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I RALPH ANDERSEN AND ASSOCIATES 

June 30, 1975 

Mr. Ralph N. Kleps, Director 
Administrative Office of the Courts 
4200 State Building 
455 Golden Gate Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102 

Dear Mr. Kleps: 

We are pleased to submit our final report summarizing findings and 
recommendations resulting from the second year of the Judicial Im­
pact Analysis Project. 

During the first year of the project, a systematic procedure for 
determining the total impact of legislation on the courts was de­
veloped. Project goals during the second year were aimed at evalu­
ating the system for determining judicial impact, refining the 
system as appropriate, and making recommendations regarding the 
desirability and feasibility of analyzing court-related legisletion 
on a continuing basis. 

PROJECT EVALUATION 

A variety of activities were undertaken by project staff in order 
to evaluate the system for determining judicial impact. These ac­
tivities included widespread distribution of the first year report, 
as well as a series of field visits to court officials and other 
representatives of state and local government. The evaluation 
process confirmed that there is a need for a more comprehensive and 
continuing consideration of the impact of legislative proposals on 
the courts, and there was general agreement with respect to the 
following findings that are discussed more fully in Chapter II: 

• There is a need in the legislative process for 
greater factual input regarding the potential 
impact of legislative proposals on the courts • 

• Preparation and consideration of judicial impact 
reports should be a regular part of the legis­
lative process. 

The Judicial Council is the appropriate group 
to prepare judicial impact reports. 
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Hr. Ralph N. Kleps 
June 30, 1975 
Page two 

• The guidelines for determining the impact of 
legislation on the courts that were developed 
during the first project year represent a 
logical and comprehensive analysis process, 
and no substantive changes are necessary_ 

The preparation of judicial impact reports 
must incorporate input from local sources. 

• The judicial impact report process must be one 
that all involved in the legislative process 
can depend on. 

• The process should be coordinated with and be 
of benefit to all of those who are int6rested 
in court-relat.ed legislation. 

• Judicial impact reports can be helpful to those 
responsible for implementing legislation, as 
well as those responsible for adopting it. 

THE SYSTEM FOR DETERMINING JUDICIAL IMPACT 

The system for determining judicial impact that was developed 
during the first project year is summarized herein in Chapter III. 
It is, of course, described in considerable detail in the first 
project year report, and it is important to emphasize that the 
second year evaluation did not indicate any need for substantive 
change.· However f the evaluation process did emphasize th~.· impor­
tance of developing objective and uniform tools of analysis to be 
used in conjunction with the preparation of judicial impact reports. 
Accordingly, a.principal goal of the second project year was the 
development of standard measures of analysis as a supplement to 
the basic system for determining judicial impact. Standard meas­
ures of analysis utilize and build upon data that has previously 
been prepared by the Judicial Council in conjunction with its 
weighted caseload and nonjudicial staffing projects, and they 
represent a factual tool that can be helpful in determining the 
extent to which a specific legislative proposal will result in 
case disposition or fiscal impact. Chapter IV describes the de­
velopment and application of standard measures of analysis in 
detail. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The final chapter sets forth recommendations to the Judicial Council. 
The recommendations are the product of experience gained during the 
two project years, and they also reflect the comments and suggestions 
of others relative to an ongoing program of judicial i~pact analysis. 
Specifically, jt is recommended that the JUdicial Council: 

-4-
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Mr. Ralph N. Kleps 
June 30, 1975 
Page three 

• Endorse the concept that judicial impact 
reports should be prepared on a regular 
basis. 

• Assume the responsibility for preparing 
judicial impact reports. 

Approve as guidelines for preparing judicial 
impact reports those tools for analysis de­
veloped during the first two project years. 

• Prepare and submit a budget request for 
1976-77 to fund an ongoing judicial impact 
analysis team. 

• Use the third project year as a further 
transition period. 

As in the first year, project staff included Ralph Andersen, Dan 
Clark, Ron Franceschi, and Marge Allen. 

Sincerely, 

4L~ 
Ralph Andersen 

-5-
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Chapter I 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The Judicial Impact Analysis Project has completed its second 

year of operation. Broadly, the purpose of the project is to 

develop a practical system for evaluating the impact of legis­

lation on the court system before it is adopted, and to assess 

the feasibility of implementing such a system on a continuous 

basis. 

FIRST YEAR ACTIVITIES 

During the first project year, the following was accomplished: 

• Organization of an effective project team. 

o Classification of court-related legislation as 

a means of clarifying how legislation can affect 

the courts. 

Documentation of the legislative review process 

employed by others who follow court-related 

legislation as a means of identifying present 

analytic techniques, the extent to which these 

techniques are utilized, and the principal reasons 

why various groups and individuals analyze court­

related legislation. 

• Development of a conceptual approach for the 

practical analysis of court-related legislation. 

• Testing of the conceptual approach by preparing 

analyses of legislation considered at previous 

and current sessions of the legislature. 

-13-
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• Preparation of specific guidelines for deter­

mining the total impact of legislation on the 

court system. 

Development of a format for expressing the 

judicial impact report in writing~ 

Initial recommendations regarding the desira­

bility and feasibility of preparing judicial 

impact reports on a continuous basis, and 

organ~zational considerations pertaining 

thereto. 

The first year resulted in a final report entitled Guidelines 

For Determining the Impact of Legislation on the Courts. As 

the title indicates, the report sets forth a step-by-step 

process for analyzing legislation related to the courts, and for 

deter~ining caseload, case disposition, and fiscal impact. As 

an end product, care was taken to prepare the report in a way 

that it would serve as a working manual for those interested in 

or affected by the judicial process. While it summarizes pro­

ject activities during the first year, the heart of the report 

describes the development and application of the proposed system 

for determining judicial impact. As such, the report is helpful 

and can be utilized on a continuing basis not only by the Judicial 

Council and the Administrative Office of the Courts, sponsors of 

the project, but also by legislators, legislative committees, 

others involved in state and local government, as -well as those 

in the private sector who are interested in the impact of legis­

lation on the court system. 

SECOND YEAR ACTIVITIES 

The second year of the project was designed to supplement and 

build upon that which was accomplished during the first year. 

Overall project goals were to refine the proposed system for 

determining judicial impact, and to make more specific recom­

mendations regarding implementation of the judicial impact 

-14-

process on a continuing basis. This was accomplished, in part, 

by the following activities: 

• Involvement of legislative, court, county, and 

other appropriate personnel in a process designed 

to obtain their candid evaluations and suggestions 

regarding the workability and reliability of thff 

guidelines and system developed for determining 

the impact of legislation on the courts. 

• Refining the guidelines and system for determining 

impact on the basis of comments and suggestions 

received from the formal evaluation process, as 

well as from experience gained from preparing 

judicial impact reports. 

• Development of standard measures of analysis as 

a tool for facilitating the preparation of judi-

cial impact reports and for enhancing their validity. 

• Preparing pudicial impact reports for selected 

legislative proposals. 

This repor~ summarizes project activities for the second year. 

As with the first year, however, care has been taken to prepare 

the report in a way that it will be useful on a continuing 

basis to a broad array of groups and individuals who are inter­

ested in the impact of legislation on the courts. As such, the 

report contains (1) a complete restatement of the system for de­

termining the impact of legislation on the courts and (2) a com­

prehensive review of the development and application of standard 

measures of analysis as a tool in determining judicial impact. 

This report also sets forth a rationale for recommendations re­

sUlting from project activities during the 8econd year. Briefly, 

the recommendations to the California Judicial Council are as 

follows: 

-15-



• Endorse the concept that judicial impact reports 

should be prepared on a regular basis. 

• Assume the responsibility for preparing judicial 

impact reports. 

Approve as guidelines for preparing judicial im­

pact reports those analytic tools developed during 

the first two project years. 

• Prepare and submit a budget request for 1976-77 

to fund an ongoing judicial impact analysis team. 

• Use the third project year as a further transition 

period. 

The basis for each of these recommendations is developed more 

fully in succeeding sections of this report. 

-16-
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Chapter II 

PROJECT EVALUATION 

As outlined in the work program for the second year, an initial 

project activity was to obtain input and evaluation from those 

who are interested in or affected by court-related legislation. 

More specifically, the purpose of this element of the project 

was to solicit candid comments and suggestions regarding the 

guidelines for determining judicial impact, as well as the de­

sirability and feasibility of implementing such a program on a 

continuous basis. 

The Administrative Office of the Courts emphasized the impor­

tance of obtaining a comprehensive evaluation as a means of 

assuring that project activities were generally known and not 

conducted in a vacuum. The evaluation process resulted in gen­

eral agreement on certain points relative to the need for de­

termining the impact of legislation on the courts before it is 

adopted, and on factors that should be considered when imple­

menting such a program on a continuous basis. These comments 

are discussed herein and, to a great extent, are the basis for 

the recommendations that have been made as a part of this report 

relating to implementation of a continuing program of judicial 

impact analysis. 

APPROACH TO EVALUATION 

The evaluation process was accomplished in the follmving ways: 

• Distribution of the first year report - As indi­

cated previously, the principal end product of 

the first project year was a final report setting 

forth Guidelines for. Determining the Impact of 

Legislation on the Courts. This report was dis­

tributed, along with a letter from the Director 

-19-
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of the Administrative Office of the Courts, to the 

following groups and individuals: 

- Governor's Office 

- Members of the Legislature 

- Legislative committee staff 

- Representatives of various state 

agencies and departments 

- Members of the Supreme Court 

- Appellate court justices 

- Superior and municipal court 

presiding judges 

- Superior court administrators 

- Municipal court admi~~strators 

- County administrators 

- County clerks 

Municipal court clerks 

- U. S. Chief Justice 

- U. S. Court Administrator's Office 

- Chief Justices of other states 

- State Court Administrators 

- Groups and individuals in the 

private sector 

Meetings with various groups - Project staff also 

met wi.th various groups to brief them on the goals 

of the project and accomplishments to date, and to 

solicit their reactions and comments relative to 

the system for determining judicial impact. Those 

with whom meetings were held include: 

- Judicial Council 

- Department of Finance 

Office of Legislative Analyst 

- Attorney General's Office 

- Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

- California County Administrators Association 

- State Bar of California 

-20-

- Superior Court AdministFators 

- District Attorneys Association 

- California Probation and Parole Officers Association 

California Trial Lawyers 

- Department of Corrections 

- Department of Youth Authority 

- Department of Motor Vehicles 

County Clerks Association 

- American Civil Liberties Union 

- League of California Cities 

- Legislative Counsel 

- County Supervisors Association of California 

- Joint Legislative Committee on the Structure 

of the Judiciary 

- Selected legislative co~mittee staff 

Field visits - a series of field visits were made in order 

to review project activities with court officials and 

county officials interested in or affected by court­

related legislation. Specific visits were made with 

judicial and administrative personnel in the following 

counties: 

Alameda 

Contra Cost:a 

Orange 

San Diego 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara 

Santa Clara 

Sonoma 

Ventura 

Yolo 

• Other court contacts - Valuable information was received 

from other court officials through conversations and cor­

respondence as the project progressed during the second 

-21-
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year. Other courts that were contacted in addition 

to those referenced above, included those in the 

following counties: 

Los Angeles 

Fresno 

Riverside 

Sacramento 

San Bernardino 

Tuolumne 

All of those contacted by the project staff had received a copy 

of the first year report in advance. They were asked to evaluate 

the system for determining judicial impact, suggest needed 

changes, and to comment on other matters relative to the need 

for a continuing program. All were thoughtful in their comments, 

and the process of evaluation proved to be helpful by: 

opening up additional channels of communication 

between those involved in the legislative process 

and those affected by it. 

producing data that was necessary in the analysis 

of legislation. 

providing project staff with additional insight 

into local court processes. 

resul ting in a framework of comments that vdll be 

useful for subsequent decision-making. 

MAJOR FINDINGS 

At no point in the evaluation process was it suggested that 

there was not a need for a more direct and comprehensive con­

sideration of the potential impact of legislation on the courts~ 

On the contrary, there was general agreement that such a process 

was needed and would be helpful to groups and individuals in 

both the public and private sector. The overall comments, how­

ever, did provide insight into the parameters of such a program 

-22-

and, in this regard, there was general agreement with respect to 

the following: 

There is a need in the legislative process for 

greater factual input regar~ng the potential 

impact of legislative proposals on the courts. 

Numerous court-related proposals are introduced 

annually in the legislature. A variety of groups 

review these bills, including various offices 

within state government, organizations repre­

senting local government, and other statewide 

interest groups. However, none of these groups 

utilize a system that is designed to determine 

the total impact of legislation on the courts. 

In some cases this is due to lack of staff and 

in other cases it is because the interest of the 

group does not extend to the broad range of con­

siderations that are of concern to the court 

system as a whole. The Department of Finance and 

the Office of Legislative Analyst are concerned 

with an analysis of the fiscal impact of these 

bills on state and local government. However, 

local fiscal impact is only considered if a 

state-mandated cost is involved, and no attempt 

is generally made to determine the impact of the 

proposal on court caseload or case disposition 

time. 

• Preparation and consideration of judicial impa£! 

reports should be a regular part of the legisla­

tive process. 

Legislative proposals are often introduced without 

any consideration being given to the impact on the 

courts. Although attorneys and others connected 

with court-related legislation may be familiar 

with the judicial process, many are not familiar 

-23-



with daily courtroom activities from an operating 

and finance standpoint. Except for legislative 

representation by the Judicial Council, there is 

no authoritative source of information regarding 

the possible impact of legislative proposals on 

the courts. Thus, whenever a question arises as 

to potential impact, the result is likely to be 

speculation, confusion, or a simple disregard for 

potential impact. Rather, implementation is viewed 

as a "technical problem that can be worked out 

laterll. Judicial impact reports, it was suggested, 

could fill this void. However, they must become 

a regular part of the legislative process if they 

are to be looked to regularly as the authoritative 

analysis of potential impact. 

