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Executive Summary 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) recommends that the Judicial Council extend, in 
accordance with Government Code section 71622(a), through June 30, 2011, the authorization of 
the three positions for subordinate judicial officers (SJOs) at the Superior Court of California, 
County of Riverside.  The court has and will pay for the cost of hiring retired commissioners for 
these positions. These positions commenced in 2007 following the creation of the Strike Force, 
at the request of the Chief Justice, for the purpose of reducing the criminal case backlog in the 
Riverside court. Without the extension of the authorization for these three positions, the delivery 
of justice in Riverside would be even more severely affected.   

Recommendation 

The Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) recommends that the Judicial Council extend, in 
accordance with Government Code section 71622(a), through June 30, 2011, the authorization of 
the three positions for SJOs at the Superior Court of California, County of Riverside. 



Previous Council Action 

Effective August 24, 2007, the Judicial Council approved two temporary positions for SJOs at 
the Superior Court of California, County of Riverside in accordance with Government Code 
section 71622(a). Authorization was to terminate four months later, on December 31, 2007. 
Upon request from the court, the council extended those positions twice by circulating orders 
that extended those positions until June 30, 2008, and June 30, 2009. In the second circulating 
order, the council authorized a third temporary position, with the same June 30, 2009, 
termination date. At its April 2009 meeting, the council extended the authorization for these 
three positions through June 30, 2010. 

Rationale for Recommendation 

In June 2007, Chief Justice Ronald M. George assigned a team of active and retired judges on a 
temporary basis to the Superior Court of Riverside County to respond to significant delays in 
criminal case processing that threatened to adversely affect the administration of justice. The 
recent growth in new judgeships in Riverside County has not kept pace with the substantial 
growth in the number of cases brought to that court. (See June 12, 2007, letter from Chief Justice 
Ronald M. George to Presiding Judge Richard T. Fields and District Attorney Rod Pacheco 
[Attachment A].) 
 
This assistance has reduced the criminal case backlog in Riverside County, which, in turn, has 
helped promote public safety and maintain access to civil justice. The large backlog of cases had 
contributed to a significant number of “last day” criminal cases that must go to trial or risk 
dismissal. These “last day” cases had the potential for compromising public safety. The backlog 
also had threatened the ability of the county’s families to resolve on a timely basis child custody 
disputes and juvenile dependency matters.     
 
The Chief Justice outlined a plan to address these problems in his June 12, 2007, letter. One of 
the elements of the plan was the temporary assignment of a team of both active and retired 
judges to diminish the Riverside County criminal case backlog. A second element was the 
formation of a task force, led by Justice Richard D. Huffman, to identify and foster the most 
effective criminal case management practices for the court and its justice system partners. 
 
At the Chief Justice’s request, and with the need confirmed by Justice Huffman, the Judicial 
Council authorized by circulating order on August 24, 2007, two SJO positions for the court 
through December 31, 2007. The presiding judge requested and the Judicial Council authorized, 
on December 4, 2007, the extension of those positions through June 30, 2008. In June 2008, the 
presiding judge requested and the council authorized by circulating order an additional extension 
of those two positions and the addition of a third, through June 30, 2009. In March 2009, the 
presiding judge requested and the council authorized at its April 24, 2009, meeting an additional 
extension of those three positions, through June 30, 2010. The presiding judge has recently 
requested that the Judicial Council authorize the continuation of these three SJO positions 
through June 30, 2011. This additional extension of the authorization period would allow sitting 
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Riverside County judges to continue to hear criminal cases in support of the effort to reduce the 
criminal case backlog. The continuing need is confirmed by Justice Huffman.   
 
The Presiding Judge states that these three temporary council-authorized positions have been and 
will continue to be funded by the court. These three SJO positions assist the court in providing 
access to justice in Riverside county in the face of a severe judicial shortage, even more critical 
as a result of the delay in funding for AB 159 authorized judges. 
 
