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California Judicial Workload Assessment 

The Judicial Council is required to report “to the Legislature and the 
Governor on or before November 1 of every even-numbered year on the 
factually determined need for new judgeships in each superior court using 
the uniform criteria for allocation of judgeships.”1 In 2001 the Judicial 
Council approved the use of a weighted caseload model to evaluate how 
many judicial officers are needed in California’s trial courts and to identify 
the courts with the greatest need for new judgeships. The caseweights that 
measure judicial workload were updated in 2010 following a time study of 
judicial officers in fifteen courts. The judicial workload assessment provides 
the basis for quantifying judicial need based on the volume and makeup of 
filings and helps ensure that there are sufficient judicial resources to provide 
access to justice to the state’s most vulnerable citizens.  

 

Assessing the Statewide Need for Judges 

Weighted caseload is a widely accepted methodology for evaluating workload in the 
trial courts and has been utilized by many states and the federal government to assess 
judicial need. In 2001, the Judicial Council approved use of a weighted caseload 
methodology to determine the number of judgeships needed (also called Assessed 
Judicial Need or AJN) in the trial courts and to identify the courts with the greatest 
need for new judgeships. The council also directed Administrative Office of the 
Courts (AOC) staff to develop a process to periodically review and update the 
workload standards so that they continue to accurately represent judicial workload.  

 

Judicial Workload Study Update (2009-2011) 

The Workload Assessment Advisory Committee (formerly the SB 56 Working 
Group) provides the policy direction for the judicial workload studies.  At the 
direction of the SB 56 Working Group, the AOC contracted with the National 

1 Government Code section 69614(c)(1) 
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Center for State Courts (NCSC), a recognized leader in judicial workload assessment, 
to conduct the judicial workload study update.  

In Fall 2010, 533 judicial officers (337 judges and 196 
subordinate judicial officers) from 15 courts (see insert) 
participated in the time study, documenting their case 
processing work in daily time logs over a four-week period.   

Following the time study, a qualitative data review was 
undertaken to ensure that case-processing time estimates 
reflected adequate time to meet statutory obligations and 
uphold quality of justice. Judicial officers in the study courts 
were asked to complete a supplemental survey where they 
could identify particular case-processing steps or functions 
where they believed additional time would allow them to 
improve the quality of justice or service to the public.  

Finally, groups of judicial officers were convened in a series of 
Delphi (focus group) sessions to recommend adjustments to 
the time study results to ensure that they reflected effective 
and efficient case processing. Nearly 200 judicial officers 
participated in at least one phase of the qualitative review. 

 
Assessed Judicial Need 

Three types of data are needed to estimate judicial need: 

• Filings data, differentiated by casetype, to measure the volume and variation in a 
court’s case processing work. The average of the three most-recent fiscal years of 
data are used. 

• Caseweights that estimate the average time needed to resolve the cases that are 
counted and differentiated in the filings data, where “average” represents the full 
range and probability of possible case outcomes (e.g., from cases that settle or plead 
out, requiring very little judge time, to those that go to a jury). 

• A judge year value that estimates the amount of time judges have available for case 
processing work and that leaves adequate time for judges to fulfill duties and 
responsibilities outside of the courtroom. 

2010 Judicial Workload 
Time Study Courts 

 

 •   Alameda  

•    Butte  

•    El Dorado  

•    Fresno   

•    Glenn  

•    Imperial  

•    Inyo   

•    Lake   

•    Merced  

•    San Benito  

•    San Bernardino 

•    San Francisco  

•    Santa Clara  

•    Siskiyou  

•    Sonoma 
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To estimate judicial need, filings are multiplied by caseweights and divided by the 
judge year value. The results are expressed as full time equivalents (FTE). 
 
Since the original judicial needs assessment was completed in 2001, the statewide 
need for judicial officers has remained consistently greater than the number of 
authorized judicial positions. The most recent judicial needs assessment (2012) 
estimates that 2,286 judicial officers are needed to manage the workload in the 
courts; 314 FTE more than the number of authorized and funded positions.2 

A Method for Securing New Judicial Resources  

In 2006 the Legislature incorporated the judicial needs assessment into Government 
Code 69614(b) when it created and funded 50 new judgeships and established that 
new judgeships would be allocated according to the assessed judicial need and 
prioritization methodology approved by the Judicial Council. In addition, 
Government Code 69614(c)(1) required that the Judicial Council report by 
November 1 of every even numbered year “on the factually determined need for new 
judgeships in each superior court using the uniform criteria for allocation of 
judgeships” established in the judicial workload model. Reports have been submitted 
as required in 2008, 2010, and 2012.3 

 
A second set of 50 judgeships was authorized (Chapter 722, Stats. 2007) but never 
funded. The Chief Justice has prioritized the funding of this second set of judgeships 
and authorization and funding of additional judicial resources as part of her 
reinvestment plan for the judicial branch.  

How Is the Need for New Judgeships Prioritized? 

A ranking methodology is used to evaluate both the absolute and the relative need for 
judges in the courts. The methodology takes into account the number of judges that 
each court needs compared to other courts—the absolute need. But in a small court, a 
need for even one judge can represent a significant reduction in its ability to serve 
justice. Thus, need expressed as a percentage of the number of judges a court already 
has—relative need—is also taken into account. For example, in a two-judge court, a 
need for even one additional judge would represent a relative need of 50 percent. 

2 See http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/jc-20121026-item2.pdf 
 
3 See  http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/102408iteme.pdf (2008); 
http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/20101029infojudge.pdf (2010); see footnote above for link to 2012 
assessment. 
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The ranking methodology is based in part on the Equal Proportions Method, which 
has been used by other states in their assessment of judicial needs and is also used by 
the United States Congress to determine how a fixed number of seats should be 
assigned in the House of Representatives after a new census is taken. 

Some minor adjustments to the Equal Proportions Method have been made in 
consideration for courts with the greatest need relative to their current complement 
of judicial officers, as well as to ensure improved access to courts for the greatest 
number of citizens.  

 

Contact: 
Leah Rose-Goodwin, Manager, Office of Court Research, leah.rose-goodwin@jud.ca.gov 

Additional resources: 
http://www.courts.ca.gov/12922.htm 
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