• The Judicial Council is the appropriate group to 

prepare judicial impact reports. 

While field visits indicated an awareness of the 

fact that the Legislative Analyst, Department of 

Finance, and Attorney General are all involved in 

the analysis of court-related legislation, all 

agreed that the Judicial Council was the appro­

priate group to prepare judicial impact reports. 

No one presently attempts to determine the total 

impact of legislation on the courts and, to the 

extent they do, must calIon the Judicial Council 

for factual data and information. This was em­

phasized by most of the evaluative comments, but 

was particularly stressed by the representative 

of the Legislative Analyst who indicated that they 

would either have to create a new data base, dupli­

cating that of the Judicial Council, or call di­

rectly on Judicial Council staff for information if 

they were to analyze the caseload, case disposition, 

and fiscal impact of court-related bills. The 

-24-

1 

Department of Finance also emphasized that it 

presently looks to the Judicial Council for factual 

information on judicial impact, but that it is not 

staffed to do in-depth analysis of court-related 

bills unless they involve a state-mandated cost. 

The Attorney General indicated that while they are 

interested in court-related legislation, their 

interests are more narrow. Accordingly, they felt 

that a more comprehensive analysis, similar to 

present analyses prepared by the Judicial Council 

for new judgeship proposals, would result if pre­

pared by the Judicial Council. 

The guidellnes for determining the impact of 

legislation on the courts that were developed 

during the first project year represent a logical 

and comprehensive analysis process, and no sub­

stantive changes are necessary. 

Numerous co~ents were made regarding the thorough­

ness of the proposed system for determining the 

impact of legislative proposals on the courts, and 

there was a consensus that it was appropriate to 

express and measure the effects of legislation in 

terms of caseload, case disposition, and fiscal 

impact. However, it was also emphasized that the 

guidelines for determining judicial impact repre­

sent only dn orderly framework for analysis, and 

that the credibility of any ongoing system would be 

based not on the guidelines but on a consistent 

record of objective and well-documented judicial 

impact reports. This emphasizes the need for, 

among other things, the development of tools of 

analysis that can be understood by laymen and 

helpful in dealing on a factual basis with varia­

tions in court workload, organization, and staffing. 

-25-



The preparation of judicial impact reports mus·t 

incorporate input from local sources. 

Both judicial and nonjudicial court officials, as 

well as representatives of county government, 

strongly expressed the belief that judicial impact 

reports should not be prepared in a vacuum, and 

that they should reflect considerable local input. 

Effective lines of communication between court and 

county officials and those involved in the prepara­

tion of judicial impact reports must be established 

to assure that local input will be received on a 

regular basis. These comments 'are significant in 

terms of the subsequent effectiveness of a judicial 

impact report process. Importantly, they are con­

sistent with the CGmrnents r8ceived from state legis­

lative officials and others who have emphasized 

that the analysis process, to be credible, must be 

well documented with facts that reflect local cir­

cumstances and conditions. 

• The judicial impact report process must be one that 

all involved in the legislative process can depend 

on. 

Most of those involved in the evaluation process com­

pared judicial impact reports to the type of legisla­

tive analysis presently carried on by the Legislative 

Analyst's office. In this regard, they tended to 

equate effectiveness with regularity, and they empha­

sized that the impact report process must become 

routine if those involved in the process are to rely 

on it as a principal indicator of potential impact. 

Not only do the reports need to be prepared with 

regularity, but those commenting felt that they also 

needed to be distributed widely and in advance of 

consideration by the legislature. 

-26-

The process should be coordinated with and of 

benefit to all of those who are interested in 

court-related legislation. 

As indicated, there is widespread interest in the 

preparation of judicial impact reports, but most 

of those expressing interest assume tha~ the repo~ts 

will not become an advocacy tool of the Judicial 

Council. Rather, legislators, legislative staff, 

and advocates for various interest groups all see 

the reports as being helpful to them in terms of 

determining the factual impact of a particular 

proposal-,-but they emphasize the reports can only 

be helpful if they are available. All emphasize 

that if the reports are to occupy a central place 

in legislative considerations, they must be avail­

able equally to all. 

• Judicial impact reports can be helpful to those 

responsible for implementing legislation, as well 

as those responsible for adopting it. 

Cou:ct and county government officials both indicated 

that judicial impact reports would be helpful to 

them, not only in terms of better understanding the 

implications of current legislative proposals, but 

also as a fiscal and administrative planning tool to 

assist in implementation. All too often, they point 

out, courts and counties are required to react 

hastily in terms of implementing legislation that 

has recently been adopted. 

-27-
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Chapter III 

THE SYSTEM FOR DETERMINING THE TOTAL IMPACT OF LEGISLATION 

ON THE COURTS 

A principal end product of the first project year was the de­

velopment of a system for determining the total impact of legis­

lation on the courts. In developing the system, it was pointed 

out that: ; 

the syst~m provides guidelines for an orderly 

thought process that can be utilized in the 

analysis of court-related legislation. More 

specifically, it sets for~h a systematic step-

by-step approach for determining the total im­

pact of court-related legislation. The approach 

is aimed at generally identifying what would 

happen to the courts if a specific legislative 

proposal was adopted, and it also emphasizes 

the importance of measuring the extent to which 

courts could be affected by the specific proposal. 

the system has been generally prepared so as to 

be of value to those interested in the adminis­

tration of the courts at both state and local 

government levels. As such, it should not only 

be useful to the Judicial Council and those in­

volved directly in the legislative process, but 

judges, court administrators, and county govern­

ment personnel should also find it helpful. 

During the second project year, both the evaluation process 

and the preparation of judicial impact reports have helped to 

test the system that was developed in the first year. Comments 

obtained during the evaluation process indicated on an essen­

tially unanimous basis that the system, as developed, is logical 
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and complete. Because the comments emphasized the importance of 

objectivity and factual documentation, however, more emphasis 

was placed during the second project year on refining the system 

through the development of standard measures of analysis that can 

be utilized as a factual tool in the analytical process. 

Over 50 judicial impact reports were prepared during the second 

project year, including revised reports to reflect the impact of 

amendments, and these also confirmed the basic usefulness and 

validity of the system that has been developed. The experience 

gained in preparing judicial impact reports emphasized the im­

portance of making realistic assumptions, but this is more a . 
function of staff experience in analysis than a refinement in 

the basic system for determining judicial impact. 

Thus, standard measures of analysis have been developed during the 

second project year for use in conjunction with the preparation of 

judicial impact reports, and they are outlined and discussed in 

detail in the next section and in the Exhibits. The basic ap­

proach to determining judicial impact continues to be the four­

step process as summarized on page 33~ The purpose of the process 

is to determine: 

th~ extent to which a legislative proposal will 

result in an increase or decrease in the number 

of cases coming to the courts. 

the extent to which a legislative proposal will 

have any effect on the time it takes to dispose 

of a case. 

" the extent to which a legislative proposal will 

result in an increase or decrease in the amount 

of fund~ required to operate the courts. 

-32-

FOUR-STEP PROCESS FOR DETERMINATION OF TOTAL IMPACT 
OF LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS, ON THE COURTS 

Step One READ THE BILL AND OBTAIN CERTAIN INFORMATION 

c Is the latest version of the bill being anctlyzed? 
Cl What does the bill provide? 
o Does the bill make technical or substantive changes? 
E> What court(s) would be affected? 
o When would the bill become operative? 

<>- Sfep Two DETERMINE HOW THE BILL WILL AFFECT THE COURTS 

4> COURT PROCEDURE 
o Will the bill add new or modify established 

procedures for bringing 0 person to trial? 
o Will the bill add new or modify estal:>lished 

procedures for conducting a trial? 
o Will the bill add new or modify established 

procedures for post-trial sentencing and ap­
peal? 

o Will the juriGdiction of a particular level of 
court (e,g., municipal, superior) be changed? 

o Will the jurisdiction of CO'Jrts in general be 
changed (e.g., as a result of adding or remov­
ing matters from the court process)? 

'" Will the bill establish new or modify existing 
authority of judges? 

o COURT ADMINISTRATION 
o Will the bill affect the duties and!or 

responsibilities of court personnel? 
" Will the bill authorize or require the hir­

ing of additional court personnel? 
o Will the bill require that certain court­

related facilities shall be provided? 
c Will the bill require certain records to 

be kept and! or furnished to others? 
o Will the bill specify operating hours for 

the courts? 
o Will the bill revise the organization of 

the courts? 

Q COURT FINANCING 
c Witl new sources of rev­

enue be provided? 
4> Will existing sources of 

revenue be increased, 
decreased or elimi­
nated? 

o Will the allocation of 
existing revenue sources 
be changed? 

a Will the present financ­
ing responsibility of the 
state or counties be 
changed? 

[<>--~ -:~--~-lJ"e-p-7fh-;-;-e-""Dm'-RM~'N-E=-=TH=E~IM=P-A=C-T=O~F """T-=H-E=B=IL-L-O-N~T=H=E-CO-U-RT=S-""""""====-==«>=--

<) CASEl0AD IMPACT 
l) Will '~he bill make access to the 

court easier or more difficult? 
c Will the bill shift a matter from 

one court to another? 
'" Will the bill increase or restrict 

appeal possibilities? 
" Will the bill expand or restrict 

matters presently subject to the 
court process? 

<>- Step Four 

" CASE DISPOSITION IMPACT 
" Wi!! the bill affect cm element of 

the pre-trial process? 
oil Will the bill affect an element of 

the trial process? 
o Will the bill affect an e!ement of 

the post-trial process? 
I) Will the bill change the responsi­

bility of The court, the judge, or 
non-judicial personnel? 

c Will the bill increase or decrease 
courf personnel and! orfacilities? 

PREPARE A WRITTEN ANALYSIS 

c F1SCAL IMPACT 
Q Will the bill require more or less person­

nel? 
El Will the bill necessitafe an increase or 

permit a decrease in services and sup­
plies? 

~ Will the bill necessitate additional capital 
outlay? 

" Will the bill change the amount of rev­
enue available to operate the court, or 
the manner in which it is allocated? 

" JUDICIAL IMPACT REPORT-ANALYSIS 
" Bill type, number and author 
o Date introduced 
., Date last amended 
(I General description of provisions 
o Affect on the courts 
., Analysis of total impact 
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As indicated, the systematic approach to the analysis of court­

related legislation that is recommended contains four basic 

steps, as follows: 

Step One -- Read the bill and obtain certain in­

formation necessary for a thorough 

understanding of its provisions. 

step Two -- Determine generally how the bill would 

affect the courts. In other words, 

would it affect the procedures, ad­

ministration, and/or financing of the 

courts. 

Step Three- Determine specifically the extent to 

which the bill would affect the pro­

cedures, administration, and/or fi­

nancing of the courts. In other words 

determine the caseload impact, the case 

disposition impact, and/or the fiscal 

impact of the bill. 

Step Four - Present the analysis of total impact 

in written form. 

Together, the steps represent a guide to the analysis of court­

related legislation. They set forth an organized thought process 

that is aimed at determining the total impact of legislation on 

the courts. Importantly, they are not intended as a substitute 

for legislative policy considerations. Rather, they are designed 

to supplement those considerations by providing the data and in­

sight necessary for informed decision-making. 

Application of the four-step process is described in detail in 

the first project year report. It is summarized below: 
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Read the Bill and Obtain Certain Information 

The purpose of this initial step is to place in 

perspective those elements of the bill that will be significant 

in terms of deterlnining total impact. Until certain information 

is obtained regarding the basic provisions and timing o~ the bill, 

it is not possible to determine how the bill might affect the 

procedures, administration, or financing of the courts, or what 

its resulting impact might be. 

In order to obtain the information that is necessary for a thorough 

understanding of the provisions of the bill, there are a series of 

questions that should be asked. These questions are listed below, 

and the significance of each is discussed in detail in the first 

project year report: 

Is the latest version of the bill being analyzed? 

• What does the bill provide? 

- What is the existing law, if any? 

- What changes in existing law does the bill propose? 

- Can the provisions of the bill be interpreted in 

more than one way? 

Does the bill make technical or substantive changes? 

• What court(s) would be affected? 

When will the bill become operative? 

Determine How the Bill Will Affect the Courts 

Prior to determining the total impact of a legis­

lative proposal on the courts, it is helpful to know what would 

happen to the courts if the bill was passed. In other words, 

would the provisions of the bill principally affect the proce­

dures, administration, and/or financing of the courts. 
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This information adds insight and meaning to the analysis of a 

legislative proposal by setting forth, in addition to a precise 

assessment of impact, the area or areas of court activity af­

fected. For example, the analysis of a bill imposing an addi­

tional hearing in certain cases might indicate that the bill 

would affect the procedures of the court, and that it would have 

both a specific case disposition impact (e.g., it would affect 

court calendars by imposing a delay of 30 days before a case 

could ) d f ' l' t (e g l't would increase go to trial an a lsca lmpac .• , 

costs $250,000 annually on a statewide basis). 

Court Procedures 

Legislative proposals affecting court procedures encompass all 

court-related activities con~erning civil and criminal matters. 

This includes pre-trial, trial and post-trial proceedings. Pre­

trial proceedings involve the process of bringing a person to 

trial, including the use of grand juries. Courtroom proceedings 

include the use of trial juries, the 

trial or hearing is to be conducted. 

use of evidence, and how a 

Post-trial proceedings 

include sentencing, awarding of civil remedies and the appeals 

process. The authority of a judge and what actions he is per~ 

mit ted or required to assume are also procedural matters. 

