
JUSTICE COURT FACT SHEET 
 

The responses and information offered in this fact sheet are meant to provide as much 
supplemental information to the City Council as possible regarding the City’s Justice 
Court prior to the Council briefing on Tuesday, June 10, 2008.  The responses include 
general Administration responses as well as comments by Presiding Judge Virginia Ward 
and City Prosecutor Sim Gill. 
 
The following questions resulted from Council staff conversations with three Council 
Members: 
  
Q. Is Justice Court meeting the original intent outlined in the report prepared by Kay 
Christensen?   

 
A.  Yes, to the extent possible. Council members who supported creating the Court 
believed generally that a municipal court would have a greater interest in the community 
and the “quality of life” cases that most impact the City than had been demonstrated by 
the Third District Court.  One Council member said that the Justice Court would be 
“revenue neutral and service positive.”  
 
The City Council considered several factors when making the decision to create a justice 
court.: (1) Justice court judges would be more familiar with the needs of the local 
community than are district court judges; (2)  Justice court could better address the 
“quality of life” cases such as nuisance, zoning, barking dog and other cases than the 
district court; (3) The justice court could do a better job imposing and collecting fines;            
(4) Through the justice court, the City could enhance public safety by instituting creative 
community justice (restorative justice) programs such as misdemeanor drug court, victim 
restitution, housing court and domestic violence court;  (5) The City could better address 
court delays and miscommunication issues by providing an adequate number of trained 
staff and investing in information management systems; (6) The justice court could 
possibly schedule police officer appearances more efficiently to allow officers to be on 
the beat rather than waiting in court and could more effectively manage other public 
resources as well (see later response on this specific question); and (7) City prosecutors 
could function more efficiently without the need to coordinates schedules with the district 
court.  Each of these factors is addressed extensively in the report which the Council 
received earlier this year and which was included again in their packets this week.  The 
common element in each of these original intents is the belief that a city justice court 
would better serve the cause of justice and the citizens of Salt Lake City.  Dissolving the 
Court would put all City cases back on equal footing with other jurisdictions’ cases, 
either mixed in with higher level cases at the District Court or mixed in with cases from 
all over Salt Lake County.   
 
City Prosecutor Sim Gill believes that to some extent the above listed original intents 
have not been met. His comments on this question are provided below: 
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Point 2: Quality of life 
As noted in Kay’s study, a justice court is limited by what relief it can provide in “civil 
nuisance” cases due to jurisdictional limitations (p.26 and 27). This leaves open the issue 
of criminal prosecution of similar cases. The prosecutor’s office has prosecuted such 
serial offenders in quality of life/zoning cases. This prosecution has been long, protracted 
and labor/resource intensive. Subsequent to prosecution the matter has been appealed to 
District Court and the process was begun once again. The total time invested was 
approximately 2 ½ to 3 years. The consensus that emerges is that those offenders that we 
want to hold accountable and ultimately jail for their repeated violations we cannot hold 
because they will appeal to the District Court. This impacts not only our most serious 
quality of life offenders but other criminal defendants as well. Kay notes in her study “the 
Court is seen as a problem in getting closure on certain categories of “quality of life” 
cases when, in reality, the Justice Court may not be the best avenue of resolution” (p.28). 
The lack of finality of conviction and appeal out of justice court de novo for the most 
serious matters makes justice court not a desired option for prosecutors. 
 
(Aside from the arguments made by Sim Gill, it should be noted that whether the City 
had a justice court or not, the majority of zoning cases would likely be pursued civilly in 
the District Court.  In addition, DUI and domestic violence cases are also “quality of life” 
cases and those cases get maximum attention in the Justice Court.  Judge Ward notes that 
whether the case is a zoning type of nuisance or other quality of life case, and whether it 
is in District or Justice Court, a defendant is not held pending an appeal unless a risk of 
flight or risk of danger to a victim or risk to the community is proven, so to say the 
Justice Court provides an inadequate response during appeals clouds the issues, because 
the standard for release pending appeal is identical in either court). 
 