The increase of SJOs in the Superior Court of Riverside County must be done with Judicial 
Council approval under Government Code section 71622(a). On February 23, 2007, the council 
delegated to its Executive and Planning Committee (E&P) the authority to authorize SJO 
positions, funded by the requesting court, if the most recent council-approved judicial needs 
assessment demonstrated that the requesting court’s SJO workload justified additional SJO 
positions and could not be handled with existing judicial resources. (See “Judicial Council of 
Cal./Admin. Off. of Cts., Subordinate Judicial Officers: Policy for Approval of Number of 
Subordinate Judicial Officers in Trial Courts (Feb. 1, 2007)” [Attachment B].) Thus, E&P may 
authorize new SJO positions if both overall judicial need and SJO workload at the requesting 
court are demonstrated. 
 
The most recent update of the Judicial Workload Assessment was approved by the Judicial 
Council at its October 2008 business meeting. According to that update (a copy of Table 2 in that 
update is attached [Attachment D]), and the 2009 Court Statistics Report (a copy of Table 12a in 
that report is attached [Attachment C]), the Superior Court of Riverside County has a severe 
overall judicial need. It currently has 83 authorized judicial positions. Of these 83 positions, the 
Judicial Vacancy Report (8011) shows 5 positions that are vacant, pending appointment by the 
Governor, and 7 others are authorized by Assembly Bill 159 but not yet funded. Thus, there are 
only 71 judges and SJOs filling these 83 positions in Riverside. The total estimated need in 
Riverside under the 2008 update on the judicial workload assessment is 142.5 judicial officers. 
This means that the Superior Court of Riverside has a need of 59.5 judicial officers over the 
number of authorized positions, and a need of 71.5 judicial officers over the number of currently 
filled positions. The delay in funding for the authorized judges under AB 159 has exacerbated 
the court’s workload.    
 
The Superior Court of Riverside County does not, however, have a net SJO workload above the 
complement of authorized SJOs in the court, the second element under the need criteria in the 
2007 Judicial Council policy. The Riverside court’s SJO workload, under the 2008 update, is 15 
SJO positions. Since it currently has 19 authorized SJO positions, E&P is not able to authorize 
and extend the authorization of these 3 requested positions under the authority delegated by the 
Judicial Council.   
   
Accordingly, this request is directed to the Judicial Council. Because of the circumstances and 
the extraordinary need of the Riverside court, the AOC makes this recommendation as a 
temporary exception to the council’s policy approved on February 23, 2007.   
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Comments, Alternatives Considered, and Policy Implications 

This request for temporary SJOs for the Superior Court of Riverside County is one element in the 
Chief Justice’s plan to address the backlog of cases in that court. Staff has not identified 
alternatives.   
 
Public comment has not been solicited on this proposal because it pertains to court staffing for 
the requesting court consonant with the principles of decentralized management in California 
Rules of Court 10.601 et seq. 

Implementation Requirements, Costs, and Operational Impacts 

The requesting court has and will continue to pay the cost of filling these three council-
authorized SJO positions. Attached is the March 4, 2010, letter from Presiding Judge Thomas H. 
Cahraman stating that the court is able to fund these positions for the next fiscal year 
(Attachment E). 

Relevant Strategic Plan Goals and Operational Plan Objectives 

Because this proposal will maintain the number of council-authorized SJO positions in the 
Riverside court during another lean state budget year with uncertainty about when the 
Legislature will fund the authorized AB 159 judgeships, it supports branch Goal I, Access to 
Justice. 

Attachments 

1. Attachment A:  June 12, 2007, letter from Chief Justice Ronald M. George to Presiding 
Judge Richard T. Fields and Riverside County District Attorney Rod Pacheco. 

2. Attachment B:  Judicial Council of Cal./Admin. Off. of Cts., Subordinate Judicial Officers:  
Policy for Approval of Number of Subordinate Judicial Officers in Trial Courts (Feb. 1, 
2007). 

3. Attachment C:  Table 12a, from 2009 Court Statistics Report. 
4. Attachment D:  Table 2, Judicial Workload Assessment, October, 2008. From The Need for 

New Judgeships in the Superior Courts, Report to the Legislature under Government Code 
Section 69614(C), approved by the council, October 24, 2008. 

5. Attachment E:  March 4, 2010, letter to the Judicial Council from Presiding Judge Thomas H. 
Cahraman. 
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