To determine whether a specific legislative proposal affects 

court procedures, it is helpful to ask a series of questions. 

These questions are listed below, and the significance of each 

is discussed in detail in the first project year report. 

• Will the bill add new or modify established 

procedures for bringing a person to trial? 

Will the bill add new or modify established 

procedures for conducting a trial? 

• Will the bill add new or modify established 

procedures for post"trial sentencing and appeal? 
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• Will the jurisdiction of a p~rticular level of 

court be changed? 

o Will the jurisdiction of courts in general be 

changed (e.g., as a result of adding or 

removing matters from the court process)? 

• Will the bill establish new or modify existing 

authority of judges? 

Court Administration 

Legislative proposals affecting court administration encompass 

the business of the courts--clerical processes, the flow of 

paper, records management, planning and research. They also 

consider changes in court personnel classification, compensation 

of judges, their benefits, and qualifications to hold office. 

Changes in calendar management, facilities and equipment, work­

load distribution and directives to court personnel to execute 

specific acts are included. The reorganization of courts in 

terms of the creation of a new type of court, the addition of 

a judgeship to a new court or the addition of a judgeship to an 

existing court are also matters of an administrative nature. 

To determine whether a specific legislative propoAal affects 

court administration, it is helpful to ask a series of questions. 

These questions are listed below, and the significance of each is 

discussed in detail in the first project year report: 

Will the bill affect the duties and/or 

responsibilities of court personnel? 

• Will the bill authorize or require the 

hiring of additional court personnel? 

• Will the bill provide that certain court­

related facilities shall be provided? 

Will the bill require ~ertain records to 

be kept and/or furnished to others? 
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~Vill the bill specif:r operating hours for 

the courts? 

• will the bill revise the organization of 

the courts? 

CaUl- t Finanoing 

Legislative proposals affecting court financing encompass the 

sources and use of revenues available to the court. Revenues 

from state and local sources include fees, fines, forfeitures, 

and penalty assessments. Changes in these and other revenue 

sources and their allocations affect the financing of the courts. 

Also considered are changes in state responsibility to reimburse 

local agencies for mandated services, proposals to shift court 

financing from one level of government to another, and fees 

'charged by individuals or agencies for services utilized by the 

court. 

To determine whether a specific legislative proposal affects 

court financing, it is helpful to ask a series of questions. 

These questions are listed below, and the significance of each 

is discussed in detail in the first project year report: 

• Will new sources of revenue be provided? 

Will existing sources of revenue be increased, 

decreased, or eliminated? 

• Will the allocation of existing revenue sources 

be changed? 

• Will the present financing responsibility of 

the state or counties be changed? 

Determine the Impact of the Bill on the Courts 

After obtaining a thorough understanding of the 
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legislative proposal and identifyin~ areas of court activity it 

will affect, it is important to determine the total impact of that 

proposal on the courts. In order to determine the total impact of 

legislation on the procedures, administration and financing of the 

courts, it is necessary to determine the following: 

1. Will the legislative proposal result in an 

increase or decrease in the number of cases 

coming to the courts? 

2. Will the legislative proposal have any effect 

on the time that it takes to dispose of a case? 

3. Will the legislative proposal result in an 

increase or a decrease in the amount of funds 

required to operate the courts? 

In some cases, legislation may have no impact. In other words, 

it will pertain to court procedures, court administration, and/or 

court finance, but its caseload impact, case disposition impact, 

an%r fiscal impact rna':, be negligible. In these cases, the 

legislation will mos~ l~lely be a technical change in law or a 

proposal that has no real implications except that it represents 

a basic policy decision that must be made by those involved in 

the legislative process. 

As in the previous two steps, the deternination of total impact 

requires that certain questions be asked. These questions are 

designed to indicate whether the legislative proposal is likely 

to result in caseload impact, case disposition impact, and/or 

fiscal impact. It is then necessary to make certain assumptions 

and calculations in order to determine the extent to which a 

particular type of impact may occur. 

Caseload Impact 

One way to summarize the actual impact of legislative proposals 

cn the couris is to indicate whether they will' result in an in­

crease or decrease in the number of cases coming to the courts. 

This is caseload impact. 
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In order to determine whether or not a bill is likely to affect 

court caseload, there are a series of questions that should be 

asked. These questions are listed below~ and the significance 

of each is discussed in detail in tha first project year report: 

• Will the bill make access to the courts 

easier or more difficult? 

• Will the bill shift a matter from one court 

to another? 

• Will the bill increase or restrict appeal 

possibilities? 

• Will the bill expand or restrict matters 

presently sUbject to the legislative process? 

Case Disposition Impac~ 

The way in which legislative proposals affect the amount of time 

required by a court to process a case to completion is another 

way to summarize the impact of legislation on the courts. This 

is case disposition impact. 

In order to determine whether or not a bill is likely to affect 

case disposition, there are a series of questions that should be 

asked. These questions are listed below, and the significance 

of each is discussed in detail in the first project year report: 

• Will the bill affect an element of the 

pre-trial process? 

Will the bill affect an element of the 

trial process? 

Will the bill affect an element of the 

post-trial process? 

Will the bill change the responsibility of the 

court, the judge, or nonjudicial personnel? 
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Will the bill increase or decrease court 

personnel and/or facilities? 

Fiscal Impact 

The impact of legislative proposals on the courts can also be 

summarized by indicating whether the proposals will result in 

an increase or decrease in the amount of funds required to 

operate the courts. This is fiscal impact. 

Fiscal impact is clearly not the only criteria for determining 

the impact of a bill on the courts. Indeed, any assessment of 

fiscal impact must be offset against the potential improvement 

that the legislative proposal would make in the judicial process. 

This serves to underscore the importance of policy considerations 

by legislative committees, the Assembly and Senate and others, 

and emphasizes that any determination of total impact on the 

courts can only be used to supplement the legislative process 

and to assist by providing the data and insight necessary for 

informed decision-making. 

In order to determine whether or not a bill is likely to affect 

court funding, there are a series of questions that should be 

asked. These questions are listed below, and the significance of 

each is discussed in detail in the first project year report: 

• Will the bill require more or less personnel? 

• Will the bill necessitate an increase or 

permit a decrease in services and supplies? 

• Will the bill necessitate additional capital outlay? 

o Will the bill change the amount of revenue available 

to operate the court, or the manner in which it 

is allocated? 
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~~p Four I Prepare a Written Analysis 

The last step in the process of determining 

the total impact of legislation on the courts is to express the 

findings in written form. The format on page 43 is used to 

present the complete judicial impact report analysis of the bill 

and it varies in length according to the provisions of the bill 

and the extent of analysis necessary_ 
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CONTACT: 

JON D. SMOCK 
(0161 446 .. 752..4 

BiZZ Number 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE COURTS 

100 LIBRARY AND COURTS BUILDING. SACRAMENTO 95614 

JUDICIAL IMPACT REPORT ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
i 

Date Last Amended Date of AnaZysis Approved f:: r: 

\ 
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Chapter IV 

STANDARD MEASURES OF ANALYSIS 

The previous chapter summarized the process for determining the 

total impact of legislation on the courts. A basic understanding 

of the process is important because it is the method that is 

recommended for determining which areas of court activity are 

likely to be affected by legislation, and whether caseload, 

case disposition, and/or fiscal impact will result. It is not 

enough, however, to determine whether and in what areas impact 

will occur. A judicial impact report, to be meaningful, must 

express the magnitude or extent of that potential impact. Stan­

dard measures of analysis provide a factual tool that can be 

used to determine the extent of impact when analyzing court­

related legislation. 

STANDARD MEASURES OF ANALYSIS--THEIR USEFULNESS 

When determining the impact of a specific legislative proposal 

on the courts, assumptions will always be needed in order to 

determine caseload impact. In other words, someone will have 

to make an informed judgment regarding whether a legislative 

proposal will affect court caseload and, if so, whether it will 

increase or decrease and to what extent. Assumptions may also 

be needed when analyzing legislation dealing only with services 

or supplies. For example, a proposal requiring the use of cer­

tain forms would result in assumptions regarding the number of 

forms needed or likely to be used. 

However, most legislation affects judicial or nonjudicial per­

sonnel in some way, and will usually cause them to spend more 

or less time doing certain things. This has implications for 

both the time it takes to dispose of a case (case disposition 

impact) and the cost of implementation (fiscal impact). 
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In this regard, standard measures of analysis supplement the 

system for determining impact that was developed in the first 

project year by providing a uniform method of calculating case 

disposi tion and fiscal impact. Hore specifica '_ly, they provide 

a factual way of determining the time and cost involved for 

judicial and nonjudicial employees to implement a specific legis­

lative proposal. 

In developing the standard measures of analysis, care has been 

taken to utilize and supplement existing figures used by the 

Judicial Council and the legislature when determining, under the 

weighted caseload program, the need for additional judgeships. 

They also build upon figures that were prepared for the Judicial 

Council as part of its nonjudicial staffing study. Perhaps 

their greatest contribution is that they help to assure a fac­

tual and objective assessment of the impact of legislation on 

the courts, and that they provide a uniform method of assessing 

impact in a situation where there are abundant variations in 

organization, workload, and staffing. The use of standard 

measures of analysis has other benefits, however: 

· Standard measures can providE significant time 

savings in bill analysis by eliminating the need 

to repeat numerous calculations. 

· Standard measures assure consistency in computa­

tions. In a complicated impact analysis there is 

always a risk that one factor may be overlooked. 

If common inputs are used for similar types of 

measurements then it reduces the possibility of 

error. 

• Standard measures build confidence in the impact 

analysis. As standard measure3 are developed 

they will be reviewed by others involved in ad­

ministration of the court system. Familiarity 

with the techniques used to determine the impact 
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of a bill will allow representatives of the courts 

to speak with assurance and be able to answer 

questions in greater detail about the anticipated 

impact. 

• Standard measures allow for ease of explanation by 

the analyst and provide for easier comprehension 

by the reader. The ability to translate complex 

impact results into concise summary statements is 

made possible by the use of standard measures. 

It is well to keep in mind that standard measures of analysis 

also have limitations. Some of the things that standard measures 

cannot do and are not intended to do are as follows: 

Standard measures will not replace thoughtful 

analysis. The complexity of legislation requires 

that each bill be carefully analyzed. There will 

always be those bills for which the impact cannot 

be quantified with the standard measures that are 

available. Creative analytical skills are neces­

sary to develop other resources when standard 

measures are not available or do not apply. 

• Standard measures are not intended to be used as 

a means of evaluating performance or to suggest 

a set of values. To the extent that the standards 

can be said to measure anything at all, they pro­

vide a more fundamental and rudimentary level of 

evaluation--the measurement of effort. These 

initial measurements of effort are made in terms 

of time and cost. Such information does not 

purport to measure or determine the adequacy of 

court performance, or assess court efficiency. 

It merely measures the efforts expended in time, 

personnel, materials and equipment for the court 

system to operate. By carefully recording the 
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experience of these "efforts expended" over a 

period of time, certain consistent factors emerge 

that can be said to represent a factual standard 

of how courts operate, not how they should operate. 

• Standard measures are not intended to serve as a 

basis for comparing inc;ividual courts. Standard 

measures are only representative of courts through­

out the state in general, and do not address im­

portant issues such as desirable levels of service, 

quality of justice or judicial attitudes. 

STANDARD MEASURES OF ANALYSIS--THEIR ~PPLICATION 

The standard measures of analysis described in this chapter con­

sist of time and cost measurements for municipal and superior 

courts. 

Municipal courts comprise about 95% of all lower court activitYG 

The remaining 5% of lower court proceedings are disposed of by 

the justice courts and are nearly identical to the types of pro­

ceedings conducted in municipal courts. 

All other trial activity is in the superior courts. The type of 

business conducted at this level of court is of a different 

character than that conducted in the lower courts. Criminal 

matters are more serious, more time consuming and more expensive. 

Likewise, civil matters are generally of greater consequence and 

affect a much broader range of activities than in the municipal 

and justice courts. 

TIME MEASUREMENTS 

As indicated previously, standard measures of analysis utilize 

existing figures that have been prepared in conjunction with the 

Judicial Council's weighted caseload and nonjudicial staffing study. 

-50-

Judicial Pos'i tions 

For judicial positions, the figures show, among other things: 

• How much time a municipal or superior court judge has 

in a year to spend on case-related activity. 

This figure is determined by assuming 250 court days per 

year less 35 days 'allocated to vacation, illness, workshops, in­

stitutes and travel. The remaining 215 days are available for 

judicial activities. Within these 215 days the judge must of 

necessity devote some time to court administration, personnel 

management, budget considerations and other non-ease-related 

court activities. The net result of this reduction of time 

available for case-related work is expressed in minutes, and is 

the amount of time a judge has available to spend on case-re­

lated matters in a year. 

The amount of time that is required for non-ease-related activ­

ities varies with the size of the court. Allowing for these dif­

ferences, case-related time for judges in municipal courts 

varies from 58,500 minutes per year for courts with 1 and 2 

judicial positions, to 63,300 minutes per year for courts with 

11 or more judicial positions. Similar figures for judges of 

superior courts vary from 55,800 minutes per year for courts 

with 1 and 2 judicial positions, to 71,600 minutes annually for 

courts with 21 or more judicial positions. These minutes repre­

sent the amount of time a judge has available to spend in case­

related activities in a year. 

Exhibit A presents the adopted judge year values for municipal 

and superior courts of various size, and further calculates a 

weighted average judge year value for all municipal courts state­

wide of 61,241 minutes per judicial position, and 68,154 minutes 

per judicial position for all superior courts statewide. These 

calculations include the time contributed by full-time court 

commissioners and referees because they handle matters that 

would otherwise be handled by an equivalent number of judges. 
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• How much judicial time is required on the average 

for every case that is f;led. 

