Number of defendants occused , . . .., . ... PR Civil_[Criminel ] Cowt Crimene!
Disponttions: Filipgs:
2. Bafore Triol 1. Apopellote deportment
fo} Dismissals . R e 2. Trial department-. . h:9.9:4
6) Tromsfers L. Disponitions:
(€] Convicred ofter plea of guilty |, ... ..., 3. Before hearing .. ... ..., .
3. After Trlol 4, Aftor hearing:
(e) Change of plea or dismissal ', ... .,... _— (o) Question of low:
(b} On rronscript of preliminary heoring | ., . PR (1} Without epinion .
{c} Other dispositions after start of trial K " (2) Memo opinion
{3) Written opinion:
Other Dota: a. Pyblished
4 Probotion hoorings —— b, Unpublished
5. demessworn - o m——— {b) Trial de nova XXX
& Jueverdiers L L -
7 New trigls L R e —
=
Yi. HABEAS CORPUS

Vo Penuiops fdegd, ..
Dispesitions:
2 Without hearing N

3 Alter huaring

DRBas La 4w

DATE

Signoture of Clerk

2)173-553 568 224 OsP



APPENDIX M )
TIME VALUE UPDATE SYSTEM
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN



JUDICIAL COUNCIL
WEIGHTED. CASELOAD SYSTEM
Time Value Update System

TIME VALUE UPDATE SYSTEM

i

PARLY IR UTR AR
ALTIVINY LESY]
fORN

Description of Inputs, Programs, and Outputs

T‘f 1,0 INPUTS
/ ; 1.1 Daily Activity Reporting Form -~ Data from the forms

¥CS TIHE

OATA : | shown in Appendix F will be keypunched on a daily basis

| : : during the study period.

1.2 Correction Data - Data rejected by the edit proéram

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

INPYT -

LISTING / 2,1 Sort - A standard sort program will be used to sort
= records by 1) court, 2) date, 3) line.

PRORATION MAKE : <
PROGRAW CORRECTIONS

2.2 Edit and Update Program - This program will be used.
to screen data, to rejebt records that do not pass the -

edit criteria, and to update the master file.

2.3 Proration Program - This program will perform the

SUMMARY

PROGRAK ff v 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 summarize the

| - -
W COURT ; .
[EEEEE: lEars coiion {a—1 e . ~data reported fur various types of reports required
. e =2 3 to analyze and present the data, ’ :
l .
Tistine A 2.5 Weights Calculation Program - Using disposition
REGRESS]ON : P y————
(a4 L_iﬁﬁ;‘ | - figures for the study period, the weighted values:
ome o1 —— L ; will be calculated by this program either for each

HIGH VOLUKE ANALYS1S
PROGRAM

ACTIVITIES
REGRESS | ON
DATA CAROS

| 3.6

2.7

court or for a group of courts.




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.

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.

Summary Reports - Special reports will be issued at

the conclusion of each study in the following formats:

Activity Report - Total Hours and Actions by:

- Court

- Activity

- Date

Date Report -~ Total Hours by:
- Court

- Date

. Summary Activity Report - Total Hours and
Actions summarized for all courts by activity.

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,

M-3

»

3.5 Regression Data Listing

A listing by date of

average time values and ratios of occurrence for
each high volume activity.,

3.6 Regression Data Cards

regression input data.

M-4

—

Cards punched with the



TIME VALUE UPDATE SYSTEM

Program and Operational Cost

1. PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT COSTS

1.1 Detailed Systems Design

1.2 Program Preparation

‘ Sort (2.1)
Edit (2.2)
R Proration (2.3)
. Summary (2.4)
¢ Weights Calculation (2.5)
o Court Combination (2.6)

Regression Analysis
Preparation (2.7)

TOTAL

1.3 Summary of Costs

o 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

Project Management and Coordination

30 hours x $30/hour

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS

Computer
Man-days Test Hours
5.0

.5 .5
15.0 3.0
15.0 3.0
2.0 1.0
8.0 2.0
1.0 s
5.0 2.0
51.5 12.0
$ 9890
720
140
900
$ 11,650

2. OPERATIONAL COSTS

(Based on a 100 judge study for 22 days)

2.1 Data Ehtry (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

L]

Weekly Update
. 1 hour x $60/hour x 4 weeks

Run at End of Study
10 hours x $60/hour

2.3 Summary Costs

Data Entry

Computer Tine
TOTAL CQOST PER STUDY

M-&

$140

$240

600
$840

$140

840
$980