This information is presently used in the preparation of 

judgeship reports as part of the Judicial Council's weighted case­

load system, and is available for 11 broad case categories for 

superior courts and 9 broad case categories for municipal courts. 

Actual figures regarding the number of actions that take place 

within a particular case category are adjusted to reflect both 

average time and frequency of occurrence for each action. Ex­

pressed in minutes, the final figure is a total of the sum of the 

filing weigh,ts for all actions in the proceeding. This number is 

also referred to as the total filing ~eight, or the weighted case­

load value for the giv~n case category. If the total filing 

weight for a particular case category is 207, for example, the 

statistical probability is that on the average for every filing 

in that case category, 207 minutes of judicial time will be re­

quired to dispose of the case. 

A list of the broad case categories for both superior and municipal 

courts is included in Exhibit B. Also included are the weighted 

cas810ad values as adopted by the Judicial Council for each of the 

broad case categories. The values are presented for Los Angeles 

and non-Los Angeles courts, and a composite statewide figure has 

also been prepared. As indicated, this figure is expressed in 

minutes and reflects the amount of time a judge will spend on the 

average for every case that is filed in any of the various broad 

case categories. 

How much judicial time it takes on the average to 

complete anyone of the principal actions within 

a broad case category. 

Each of the broad case categories referenced above consists 

of a series of actions which can lead to disposition of a case 

such as arraignment, pre-trial hearing, court trial or jury trial. 

As part of the weighted caseload system, an average time has been 
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computed for the principal actions ~ithin each broad case category. 

Exhibit C, for example, lists the various actions that can take 

place within a criminal proceeding as one broad case category. 

The average time for each action is listed, and is expressed in 

minutes. For comparative purposes, the total filing weight for 

a criminal proceedings is also listed and indicates that, on the 

average, each criminal proceeding that is filed takes 207 minutes 

of a judge's time. As opposed to the average time for eacp action, 

the total figure is weig.hted to take into account the fact that 

some criminal proceedings are disposed of at the first step in 

the process, while others result in court or jury trials that 

consume more time. 

Nonjudicial Positions 

In contrast to approximately 1,000 judicial personnel in the 

superior and municipal courts, there are approximately 7,000 non­

judicial personnel with no consistency of staffing patterns among 

the courts. Patterned to some extent after the judicial weighted 

caseload system, the Judicial Council has prepared figures that, 

for the first time, quantify nonjudicial staffing patterns. 

Among other things, these figures show,; 

• How much time a non~dicial employee has in a year 

to spend on case-related activity. 

This figure is determined by assuming 365 days per year 

less 138 days for weekends, holidays, vacation, illness, confer­

ences and staff meetings. The remaining 227 days are available 

for case-related activity. Expressed in minutes, the average 

time available per nonjudicial employee for case-related activity 

has been calculated by multiplying the average time per day avail­

able per clerk for case-related matters by the number of days' 

available per year. Included in the value is an adjustment for 

indirect time required for court administration, stenographic 

and secretarial assistance, etc. The calculation for the superior 

court clerk year also includes an allowance for the time spent by 

county clerk employees on non-court-related matters. 
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The available case-related time for each nonjudicial employee in 

the municipal courts varies from 93,000 minutes per year for 

courts with 1 to 40 judicial positions to 90,000 minutes annually 

for the Los Angeles Municipal Court. Available case-related time 

for each nonjudicial superior court employee is established at 

66,000 minutes for courts with 1-5 judicial positions, and 82,200 

minutes for the Los Angeles Superior Court. Exhibit D presents 

the clerk year values for municipal and superior courts of various 

sizes, and further calculates an average statewide figure of 

92,425 minutes per nonjudicial position for municipal courts and 

80,538 minutes per nonjudicial position for superior courts~ 

• How much nonjudicial time is required on the average 

for every case that is filed. 

Developed in conjunction with the Judicial Council's non­

judicial staffing study, this information is available for 8 broad 

case categories for municipJl and superior courts. Actual figures 

regarding the number of actions that take place within a particular 

case category are adjusted to reflect both average time and fre­

quency of occurrence for each action. The resulting figure is a 

filing weight which is the average time for an action multiplied 

by the frequency of that action. Expressed in minutes, the final 

figure is a total of the sum of the filing weights for all actions 

in the proceeding. This number is also referred to as the total 

filing weight, or the weighted caseload value for the given case 

category. If the total filing weight for a particular case cate­

gory is 1,040, for example, the statistical probability is that on 

the average for every filing in that case category, 1,040 minutes 

of nonjudicial staff time will be required to dispose of the case$ 

These calculations do not include time provided by court reporters 

or bailiffs. 

A list of the broad case categories for both municipal and superior 

courts is included in Exhibit E. Also included are the weighted 

caseload values prepared in conjunction with the nonjudicial stat­

fing study for each of the broad case categories. The values are 
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presented for Los,Angeles and non-Lo~ Angeles courts, and a com­

posite statewide figure has also been prepared. As indicated, the 

figure is expressed in minutes and reflects the amount of time a 

.nonjudicial employee will ;Jpend 01'1 the average for every case that 

is filed in any of the various broad case categories. 

• How much nonjudicial time it takes on the average 

to complete anyone of the principal actions within 

a broad case category. 

Each of the broad case categories referenced above consists 

of a series of actions performed by nonjudicial staff in processing 

a case to completion. As part of the nonjudicial staffing study, 

an average time has been compllted for the principal actions within 

each broad case category. Exhibit F, for example, lists the 

various actions tha-t can take place \vi thin a criminal proceeding 

as one broad case category. The average time for each action is 

listed, and is expressed in minutes. For comparative purposes, 

the total filing weight for a criminal proceeding is also listed 

an.d indicates, on the average, each criminal proceeding that is 

filed takes 1,040 minutes of nonjudicial time. As opposed to the 

average time for each action, the total figure is weighted to take 

into account the fact that some criminal proceedings are disposed 

of at the first step in the process, while others result in court 

or jury trials that consume more time. 

COST MEASUREMENTS 

Standard time figures for both judicial and nonjudicial positions 

are computed on the basis of a case-related minute, and these 

standard times are helpful in determining case disposition impact. 

To determine fiscal impact, it is necessary to develop standard 

cost figures for judicial and nonjudicial positions on the same 

case-related minute basis. By so doing, it is not only possible 

to determine the time involved, but also the value of that time. 

The initial goal in preparing standard cost figures is to develop 

a total average cost for a judicial and nonjudicial position. It , 
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is then possible to project other cost information that is equally 

helpful in the analysis of legislation. To develop an average 

cost for a judicial and nonjudicial position, it is necessary to: 

• Set forth basic cost categories. 

Cost categories have been developed on the basis of 

statutory salary amounts for judicial positions, and on a detailed 

review of current budgets for the 29 survey courts used as a base 

for the nonjudicial staffing study. Costs are categorized on the 

basis of: 

- personnel 

- services and supplies 

- indirect 

• compute costs on a case-related minute basis for 

judicial and nonjudicial positions. 

Judicial and nonjudicial standard times are most often ex­

pressed on the basis of case-related minutes. Because the amount 

of case-related time available to a judicial or nonjudicial posi­

tion is known, it is possible to forecast the overall increase or 

decrease in judicial or nonjudicial staffing that will be required 

if a particular legislative proposal is adopted. In order to make 

a comparable estimate of fiscal impact, cost figures must ob­

viously be expressed on the same basis and can be, easily extended 

to an hourly, daily or annual basis. 

PERSONNEL COSTS 

Judicial Positions 

Judicial personnel costs are based on statutory salaries 

prescribed for municipal and superior court judges as of September 

1, 1974. Salaries for full-time court commissioners and referees 

were also obtained from the statutes and verified with local courts 

when necessary. The inclusion of compensation figures for these 

quasi-judicial personnel is based on the assumption that these 
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court officers are available to handle matters which would other­

wise require the full time effort of an equivalent number of 

judges. Where salary ranges are in effect for commissioners and 

referees, the beginning step was used. Benefits for all judicial 

pos~tions are calculated at 18.5% for municipal court personnel 

and 18.8% for superior court personnel in accordance with findings 

in the Judicial Council nonjudicial staffing study completed in 

1973. 

The annual salary of a municipal court judge as of September 1, 

1974 was $36,700 plus benefits calculated at 18.5% for a total 

annual compensation of $43,490. The annual salary of a superior 

court judge as of September I, 1974 was $40,322 plus benefits 

calculated at 18.8% for a total annual compensation of $47,903. 

When the compensation of the other judicial positions (court 

commissioners and referees) are computed and distributed on the 

basis of court size, the average total compensation of a judicial 

position varies with the size of court as displayed in Exhibit G. 

The average annual total compensation for a municipal court judi­

cial position is $42,825 and for a superior court judicial posi­

tion the average annual total compensation if., $46,046. 

It is possible to express annual compensation amounts for judicial 

positions on a case-related basis by utilizing the standard judge 

year values outlined previously. These values indicate how many 

minutes of case-related time a judge has available annually. When 

applied to judicial compensation, the annual amount can be trans­

lated into a cost per case-related minute, hour, or day. These 

figures are also summarized in Exhibit G, and indicate that on a 

statewide basis the average cost of a judicial position for a 

municipal court is $0.6993 per case-related minute and for a 

superior court is $0.6756 per case-related minute~ 

Nonjudicial Positions 

In determining standard costs for nonjudicial positions, it 
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is important to recognize that legislation can affect the cost of 

nonjudicial positions in two ways: 

it can increase or decrease the workload of non­

judicial employees while resulting in no change 

in judicial workload. 

it can increase or decrease judicial workload 

which, in turn, affects the workload of non­

judicial employees who are part of the court 

process. 

For example, a bill might require non.judicial personnel to show 

new jurors a movie regarding their responsibilities. If standard 

time or other figures indicate that an additional 15 minutes per 

jury would be required to fully implement the provisions of the 

bill, the determination of fiscal impact requires that a cost per 

minute for nonjudicial time be established. 

Similarly, if a bill were to require an additional judicial 

hearing in a specific type of proceeding, it would not only be 

necessary to calculate judicial time and costs, but it would also 

be necessary to calculate the additional time and cost of nonjudi­

cial employees who accompany the judge in the courtroom as well as 

those who prepare and process the necessary documents preparatory 

to the matter being heard by the judge. 

Nonjudicial personnel costs have been computed on the basis of 

actual 1973-74 rates, adjusted 10.2% to allow for a cost of living 

increase between June 1973 and June 19740 As with judicial posi­

tions, benefit rates are those reported in the nonjudicial staffing 

study--18.S% for municipal court personnel, and 18.8% for superior 

court personnel. The courts from which nonjudicial and other cost 

data was gathered are the same 29 courts that were surveyed in 

both the 1974 judicial and nonjudicial staffing studies conducted 

by the JUdicial Council. These 15 municipal and 14 superior courts 

are, as follows: 
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MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Culver (Los Angeles Co.) 

Desert (Riverside Coo) 

Los Angeles 

Mt. Diablo (Contra Costa Co.) 

North County (San Diego Co.) 

North Orange 

Northern San Mateo 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Jose-Milpitas 

San Leandro-Hayward 

Santa Barbara-Goleta 

Santa Cruz 

Sonoma County 

Ventura 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Alameda 

Contra Costa 

Los Angeles 

Orange 

Riverside 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 

San Mateo 

Santa Barbara 

Santa Clara 

Sonoma 

Tuolumne 

Ventura 

Yolo 

The average annual cost of a nonjudicial position is calculated by 

adding all nonjudicial salaries for each of the groups of courts 

separately that comprise the 29 survey courts and then dividing the 

gross total of each size category by the number of authorized posi­

tions. Salaried court reporters and bailiffs are not included in 

the totals. The average salaries are then increased 10.2% to pro­

vide for the cost of living increase, followed by the application 

of the appropriate fringe benefit percentage--18.S% for municipal 

courts and 18.8% for superior courts. Average nonjudicial employee 

costs appear in Exhibit H for various size courts. The statewide 

average of all municipal courts is $0.1108 per minute, and for 

superior courts it is $0.1430 per minute. 

SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 

Services and supplies is an important category in the development 

of costs on a case-r~lated basis for both judicial and nonjudicial 

positions. With the availability of additional cost information, 

it may ultimately be possible to identify the precise amount of 
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services and supplies required to accomplish each judicial or 

nonjudicial activity. At present, however, the development of 

standard measures for services and supplies is based on the 

assumption that each judicial and nonjudicial position in the 

municipal and superior courts shares in the need for these items 

on the basis of the number of case-related minutes expended in a 

year. 

Cost data for this item was obtained from ':he 29 survey courts 

referenced previously, and is based on 1973-74 annual budget 

amounts increased 10.2% to provide an estimate for 1974-75. The 

resulting amount has been adjusted to exclude the cost of per diem 

court reporters. 

To develop a standard cost for services and supplies, it is neces­

sary to compute such costs on the basis of a case-related minute. 

For municipal courts, this initially required totaling the case­

related minutes available for all judicial and nonjudicial posi­

tions in the 15 survey municipal courts, and <ii', :Lding this total 

into the total amount for services and supplies. A similar cal-

culation was made for superior courts. Once the cost of services 

and supplies was expressed on the basis of a case-related minute, 

it was also necessary to relate this figure to judicial and non­

judicial positions. For municipal courts, this required the appli­

cation of the cost per case-related minute to the total case­

related minutes available in each of the three size groupings of 

judicial positions in the surveyed municipal courts. These totals 

were then divided by the number of positions to develop a services 

and supplies cost per judicial and nonjudicial position within the 

various size groupings of court. A similar calculation was made 

for superior courts. A cost per case-related minute, hour and day 

for each of the court sizes was calculated and finally a statewide 

weighted average for services and supplies costs per judicial and 

nonjudicial positions in all superior courts and municipal courts 

was calculated. 
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Exhibit I relates the cost of services and supplies to each judi-
, 

cial position. In the municipal courts the average cost is 

$0.0537 per case-related minute, while it is $0.1079 in the 

superior courts. Exhibit J relates the cost of services and sup­

plies to each nonjudicial position and indicates that the average 

cost in municipal courts is $0.0532 per case-related minute and 

$0.1079 per case-related minute in the superior courts. 

INDIRECT COSTS 

The final standard measure of analysis related to costs is the 

development of indirect cost rates that can be applied to the 

case-related minute, hour or day costs constructed previously. 

The indirect cost rates developed in this report result from 

countywide cost allocation plans and indirect cost plans gathered 

from each of the 29 survey courts. These plans are developed in 

compliance with federal and state regulations to permit reimburse­

ment for indirect services utilized on federal grant projects 

within the county, Development of these rates allows for the in­

clusion of two important cost elements in the standard measures 

of analysis costing process. First, it allows for a share of 

centralized county services that are used by the courts to be 

reflected as a cost to the courts and, secondly, it provides a 

method of spreading the cost of major i~ems such as equipment, 

furnishings, buildings and land over a reasonable number of years 

thereby leveling the impact of these costs and avoiding the 

distortion that would result if the total cost of such major 

items was included in the year the item was acquired. 

The indirect cost rate is developed by totaling all allowable 

indirect costs for the county, breaking out the courts' share and 

dividing this amount by the total expended by the court for sala­

ries and benefits and s~rvices and supplies. This computation is 

made for judicial costs and nonjudicial costs for the municipal 

and superior survey courts. Average rates are then developed for 

the different groupings of courts based on size. 
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A statewide weighted average indirect cost rate has been developed 

for all municipal courts and superior courts. Exhibit K displays 

the judicial indirect cost rate for municipal and superior courts 

of varying size. Exhibit L dlsplays the nonjudicial indirect cost 

rate for municipal and superior courts. A statewide average judi­

cial indirect cost rate of 21.99% has been calculated for municipal 

courts and 18.38% for superior courts. The statewide average non­

judicial indirect cost rate for municipal courts is calculated to 

be 20.17% and for superior courts 17.68%. 

COST SUMMARIES AND APPLICATION 

Once costs have been determined for the preceding expenditure . 
categories, it is possible to develop several kinds of cost sum-

marie~ that can be applied to the analysis of court-related 

legislation. These summaries are illustrated as Table III on 

the following page, and a description of each follows. 

Average Cost of Judicial and Nonjudicial Positions 

This summary displayed as Exhibits M and N combines the 

results of the expenditure data developed thus far in Chapter IV. 

The average cost of salaries and benefits for a judicial and non­

judicial position is combined with the average cost of services 

and supplies to produce an average total direct cost for each 

judicial and nonjudicial position in the municipal and superior 

courts. To this direct cost is added the indirect cost factor 

for each type of position. The final result for the municipal 

court is an average annual statewide cost for each judicial posi­

tion of $56,254, and an average annual statewide cost for each 

nonjudicial position of $18,272. 

For the superior court the average annual statewide cost of a 

judicial position is $63,215 and the average annual statewide 

cost of a nonjudicial position is $23,777. In bill analysis it 

is likely that the cost of judicial and nonjudicial positions will 

be applied on a cost per case-related minute basis as illustrated 

in the next two exhibits. The cost of a judicial case-related 
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Table III 

APPLICATION m' STANDARD COST !4EASTJREl1ENTS 

TO THE ANALYSIS OF COURT-RELATED LEGISLATION 

All that a court does and all that it'spends pertains to the adjudication of cases. 

In this regard, it is possible to summarize standard costs in one of several ways, 

depending on the legislative proposal. 

Cost Categories 

• Personnel Costs 

Services and Supplies 

. Indirect Costs 

Average Costs of 1\ Judicial position: 

Gives the average cost of each 
judicial position per year, per 
day, per hour and per minute. 

These costs are used when 
analyzing a legislative proposal 
that would have a minor impact on 
judicial case-related time or the 
equivalent of less than one 
judicial position in most courts. 

Averaqe Costs of A Noniudicial Position: 

• Gives the average cost of each 
nonjudicial position per year, per 
day, per hour and per minute. 

• These costs are used when analyzing 
a legislative proposal that would 
increase or decrease nonjudicial 
case-related time. 

Average Costs Related to Courtroom Operations: 

• Su~arizes the average cost of operating a 
courtroom on a year.ly, daily, hourly and 
per minute basis. 

• These costs are used when analyzing a 
legislative proposal that would have a . 
major impact on judicial case-rel~te~ ~~mef 
or the equivalent of one or more Jud~c~al 
positions in most courts. 

Total Court Costs Apportioned Among 
Judicial Position~s~o~n~ly~: __________ -; 

Divides the total costs of courts 
among all judicial po~itions on a 
yearly, daily, hourly and per 
minute basis. 

These costs are used when 
analyzing a legislative proposal 
that would require the creation 
or elimination of judicial 
positions in sufficient numbers 
to affect a fully staffed court. 
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Total Court Costs ,Apportioned Among 
Noniudicial Positions Only: 

• Divides the total costs of courts 
among all nonjudicial positions on 
a yearly, daily, hourly u'1d per 
minute basis. 

• These costs are used when analyzing 
a legislative proposal that I"ould 
require the creation or elimination 
of nonjudicial positions in 
sufficient numbers to affect a 
fully staffed court. 
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minute in the municipal court is $0.9186 and $0.1977 for a non­

judicial case-related minute. In the superior courts the cost of 

a judicial case-related minute is $0.9275 and the cost of a non­

judicial case-related minute is $0.2953. 

The ability to express standard times and costs for various judi­

cial and nonjudicial activities is significant in terms of de­

termining the total impact of legislation on the courts. Exhibit 

o is intended as an example of how the availability of costs per 

judicial position can be helpful when preparing judicial impact 

reports. The example pertains to a criminal filing in superior 

court, and it demonstrates how the application of standard times 

and costs can be used to determine: 

• the average cost for each principal action within 

a broad case category on a per filing basis. This 

figure is simply the standard time per action (ex­

pressed in minutes) times the total cost of a 

judicial position (expressed in minutes). 

• the average total judicial cost of one complete 

filing. This figure combines the cost of each 

action within a broad case category, which is 

computed on a weighted caseload basis, into one 

total per filing cost. 

Exhibit P serves as an example of how the availability of costs 

per nonjudicial position can be helpful when preparing judicial 

impact reports. The example pertains again to a criminal filing 

in superior court, and it demonstrates how the application of 

standard time and cost figures can be used to determine: 

• the average cost for each principal action within 

a broad case category on a per filing basis. This 

figure is simply the standard time per action (ex­

pressed in minutes) times the total cost of a non­

judicial position (expressed in minutes). 
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o the average total nonjudici~l cost of one completed 

filing. This figure combines the cost of each 

action with a broad case category, which is 

computed on a weighted caseload basis, into one 

total per filing cost. 

Note that nonjudicial actions as part of a broad 

case category are different than the principal 

judicial actions within the same case category. 

This simply reflects the differences in duties 

and responsibilities between the two positions. 

Average Costs Related to Courtroom Operations 

Exhibits Q and R utilize the costs that have been developed 

for the total average cost of a judicial position in municipal 

and superior court and add thereto the costs of a courtroom clerk, 

court reporter and bailiff to produce an average minimum cost for 

courtroom operations in municipal and superior courts. 

For bills that have a minor impact on judicial time, it is appro­

priate to compute only judicial costs because it is likely that 

the added or reduced time will be absorbed within the existing 

judicial structure. But bills that have a major impact on 

judicial time requirements in various courts should be analyzed 

in terms of the costs of not only the judicial position but also 

the minimum courtroom staffing costs that will correspond to the 

additional judicial positions. 

The average costs of a judicial position are repeated from 

Exhibit M for superior and municipal courts respectively. 

The average courtroom clerk cost is based on a weighted average 

of the salary and benefits of all courtroom clerks employed in 

the 29 survey courts as reported in the nonjudicial staffing 

study with a cost of living adjustment for 1974-75. To the basic 

employee cost is added the average cost of services and supplies 

-65-



I 
I 
t .. 

" 

for nonjudicial positions and then the appropriate indirect cost 

rate is applied. The total annual cost of a courtroom clerk in 

the municipal court is $20,810 and the total annual cost of a 

courtroom clerk in the superior court is $26,243. 

The average cost of a court reporter is based on the salaries of 

full-time reporters in the 29 survey courts as designated in the 

nonjudicial staffing study. For those municipal courts utilizing 

court reporters on a per diem basis, there were no costs reported 

in the nonjudicial staffing study. Supplemental studies conducted 

by the Judicial Council were used to develop an equivalent annual 

salary based on prevailing per diem ~ates and the average time 

devoted annually to the reporting of proceedings in the municipal 

courts. The average annual cost of a court reporter is calculated 

to be $11,747 in the municipal courts and $20,353 in the superior 

courts. 

The final cost in the minimum staffing· requirements of a court­

room is the bailiff position. Salaries of positions performing 

the bailiffing function in the 29 survey courts were gathered 

from salary ordinances and telephone inquiries. The weighted 

average of the cost of a bailiff in the municipal courts is 

$13,680 and $14,052 in the superior courts. 

The various cost elements of an average courtroom total $102,491 

for municipal courts and $123,863 for superior courts. 

Total Court Costs Apportioned Among Judicial Positions 

Only and Nonjudicial Positions Only 

Another way to view court costs is to arrange all preceding 

costs on the basis of how much each judicial position would cost 

if the total court system were equally divided among existing . 

judicial positions. Similarly, how much would each nonjudicial 

position cost if the total court system were equally divided 

among existing nonjudicial positions. 
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This methodology is important in rec~gnizing the ultimate dollars 

behind each judicial or nonjudicial position. It is helpful in 

visualizing total fiscal impact that would result from legislative 

proposals designed to add or delete entire courts from the judicial 

system. 

The apportionment of costs among only judicial positions results 

in a total annual cost per judicial position in the municipal 

courts of $186,720 and in the superior courts of $186,457. This 

does not include the cost of court reporters and bailiffs which 

have also been excluded from. previous court calculations except 

where specifically designated as in the average cost of court­

room operations. Total annual costs when apportioned among only 

nonjudicial positions total $26,151 in the municipal courts and 

$35,974 in the superior courts. These amounts as well as the 

corresponding amounts per minute, per hour, and per day are pre­

sented in Exhibit S and Exhibit T. 

COST RECONCILIATION 

If the appropriate annual amounts set forth in Exhibits Sand T 

are applied against the 428 judicial positions or the 3,056 non­

judicial positions in the municipal courts, the resultant total 

annual cost amounts to $79,915,000. If the corresponding amounts 

are applied against the 573 judicial positions and the 2,970 non­

judicial positions in the superior courts, the total annual cost 

of these courts is $106,840,000. The total of both levels of 

courts is $186,755,000 annually based on 1974-75 cost data. 

These amounts exclude the costs of court reporters, municipal 

court marshalls, and superior court bailiffs. If these amounts 

are included, it brings the total estimated 1974-75 cost of 

superior and municipal courts to $217,400,000. 

During the first year of the Judicial Impact Analysis Project, 

another cost estimate was prepared based upon expenditures of all 

trial courts. This estimate consisted of $176,087,000 in county 
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expenditures and $13,312,000 in state expenditures for a total of 

$189,389,000. These amounts appeared on pages 28 and 29 of the 

1973-74 project report, Guidelines for Determining the Impact of 

Legislation on the Courts. This cost estimate was based on actual 

1972-73 expenditures as determined by the project staff from county 

budgets, the State Budget and prior Judicial Council studies 0 Recon­

ciliation of the 1972-73 costs with the estimated 1974-75 costs 

presented in the current study is as follows: 

1972-73 county expenditures for 

trial court operations 

Less estimated cost of justice courts 

Add state contribution to judges' 

retirement fund and superior 

court judges' salaries 

A~d 10% average cost increase per 

year for 1973-74 and 1974-75 

1972-73 estimate adjusted to 1974-75 

Rounded off 
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1972-73 Estimate 
Adjusted to 1974-7~ 

$176,087,000 

8,250,000) 

13,312,000 

36,250,000 

$217,399,000 

$217,400,000 

Exhibit A 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE JUDGE YEAR VALUE CALCULATED 

FROM JUDGE YEARS A.PPROVED BY 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL NOVEMBER, 1974 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Judicial Approved Total Judicial 
Positions Judge Year Case-Related 

Court Size Statewide Values Minutes 

1 and 2 Judicial 
Positions 42 x 58,500 = 2,457,000 

3 to 10 Judicial 
Positions 206 x 60,000 = 12,360,000 

11 or more Judicial 
Positions 180 x 63,300 = 11,394,000 

428* 26,211,000 

Municipal Court Average Judge Year Value 61,241 minutes (26,211.000.: 428) 

Court Size 

1 and 2 Judicial 
Positions 

3 to 10 Judicial 
Positions 

11 to 20 Judicial 
Positions 

21 or more Judicial 
Positions 

SUPERIOR 

Judicial 
Positions 
Statewide 

40 

90 

75 

368 

573* 

COURTS 

,Approved 
Judge Year 

Values 

x 55,800 

x 61,100 

x 66,300 

x .71,600 

Total Judicial 
Case...,Related 

Minutes 

= 2,232,000 

= 5,499,000 

= 4,972,500 

= 26,348,800 

39,052,300 

Superior Court Average Judge Year Value 68,154 minutes (39,052,300 .;. 573) 

*Includes full time court commissioners and referees. Authorized 
judgeships totaled 384 in municipal courts and 478 in superior 
courts as of June 30, 1974. 
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Exhibit B 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

CALCULATION OF STATEWIDE COMPOSITE JUDICIAL WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES 

Proceeding 

Felony Preliminary 
Selected Traffic 
Other Traffic 
Intoxication 
Other Misdemeanors 
Civil 
Small Claims 
Juvenile Traffic 
Parking 

Proceeding 

Criminal 
Juvenile Delinquency 
Juvenile Dependency 
Mental Health 
Family Law 
Probate 
Personal Injury and 

Property Damages 
Eminent Domain 
Civil Complaints 
Civil Petitions 
Appeals 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Weighted Case load Value l / 

Estimated 
Statewide 

Los Angeles All Other Composite 

52.2 52.6 52.5 
12.3 20.8 18.8 
1.20 1. 24 1. 23 
2.0 608 5.3 

18.4 17.0 17.3 
9 .. 1 10.2 9.9 
7.5 5.4 5 .. 7 

3.1 3.1 
00132 .0156 00152 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

~veighted Caseload Valuel / 

Estimated 
Statewide 

Los Angeles All Other Composite 

226 192 207 
96 64 74 

141 59 74 
65 40 46 
36 32 33 
20 20 20 

88 112 102 
99 146 124 

183 118 139 
14 15 15 

125 66 89 

l/Minutes of case-related time per filing. The estimated statewide 
composite is a weighted average of 1972-73 filings applied to the 
Los Angeles and remainder of the state caseload values approved by 
the JUdicial Council in November, 1974. 
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APPLICATION OF COMPOSITE JUDICIAL WEIGHTED 

CASELOAD VALUE TO SUPERIOR COURT 

CRIMINAL PROCEEDING 

Number 
of 

Activity Actions 

Plead Not Guilty, Con- 442,168 
tinuance, Calendar Call, 
Sentencing and Probation 
Hearings, Diversion 
Hearings, Other Pre-Trial 
Motions, Trial Confirmation 
Conference 

Average 
Time 

Min/Action 

9.7811 

Plead Guilty 40,255' 1).5806 

Dismissal - Transfers 8,606 20.4241 

Section 895 Motion 5,276 39.1769 

section 1538.5 Motion 7,359 59.7655 

Court Trials - Regular, 8,157 71.2011 
Transcript and Transcript 
and Testimony 

Select Jury and Jury Trial 4,099 1536.4467 

Habeas Corpus Hearing 3,697 21.8727 

Total Filing Weight 

Rounded Value 
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Frequency 
(Actions/ 
Filings) 

7.2348 

.6582 

.1408 

.0863 

.1204 

.1335 

.0671 

.0605 

Exhibit C 

Composite 
Filing 
Weight 

70.8 

8.9 

2.9 

3.4 

7.2 

9.5 

103.1 

1.3 

207.1 

207 



Exhibit D 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE CLERK YEAR VALUE 

CALCULATED FROM CLERK YEARS APPROVED BY 

JUDICIAL COUNCIL NOVEMBER, 1974 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Judicial Approved Total Nonjudicial 
Positions Clerk Year Case-Related 

Court Size Statewide Values Hinutes 

1-40 Judicial Positions 346 x 93,.000 = 32,178,000 

Los Angeles 82 x 90,000 = 7,380,000 

428* 39,558,000 

Municipal Court Average Clerk Year Value 92,425 minutes (39,558,000 : 428) 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Judicial Approved Total Nonjudicial 
Positions Clerk Year Case-Related 

Court Size Statewide Values Minutes 

1-5 Judicial Positions 68 x 66,000 = 4,488,000 

6-20 Judicial Positions 137 x 78,000 = 10,686,000 

21-40 JUdicial Positions 151 x 87,000 = 13,137,000 

Los Angeles 217 x 82,200 = 17,837,400 

573* 46,148,400 

Superior Court Average Clerk Year Value 80,538 minutes (46,148,400 

*Includes full time court commissioners and referees. Authorized 
judgeships totaled 384 in municipal courts and 478 in superior 
courts as of June 30, 1974 
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Exhibit E 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

CALCULATION OF STATEWIDE COMPOSITE 

NONJUDICIAL WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUES 

MUNICIPAL COURT STAFF 

Weighted Caseload Valuel / 

Type Proceeding 

Illegal Parking 
Traffic 
Selected Traffic 
Misdemeanor Citation 

and Complaint 
Intoxication 
Felony Complaint 
Civil 
Small Claims 

Los Angeles 
Municipal 

Court 

3.2 
18.5 

104.2 

115.1 
33.4 

171.2 
121.1 

61.1 

All Other 
Municipal 

Courts 

7.2 2/ 
34.8 

160.8 

149.5 
57.8 

203.4 
141.0 

70.2 

Estimated 
Statewide 
Composite 

6 • ,? 
31.1 

147.7 

142.5 
49.9 

197.0 
135.4 

68.9 

SUPERIOR COURT/COUNTY CLERK STAFF 

Weighted Caseload Valuel ! 
Los Angeles All Other Estimated 

Superior Superior Statewide 
Type Proceeding Court Courts Composite 

Criminal 1,190 893 1,040 
Juvenile Delinquency 

and Dependency 329 222 253 
Probate, Conservatorship 

and Guardianship 654 388 472 
Family Law 331 253 278 
Other Civil Complaints 

or Petitions 409 389 398 
Mental Health 811 653 691 
Appeals 1,559 :).,734 1,667 
Juvenile Traffic 22 34 30 

l/Minutes of case-related time per filing. The estimated statewide 
composite is a weighted average of 1972-73 filings applied to the 
Los Angeles and remainder of the state caseload values approved by 
the Judicial Council in November, 1974. 

2/Municipal courts partially processing illegal parking citations 
- would utilize a lower value appropriate for tqeir mode of operation. 

In the participating courts, the values for partial processing 
varied between 2.7 anq 3.7 minutes ~er filing. 

-73-

,; 



APPLICATION OF COMPOSITE NONJUDICIAL 

WEIGHTED CASELOAD VALUE TO SDPERIOR 

COURT CRIMINAL PROCEEDING 

Number 
of 

Activity Actions 

Case Initiation, Docu- 61,117 
ment Acceptance and 
Counter Activities (Per 
Defendant Accused) 

Preparation of Finished 577,969 
Minutes, Court Orders, 
Judgments and Warrants 
(Per Document Prepared) 

Recordkeeping, Case 65,921 
File and Register of 
Actions Maintenance 
(Per Court Appearance) 

Notification of Court 112,207 
Actions (Per Notice) 

Calendaring Activities 387,236 
(Per Setting) 

Own Recognizance 38,183 
Investigation and 
Processing (Per 
Investigation) 

Courtroom Activities 65,921 

Jury Services (Per 5,306 
Jury Selected & Sworn) 

Legal Research 

Direct Supervision 

Average 
Time 

Min/Action 

73.1639 

13.1395 

162.9990 

16.6000 

12.3525 

208.3730 

246.6063 

1157.8365 

Total Filing Weight 

Rounded Value 
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Frequency 
(nctions/ 
Filings) 

1.0000 

9.4568 

1.0786 

1. 8359 

6.3360 

0.6248 

1.0786 

0.0868 

Exhibit F 

Composite 
Filing 
Weight 

73.1639 

124.2576 

175.8107 

30.4759 

78.2654 

130.1915 

265.9896 

100.5002 

8.6381 

52.8119 

1040.1 

1040 

1/ The ~otal annual compensation of each municipal court judge ($36,700 plus 
benefits or $43,490) and each superior court judge ($40,322 plus benefits 
or $47,903) varies somewhat because the compensation of full time com­
missioners and referees is included in each court size grouping so as to 
achieve an average annual ~ersonnel cost per judicial' position~ 

Note: An estimated 215 days per year are available for court-relat~d 
activity for each judicial pqsition in municipal and superior courts. 
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Exhibit H 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE NONJUDICIAL CASE RELATED 

PERSONNEL COSTS 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Clerk Year Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Court Size 

1-40·;judicial 
Positions 

Los Angeles 

Weighted Average 
(All Courts) 

Court Size 

1-5 Judicial 
PositiOns 

6-20 Judicial 
Positions 

21-40 Judicial 
Positions 

Los Angeles 

Weighted Average 
(All Courts) 

Average 
Annual 

Cost 

$10,103 

$10,824 

$10,242 

Case 
Related 
Minutes 

93,000. 

90,000 

92,425 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Clerk Year 
Average Case 
Annual Related 

Cost Minutes 

$ 9,349 66,000 

-$11,081 78,000 

$11,654 87,000 

$12,372 82,200 

$11,515 80,538 

Case Case 
Related Related 
Minute Hour 

$ 0.1086 $ 6.52 

$ 0.1203 $ 7.22 

$ 0.1108 $ 6.65 

Cost Per Cost Per 
Case Case 

Related Related 
Minute Hour 

$ 0.1417 $ 8.50 

$ 0.1421 $ 8.53 

$ 0.1340 $ 8.04 

$ 0.1505 $ 9.03 

$ 0.1430 $ 8.58 

Note: Court~'?orters and bailiffs are excluded. 

Case 
Related 

Day 

$45 

$48 

$45 

Cost Per 
Case 

Related 
Day 

$41 

$49 

$51 

$55 

$51 

Note: An estimated 227 days per year are available for court related 
activity for each nonjudicial position in municipal and superior 
courts. 
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Exhibit I 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE SERVICES AND SUPPLIES COSTS 

PER JUDICIAL POSITION 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Annual Judicial 
Sand S Year Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Cost Per Case Case Case Case 
Judicial Related Related Related Related 

Court Size Position Minutes Minute Hour Day 

1-2 Judicial 
Positions $ 3,141 58,500 $ 0 .. 0537 $ 3.22 $15 

3-10 Judicial 
Positions $ 3,222 60,000 $ 0.0.537 $ 3.22 $15 

11 or more Judi-
cial Positions $ 3,399 63,300 $ 0.0537 $ 3.22 $16 

Weighted Average 
(All Courts) $ 3,289 61,241 $ 0.0537 $ 3 .. 22 $15 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Annual Judicial 
Sand S Year Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Cost Per Case Case Case Case 
Judicial Related Related Related Related 

Court Size Position Minutes Minute Hour Day 

1-2 Judicial 
Positions $ 6,021 55,800 $ 0.1079 $ 6.47 $28 

3-10 Judicial 
Positions $ 6,593 61,100 $ 0.10.79 $ 6 .. 47 $31 

11-20 Judicial 
Positions $ 7,154 66,300 $ 0.1079 $ 6 .. 47 $33 

21 or more Judi-
cial Positions $ 7,,776 71,600 $ 0 .. 1079 $ 6.47 $36 

Weighted Average 
(All Courts) $ 7,354 68,154 $ 0.1079 $ 6.47 $34 

Note: An estimated 215 days per year are available for co~rt related 
activity for each judicial position in municipal and superior courts. 
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Court Size 

1-40 Judicial 
Positions 

Los Angeles 

Weighted Average 
(All Courts) 

Court Size 

1-5 Judicial 
Positions 

6-20 Judicial 
Positions 

21-40 Judicial 
Positions 

Los Angeles 

Weighted Average 
(All Courts) 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE SERVICES AND SUPPLIES COSTS 

PER NONJUDICIAL POSITION 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Annual Clerk 
Sand S Year Cost Per 

Cost Per Case Case 
Nonjudicial Related Related 

Position Minutes Minute 

$ 4,994 93,000 $ 0.0531 

$ 4,833 90,000 $ 0.0537 

$ 4,963 92,425 $ 0.0532 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Annual Clerk 
Sand S Year Cost Per 

Cost Per Case Case 
Nonjudicial Related Related 

position Minutes Minute 

$ 7,121 66,000 $ 0 .. 1079 

$ 8,416 78,000 $ 0.1079' 

$ 9,387 87,000 $ 0,1079 

$ 8,869 82,200 $ 0,1079 

$ 8,690 80,538 $ 0.1079 

Note: Per diem fees for court reporters are excluded. 

Exhibit J 

Cost Per Cost Per 
Case Case 

Related Related 
Hour Day 

$ 3.22 $22 

$ 3.22 $21 

$ 3.22 $22 

Cost Per Cost Per 
Case Case 

Related Related 
Hour Da~ 

$ 6.47 $31 

$ 6.47 $37 

$ 6.47 $41 

$ 6.47 $39 

$ 6.47 $38 

Note: An estimated 227 days per year are available for court related 
activity for each nonjudicial position in municipal and superior 
courts. 
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Exhibit K 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE JUDICIAL INDIRECT COST RATES 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Court Size 

1-2 Judicial Positions 

3-10 Judicial Positions 

11 or more Judicial Positions 

Weighted Average (All Courts) 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Court Size 

1-2 Judicial Positions 

3-10 Judicial Positions 

11-20 Judicial Positions 

21 or more Judicial Positions 

Weighted Average (All Courts) 
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Indirect Cost Rate 

32.29% 

16.15% 

26.27% 

21.99% 

Indirect Cost Rate 

10.04% 

17.45% 

9.54% 

2.i.32% 

18.38% 



Exhibit L 

MUNICIPAL COURT AND SUPERIOR COURT 

AVERAGE NONJUDICIAL INDIRECT COST RATES 

Court Size 

1-40 JUdicial Positions 

Los Angeles 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Weighted Average (All Courts) 

Court Size 

1-5 Judicial Positions 

6-20 JUdicial Positions 

21-40 Judicial Positions 

Los Angeles 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Weighted Average (All Courts) 
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Indirect Cost Rate 

17.64% 

30886% 

20.17% 

Indirect Cost Rate 

10_04% 

12.03% 

20.36% 

21.78% 

17.68% 

if 

Exhibit M 

MUNICIPAL COURTS AND SUPERIOR COURTS 

SUMMARY OF AVERAGE COSTS 

OF JUDICIAL POSITION 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Cost Category Judicial Position 

Judicial Position $ 42,825 

Services and Supplies $ 3,289 

Subtotal $ 46,114 

Indirect Costs at 21.99% $ 10,140 

Total Cost per 
Judicial Position 

Cost Category 

JUdicial Position 

Services and Supplies 

Subtotal 

$ 56,254 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Judicial Position 

$ 46,046 

$ 7,354 

$ 53,400 

Indirect Costs at 18.38% $ 9,815 

Total Cost per 
Judicial Position $ 63,215 
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Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related 
Minute 

, 
$0.6993 

$0.0537 

$0.753Q 

$0.1656 

$0.9186 

Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related 
Minute 

$0.6756 

$0.1079 

$0.7835 

$0.1440 

$0.9275 

Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per 

Case Case 
Related Related 

Hour Da:t 

$ 41. 96 $199 

$ 3.22 $ 15 

$ 45.18 $214 

$ 9.94 $ 47 

$ 55.12 $261 

Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per 

Case Case 
Related Related 

Hour Day 

$ 40.54 $214 

$ 6.47 $ 34 

$ 47.01 $248 

$ 8.64 S 46 

$ 55.65 $294 



Exhibit N 

MtmICIPAL COURTS AND SUPERIOR COURTS 

SUMMARY OF AVERAGE COSTS 

OF NONjUDICIAL POSITION 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Cost Category 

Nonjudicial 
Position 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Nonjudicial Position 

$10,242 

Services and Supplies $ 4,963 

Subtotal $15,205 

Indirect Costs at 20.17% $ 3,067 

Total Cost per 
Nonjudicial Position $18,272 

Cost Categorl 

Nonjudicial 
Position 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Nonjudicial Position 

$11,515 

Services and Supplies $ 8,690 

Subtotal $20,205 

Indirect Costs at 17.68% $ 3,572 

Total Cost per 
Nonjudicial Position $23,777 

Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related 
Minute 

$0.1108 

$0.0537 

$0.1645 

$0.0332 

$0.1977 

Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related·· 

Hour 

$ 6.65 

$ 3.22 

$ 9.87 

$ 1.99 

$11. 86 

Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related 

l\;:V - -~--

$45 

$22 

$67 

$14 

$81 

Average Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

.Case Case Case 
Related -Related Related 
Minute Hour Day _ 

$0.1430 $ 8.58 $ 51 

$0.1079 $ 6.47 $ 38 

$0.2509 $15.05 $ 89 

$0.0444 $ 2.66 $ 16 

$0.2953 $17.71 $105 

Note: Court reporters and bailiffs are excluded. 
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APPLICATION OF TIME AND COST STANDARDS 

TO SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL PROCEEDING 

JUDICIAL ACTIVITIES 

Judicial Activities 

Average 
Min. Per 

Action 

Plead Not Guilty, Contin- 9.7811 
uance, Calendar Call, 
Sentencing and Probation 
Hearings, Diversion Hearings, 
Other Pre-Trial Motions, Trial 
Confirmation Conference 

Plea Guilty 

Dismissal - Trasfers 

Section 895 Motion 

Section 1538.5 Motion 

Court Trials - Regular, 
Transcript and Transcript 
and Testimony 

·13.5806 

20.4241 

39.1769 

59.7655 

71. 2011 

Averagel / 
Cost Per 
Action 

$ 9.0720 

$12.5960 

$18,,9434 

$36.3366 

$55.4325 

$66.0390 

Select Jury and 
Jury Trial 

1536.4467 
$1,425.0543 

Habeas Corpus Hearing 21. 8727 $20 .. 2869 

TOTAL AVERAGE JUDICIAL COST PER CRIMINAL 
FILING IN SUPERIOR COURT 

Average 
Actions Per 
--E:.i1ing 

7.2348 

.6582 

.1408 

.. 0863 

.1204 

.1335 

.0671 

.0605 

Exhibit 0 

AVerage21 

Cost Per 
Filing 

$65.6341 

$ 8.2907 

$ 2.6672 

$ 3.1358 

$ 6.6741 

$ 8.8162 

$95.6211 

$ 1.2274 

$192 

II Average cost per action results from average minutes per action 
(Exhibit C) mUltiplied by average cost per superior court judicial 
minute of $0.9275 (Exhibit M). 

Average cost per filing of each activity results from multiplying 
the average cost per action by the average actions per filing. 
Average actions per filing are obtained fro~ Exhibit C. Also, the 
average cost per filing of each activity can be obtained from 
mUltiplying the average minutes per. filing (Filing Weight in 
Exhibit C) by the cost per jUdicial case-related minute. 
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APPLICATION OF TIME AND COST STANDARDS 

TO SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL PROCEEDING 

NONJUDICIAL ACTIVITIES 

Nonjudicial Activities 

Case Initiation, Document 
Acceptance and Counter 
Activities (Per Defendant 
Accused) 

Preparation of Finished 
Minutes, Court Orders, 
Judgments and Warrants 
(Per Document Prepared) 

Recordkeeping, Case File 
and Register of Actions 
Maintenance 
(Per Court Appearance) 

Notification of Court 
Actions (Per Notice) 

Calendaring Activities 
(Per Setting) 

Own Recognizance 
Investigation and 
Processing (Per 
Investigation) 

Courtroom Activities 

Jury Services (Per 
Jury Selected and Sworn) 

Legal Research Time 
Per Filing 

Direct Supervision 
Time Per Filing 

Average 
Min. Per 

Action 

Averagel / Average 
Cost Per Actions Per 
Action Filing 

73.1639 $21.6053 

13.1395 $ 3.8801 

162.9990 $48.1336 

16.6000 $ 4.9020 

12.3525 $ 3.6477 

208.3730 $61.5325 

246.6063 $72.8228 

1157.8365 $341.9091 

8.6381 

52.8119 

1.000 

9.4568 

1.0786 

1.8359 

0.6248 

1. 0786 

0 •. 0868 

TOTAL AVERAGE NONJUDICIAL COST PER 
CRIMINAL FILING IN SUPERIOR COURT 

Exhibit P 

AverageY 
Cost Per 
Filing 

$ 21.6053 

$ 36.6933 

$ 51. 9169 

$ 8.9996 

$ 23.1118 

$ 38.4455 

$ 78.5467 

$ 29.6777 

$ 2.5508 

$ 15.5954 

$307 

1/ Average cost per action results from average minutes per action 
(Exhibit F) multiplied by average cost per superior court non­
judicial minute of $0.2953 (Exhibit N). 

Y Average cost per filing of each activity results from multiplying 
the ~v~rage cost per action by the average actions per filing 
(Exh~b~t F). Also, the average cost per filing of each activity 
ca~ ~e obt~ined fro~ ~ultiplying the average minutes per filing 
(F~l~ng We~ght, Exh~b~t F) by the cost per nonjudicial case­
related minute. 
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Cost Category 

Judicial Position 

Services & Supplies 

Indirect Costs 
at 21.99% 

Judicial Subtotal 

Courtroom Clerk 

Services & Supplies 

Indirect Costs 
at 20.17% 

Courtroom Clerk 
Subtotal 

Court Reporter 

Bailiff 

Total Average 
Courtroom 
Operations 
Cost Per 

MUNICIPAL COURT 

SUMMARY OF AVERAGE COST 

OF COURTROOM OPEP~TION 

Avg. Annual Average Cost 
Cost Per Per Case 

Courtroom Related Min. 

$ 42,825 $ 0.6993 

$ 3,289 $ 0.0537 

$ 10,140 ... 0.1656 ;;> 

$ 58,254 S 0.9186 

$ 12,354 $ 0.1337 

S 4,963 $ 0.0537 

$ 3,493 $ 0.0378 

$ 20,810 $ 0.2252 

$ 11,747 $ 0.:'271 

$ 13,680 $ 0 0 1480 

Judicial Position $102,491 

Exhibit Q 

Average Cost Average Cost 
Per Case Per Case 

Related Hour Related Day 

$ 41.96 $199 

$ 3.22 $ 15 

... 9.94 $ 47 ;;> 

$ 55.12 $261 

$ 8.02 $ 54 

$ 3.22 $ 22 

$ 2.27 $ 15 

$ 13.51 $ 91 

$ 7.63 $ 52 

$ 8.88 L§.Q 

$ 85.14 

Note: An estimated 215 days per year is aVailable for court related 
activity for each judicial position and an estimated 227 days 
per year is available for court related activity for each non­
judicial position. 

Note: The average courtroom operation costs include those personnel 
that are directly responsible to the judge when court is in 
session. Other sizeable county costs result from court atten­
dance by representatives of the district attorney and public 
defender and court involvement by the probation officer. Court 
reporter costs are based on the reporting of approximately 40% 
of the daily activities of each municipal court. 
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Cost Category 

Judicial Position 

Services & Supplies 

Indirect Costs at 
18.38% 

Judicial Subtotal 

courtroom Clerk 

Services & Supplies 

Indirect Costs at 
17.68% 

Courtroom Clerk 
Subtotal 

Court Reporter 

Bailiff 

Total Average 
Courtroom 
Operations Cost 
Per Judicial 
Position 

SUPERIOR COURT 

SUMMARY OF AVERAGE COST 

OF COURTROOM OPERATION 

Avg. Annual Average Cost 
Cost Per Per Case 

Courtroom Related Min. 

$ 46,046 $ 0.6756 

$ 7,354 $ 0.1079 

$ 9,815 $ 0.1440 
. 

$ 63,215 $ 0.9275 

$ 13,610 $ 0.1690 

$ 8,690 $ 0.1079 

$ 3,943 $ 0.0490 

$ 26,243 $ 0.3259 

$ 20,353 $ 0.2527 

$ 14,052 $ 0.1745 

$123,863 $ 1. 6806 

Exhibit R 

Average Cost Average Cost 
Per Case Per Case 

Related Hour Relat~d Day 

$ 4Q~54 $214 

$ 6.47 S "" 34 

$ 8.64 .L.1£ 
$ 55.65 $294 

$ 10.14 $ 60 

c 6.47 $ 38 'i' 

$ 2.94 $ 17 

$ 19.55 $115 

$ 15.16 $ 90 

$ 10.47 .Lg 

$100.83 

Note: An estimated 215 days per year is available for court related 
activity for each judicial position and an estimated 227 days 
per year is ;~ailable for court related activity for each non­
judicial posltiono 

Note: The average courtroom operation costs include those personnel 
that are directly responsible to the judge when court is in 
session. Other sizeable county costs result from court atten­
dance by representatives of the district attorney and public 
defender and court involvement by the probation officer .. 

-86-

Exhibit S 

MUNICIPAL COURTS AND SUPERIOR COURTS 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS APPORTIONED 

AMONG JUDICIAL POSITIONS ONLY 

MUNIC'IPAL COURTS 

Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per 

Average Annua.l Case Case 
Cost Per Related Related 

Cost Category Judicial Position Minute Hour 
" 

Judicial Personnel $ 42,825 $ 0.6993 $ 41.96 

Nonjudicial Personnel $ 73,130 $ 1.1941 $ 71.65 

Services & Supplies $ 38,726 $ 0.6324 $ 37.94 

Subtotal $154,681 $ 2.5258 $151.55 

Indirect Costs $ ~2,039 $ 0.5231 $ 31.38 

Total Cost Apportioned 
to Each Judicial 
Position $186,720 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Cost Category Judicial Position 
--~ 

JUdicial Personnel $ 46,046 

Nonjudicial Personnel $ 59,685 

Services & Supplies $ 52,396 

Subtotal $158,127 

Indirect Costs $ 28,330 

Total Cost Apportioned 
to Each Judicial 
Position $186,457 

$ 3.0489 $182.93 

Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per 

Case Case 
Related Related 
Minute Hour 

$ 0.6756 $ 40.54 

$ 0.8757 $ 52.54 

$ 0.7688 $ 46.13 

$ 2.3201 $139.21 

$ 0.4157 $ 24.94 

$ 2.7358 $164.15 

Note: Court reporters and bailiffs are excluded. 
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Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related 

Day 

$199 

$340 

$180 

$719 

$868 

Average 
Cost Per 

Case 
Related 

Day 

$214 

$278 

$243 

$735 

$867 

I 
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Exhibit T 

MUNICIPAL COURTS AND SUPERIOR COURTS 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS APPORTIONED 

AMONG NONJUDICIAL POSITIONS ONLY 

MUNICIPAL COURTS 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Cost Category Nonjudicial Position 

Nonjudicial Personnel $ 10,242 

Judicial Personnel 

Services & Supplies 

Subtotal 

Indirect Costs 

Total Cost Apportioned 
to Each Nonjudicial 

$ 5,998 

$ 5,424 

$ 21,664 

$ 4,487 

Position $ 26,151 

SUPERIOR COURTS 

Average Annual 
Cost Per 

Cost Category Nonjudicial Position 

Nonjudicial Personnel $ 11,515 

Judicial Personnel 

Services & Supplies 

Subtotal 

Indirect Costs 

Total Cost Apportioned 
to Each Nonjudicial 

$ 8,884 

$ 19,109 

$ 30,508 

$ 5,466 

Position $ 35,974 

Average Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Case 
Related 
Minute 

$ 0.1108 

$ 0.0649 

$ 0.0587 

$ 0.2344 

$ 0.0485 

$ 0.2829 

Case 
Related 

Hour 

$ 6.65 

$ 3.89 

$ 3.52 

$14.06 

$ 2.91 

$16.97 

Case 
Related 

Day 

$45 

$ 26 

L1.! 
$ 95 

$ 20 

$115 

Average Average Average 
Cost Per Cost Per Cost Per 

Case 
Related 
Minute 

$ 0.1430 

$ 0.1103 

$ 0.1255 

$ 0.3788 

$ 0.0679 

$ 0.4467 

Case 
Related 

Hour 

$ 8.58 

$ 6.62 

$ 7.53 

$22073 

$ 4.07 

$26.80 

Case 
Related 

Day 

$ 51 

$ 39 

.u2 
$135 

$159 

Note: Court reporters and bailiffs are excluded. 
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Chapter V 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This r"eport represents the conclusion of b70 years of activity 

aimed at analyzing the impact of legislation on the courts. 

During this period, project staff spent considerable time de­

veloping a system" for determining judicial impact, prepar~ng 

supplemental analytic .tools, and obtaining comments and sugges­

tions from a broad variety of groups and individual~ who are 
: .r 

interested in court-related legislation •. The~e ~ctivities 

reflecD the desire of the Judicial Council to precede any pos­

sible ongoin"g program of dudicial impact analysis with a period 

of time devoted to proper planning. "This planning period was 

believed to be essential. in terms of assuring, among other things, 

that impact would be determined and expressed in a way that legis­

lative personnel and others wou~d find factually correct and 

helpful when actually considering and/or implementing specific 

legislative proposals. 

The system that has been developed for determining jUdicial 

impact has al"so been tested during this two year period through 

the preparation of judicial impact reports. Over 50 reports 

were prepared during the second project year, and they demon­

strate that (I) courts are affected by a variety of legislative 

proposals and that (2) the impact of legislation on the courts 

can be measured and expressed in several ways. The variety nf 

subjects that can have an impact on court caseload, case dis­

position time, or financing is illustrated by the following 

partial list of legislative" topics for which judicial impact 

reports were prepared during the second project year: 

• reduced penalties for marijuana possession 

• payment of traffic fines by mail (bail by mail) 

~ alternate sources for names of prospective jurors 
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• electEonic recording of court proceedings 

• providing attorney judges in justice courts 

• creation of state public defender office 

curtail prosecution of non vic tim crime 

• simultaneous traffic arraignment and trial time 

• summary dissolution of marriage 

compensation of pro-tern judges 

adjustments in juror fees 

publication of appellate court opinions 

Project activities during the past two years have resulted in 

end products that will be of continuing assistance to those who 

are interested in determining the nature and magnitude of judi­

cial impact 0 Whether these end products will be utilized by 

the Judicial Council in an expanded program of legislative 

analysis is a basic policy question that is still to be resolved 

by the Judicial Council. This section makes recommendations to 

the Judicial Council for its consideration in conjunction with 

this basic policy decision. The recoIJrnendations reflect the 

experience gained by project staff during the past two years, 

and they are also based on the comments and suggestions of 

others relative to an ongoing program of judicial impact anal­

ysis. 

The following recommendations are made to the Judicial Council: 

• ENDORSE THE CONCEPT THAT JUDICIAL IMPACT REPORTS 

SHOULD BE PREPARED ON A REGULAR BASIS 

This recommendation does not address the question of who 

should prepare judicial impact reports or what their nature 
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should be. Rather, it acknowledges that a void presently exists, 

and that ·the preparation of judicial impact reports for those 

measures likely to result in significant caseload, case disposi­

tion, or fiscal impact is in the interest of the courts and will 

be helpful to those invclved in the legislative process. More 

specifically: 

- There is a void--As indicated in the first project 

report and as confirmed during the second project year, many 

groups in both the public and private sector follow court-related 

legislation, but none attempt to determine the total impact on 

the courts. As would be exp~cted, analyses done by the pr~vate 

sector are generally structured to high~ight those points of 

interest to the respective g·roup. Analyses prepared by speci'fic 

state agencies' and departments follow a similar pattern,' and .. 

even those prepared by the Legislative Analyst and the Depart­

ment of Finance concentrate almost solely on fiscal impact to 

the state. Thus, judicial impact reports as outlined herein 

and as developed during the first two years of the project will 

not duplicate existing analyses, except to the extent that 

several groups are interested in the fiscal' impact of legisla­

tive proposals. In this regard, it should be noted that infor­

mation regarding the fiscal impact of legislation on the courts, 

to the extent that it exists, is often obtained from the Judicial 

Council by others who are interested in th~s question. 

- In the interest of the courts--There are at least t~o 

ways in which courts can benefit from the regular preparation 

of judicial impact reports. First, while not a substitute for 

legislative policy decisions on court-related issues, judicial 

impact reports do provide an improved way for legislators and 

others to f'actuallY understand the implications of proposals 

in terms of their caseload, case disposition, and fiscal impact 

before they are adopted. Second, judicial impact reports can 

represent a helpful planning and management tool for local court 

and county officials in terms of implementing those proposals 

adopted by the legislature. 
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- Will be helpful generally--A thorough and practical 

analysis of potential impact can help to assure that somet.hing 

that is not intended does not occur. Judicial impact reports 

not only help avoid unintended results but, by asking questions 

in advance of passage,; they also help to assure that legislation 

is drafted in a way that will effectively achieve the goals of 

those sponsoring and carrying the measure. 

• ASSUME THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR PREPARING JUDICIAL 

IMPACT REPORTS 

While others could conceivably do it, there is little 

question but that the Judicial Council is the most logical group 

to prepare judicial impact reports. Aiong with the Adminis.tra­

tive Office of the Courts, the Judicial Council is the only 

official group looked to by others in terms of responsibility 

for overall administration and coordination of the state judi­

cial system. In addition, it is the only statewide hody that 

collects and maintains a broad data base on court-related activ­

ities. This data is now used to provide answers to others such 

as Legislative Analyst and Department of Finance, and assignment 

to a group other than the Judicial Council would result in the 

other group having to develop and maintain a duplicate data 

base. Importantly, virtually all talked with during field 

evaluations concurred that the Judicial Council was the logical 

group to carry out this responsibility. 

• APPROVE AS GUIDELINES FOR PREPARING JUDICIAL IMPACT 

REPORTS THOSE TOOLS FOR ANALYSIS DEVELOPED DURING 

THE FIRST ~~O PROJECT YEARS 

One result of the first project year was the development 

of guidelines for determining the impact of legislation on the 

courts. Those guidelines provide for a specific four-step pro­

cess to determine caseload, case disposition, and fiscal impact, 

and they are restated herein. Also included .herein, as Chapter 

IV, are standard measures of analysis that represent a tool 

that can be used to determine the extent of case disposition 
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and fiscal impact. These analytic tools are not intended as a 

substitute for legislative policy considerations. Rather, they 

are designed to supplement those considerations by providing 

the data and insight necessary for informed decision-making. 

By setting forth an organized thought process that is aimed at 

determining the total impact of legislation on the courts, these 

analytic tools help to assure consistency, accuracy, and ob­

jectivity in the analysis of court-related legislation. Im­

portantly, they expand upon data prepared for and used by the 

Judicial Council in conjunction with its weighted caseload and 

nonjudicial staffing study. 

• PREPARE AND SUBMIT A BUDGET REQUEST FOR 1976-77 

'ro FUND AN ONGOING JUDICIAL IMPACT ANALYSIS TEAM 

The budget request would be designed to permit ongoing 

continuation of Judicial Council activities aimed at determining 

the impact of legislation on the courts. Justification for the 

request has been alluded to previously, and incorporates the 

following concepts: 

fills a void in terms of documenting total impact. 

- provides legislators and others with additional 

information for informed decision-making. 

- recognizes the need to look more carefull.y at 

fiscal and other implications, particularly 

with property tax rate limits and the overall 

revenue needs of local agencies. 

- improves general understanding of the judicial 

system through the regular preparation, dis­

semination, and discussion of judicial impact 

reports. 

- to the extent the Judicial Council provides data, 
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improves the accuracy of fiscal estimates 

included in analyses prepared by the Legis­

lative Analyst and the Department of Finance. 

Staff Considerations 

To be effective, judicial impact reports must achieve a con­

sistent record of objectivity and accuracy_ Emphasis, partic­

ularly in the beginning, must be on quality rather than quan­

tity. At the same time, however, judicial impact reports must 

be prepared within a time frame that keeps pace with legislative 

considerations and keeps the reports cost-effective. 

On the average, the Judicial Council follows 500 bills annually. 

Of these, many are never considered by a legislative committee, 

and others represent technical changes in law and are non-con­

troversial. Experience under the judicial impact analysis 

project to date indicates that preparation of a judicial impact 

report requires about 18 hours on the average. Assuming this 

level of productivity during a typical legislative session, two 

project staff could produce about 70 judicial impact reports 

annually. This amount is adequate at present if the preparation 

of judicial impact reports is limited to significant measures 

rather than all court-related legislation. 

Although additional professional staff might be j~stified, 

there is no intent to create a large staff unit. Rather, empha­

sis should be on quality and this can be best achieved, partic­

ularly when the project is just beginning, with a small work 

force. To provide clerical support, one clerical position is 

recommended. It is assumed that legal assistance will be pro­

vided by existing Judicial Council' staff_ 

The quality of judicial impact reports also depends, to a great 

extent, on the ability of those hi~ed to analyze court-related 

legislation. In this regard, it is important that those filling 
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both professional staff positions h~ve a broad background that 

includes insight into public management and financing considera­

tions, as well as the legislative and judicial process. It may 

obviously be difficult to locate individuals with this broad 

background and, if so, emphasis should be placed on analytic 

ability as it applies to the management and financing of public 

agencies inasmuch as an insight in these areas is absolutely 

essential in order to determine caseload, case disposition, and 

fiscal impact. 

Of the two professional staff positions, one would be assigned 

supervisory responsibility and, thus, someone with senior anal­

ytic skills should be hired. However, the magnitude of the 

assignment is of such importance that both staff positions, if 

possible, should have actual experience in the administration of 

state or local government. 

Organizational Considerations 

As referenced above, the judicial impact analysis team would 

be a small unit within the Judicial Council. The unit would 

work in conjunction with the legislative unit of the Judicial 

Council, and would be headed by a supervisor who would be one 

of the two professional staff persons assigned to analyze court­

related legislation. Detailed working relationships would be 

established when the unit became operational, but would follow 

a broad framework similar to the following: 

- bills for which judicial impact reports are to 

be prepared would be identified by the legisla­

tive staff of the Judicial Council. 

- the supervisor of the judicial impact analysis 

unit would be responsible for preparation of 

the judicial impact- report. In some cases he 

would assign the bill to the other staff per­

son within the unit, and in other cases he 
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would prepare the impact report himself. 

- the analyst within the judicial impact analysis 

unit would, within a reasonable period of time, 

proceed to analyze the bill, taking whatever 

steps are necessary to develop a complete fac­

tual basis for the analysis. This could include, 

among others, the legal staff of the Judicial 

Council and local court officials. 

- the draft impact report would be reviewed by 

the unit supervisor and submitted to the legis­

lative staff of the Judicial Council for review 

and commerit. If necessary, the impact report 

would be returned to the supervisor for revision. 

Otherwise, it would be approved and disseminated 

to appropriate persons within the legislative 

process. 

- once a judicial impact report has been prepared, 

revised reports would be prepared as amendments 

to the bill are made. 

Budgetary Considerations 

Any budget request will reflect, to a great extent, the amount 

of staff positions involved. It will also reflect the level of 

compensation that is paid. It has already been recommended 

that initial staff be limited to two professional positions and 

one clerical position. Compensation levels should reflect the 

experience of those holding the position, and they should also 

be generally comparable with those on the Judicial Council staff 

and in similar positions who do like work. 

It is reasonable to assume that expenditure levels will remain 

similar to those now associated with the judicial impact analysis 

project. On this basis, a budget request of $85,000 would be 

appropriate. This amount would keep salaries for the two profes-
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sional positions and one clerical position at present levels, 

allowing for a six percent cost of living adjustment between 

1975-76 and 1976-77. It would also provide adequate funds for 

office rental, telephone, and supplies. A small contingency 

amount of approximately $3,500 would remain to cover the cost 

of field visits and reproduction of judicial impact reports. 

• USE THE THIRD PROJECT YEAR AS A FURTHER 

TRANSITION PERIOD 

This recommendation assumes that an application for third 

year project funds will be submitted, and that third year 

project goals will include: 

- The preparation of judicial impact reports on 

more significant court-related legislative 

proposals introduced during the remainder of 

the first half of the 1975-1976 legislative 

session, as well as during the second half. 

These reports would be prepared on a more 

operational and continuing basis during the 

third year, and would be introduced more di­

rectly into the legislative process. 

- The evaluation of the work outpnt of the project 

team during the 1975-76 operational project year, 

and the refinement of recommendations regarding 

ongoing implementation, including cost, organiza­

tional considerations, manpower requirements, 

and working relationships with those in state 

government and otherwise who are interested in 

court-related legislation. Specifically, 

operating experience the third year would be 

compared with recommendations made during the 

second project year, and revisions would be 

made as necessary. 
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- The development of an operating manual for the 

judicial impact analysis unit based upon the 

staffing and organizational considerations pre­

sented at the completion of the second project 

year. 

- The refinement and updating of the standard 

measures of analysis developed in 1974-75 in 

much the same manner as they would be refined 

and updated on a regular basis if the judicial 

impact analysis team were a permanent operating 

unit of the Administrative Office of the Courts. 

- The review and development, where feasible, of 

standard measures of analysis for the higher 

courts of the state. This requires, among other 

things, an assessment as to what extent the 

methodology applied to the lower courts can be 

applied to the appellate courts and, where ap­

propriate, the collection of data and the com­

pletion of calculations necessary to produce 

such standard measures as may be applicable. 
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