Point 4: “enhancing public safety” 
The City Prosecutor’s office along with various other city, non-city and county criminal 
justice services (Kay: p.32) have collaborated to create various “restorative justice” 
programs. Several programs were in place before the creation of Salt Lake City’s Justice 
Court and several have continued on outside of justice court (for example, mental health 
court, misdemeanor drug court in both our Justice Court and the Third District Court 
high risk domestic violence offenders program etc.). We have also enjoyed the continuity 
of several programs in Justice Court as well. One program, Judge Baxter’s “homeless 
court” is singularly unique to our Justice Court, and provides needed relief to the 
downtown community. Other programs, which are run through our collaboration with 
Salt Lake County criminal justice as probationary models work well in our Justice Court 
as they could in other jurisdictions as well. Our “restorative justice” models have been 
something the City can be collectively very proud of over the last several years.  Most 
“restorative justice” models were created in collaboration with other agencies originally 
to limit the impact on the court. They would work well in either jurisdiction. There is no 
substantial advantage by virtue of being in Justice courts that could not be replicated in 
other jurisdictions. (Sim Gill may be correct that the restorative justice programs could 
work in other jurisdictions, but the distinction is that in other jurisdictions it would not be 
the City’s decision to create and run a program—it would be up to the controlling 
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jurisdiction.  It is not likely that a District Court Judge would participate in Homeless 
Court, for example, which takes court out into the community and dramatically reduces 
the costs of prosecution in that population while resulting in substantial community 
service).  
 
Point 5: “court delays” 
Addressing the issue of court delays becomes moot if there is no commitment to the 
resources necessary to effectuate that change as noted by Kay in her report (p.33). The 
prosecutor’s office has always supported the idea of providing adequate resources to all 
of the critical partners in the delivery of justice to our community. These partners are 
police, Legal Defenders, Justice Court and the prosecution.  
The original idea that the City matters would be handled more expeditiously and in a 
timely manner has not been historically achieved. Currently, we have gotten a better 
handle on the matters but it has been at the price of not pursuing all matters, engaging in 
dismissals and de-prioritizing certain categories of offenses.  In all fairness to the Justice 
Court and the prosecution, this is a resource issue. The Court needs more resources both 
in terms of staff and space.  
 
Point 6: “police officers”- Sim Gill’s comments on this point are included when this issue 
is addressed in a specific Council question.   
 
Point 7: City prosecutors would not need to coordinate with the District Court. 
There is no net gain for the City Prosecutor’s office as a result of the creation of Justice 
Court. Trial de novo and hearings de novo contribute to an increased demand on 
prosecution resources. The appearances in two different jurisdictions where one is “on 
the record” and the other is not cannot be objectively be seen as a net gain by the 
prosecution. 
 
(The prosecutor’s perspective should be balanced against the gains of having a 
community court responsive to City needs.  While there is no gain to the prosecutor, there 
may be substantial gains to citizens and other justice partners affected by Court services, 
and for which there is not a monetary value).   

 
Q. Have the issues raised in the audit been addressed? 
 
A. Yes. A copy of the audit response report is attached.   Subsequently, the Justice Court 
conducted an extensive external task force, with the assistance of the National Center for 
State Courts, engaging all partnering entities to address procedural issues and also has an 
ongoing internal task force to address organizational issues. 
 
Q. Is the percentage of time spent on the bench by Judges 
reasonable/appropriate/standard? 
 
A.  The National Center for State Courts (NCSC) has told Court management that there is 
no national standard for time spent on the bench by judges.  Each court has different 
caseload requirements, requiring more or less time on the bench and on follow up office 
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paperwork. Since our judges’ caseloads are no longer being set further and further out, 
there is no reason to believe that the time spent on the bench is not reasonable and 
appropriate.   
 
Judge Ward notes that the NCSC did not indicate that judicial bench time in the Salt Lake 
City Justice Court was deficient.  All of the tasks were evaluated in the weighted caseload 
study which resulted in a finding that the court is under-resourced to provide necessary 
services.  On a daily basis Salt Lake City’s judges engage in records management, legal 
research, respond to email motions by both key agencies to facilitate scheduling or 
addressing legal issues, review probation reports, mental health and substance abuse 
evaluations, motions and other pleadings, pre-sentence reports, and issue warrants in 
batches. At the same time, judges monitor thousands of active cases assigned to each 
judge for probation compliance.  Judge Ward also noted that during the time frame since 
the last audit, the prosecutors have received staff increases to allow them more time to 
draft or respond to motions, prepare probable cause statements, and seek warrants of 
arrest all creating additional work for the existing judges.   
 
In a typical calendar month, the Court has 200 possible settings, (am and pm five days a 
week) and judges are on the bench for 136 of these settings, 68% of the time.  Judge 
Ward inquires if the prosecutors should decide how much time the judges sit on the 
bench? This also raises the question of prosecutorial resources if judges spent even more 
time on the bench.  For example, the Court regularly requests that a prosecutor be present 
at homeless court, to help facilitate closing more cases, but the prosecutor’s office has 
said they do not have the resources to send someone.  Judge Ward notes that while 
seeking a higher amount of bench time the prosecutor provides no alternative to allow 
non bench work to be performed since none of it may be delegated to non-judicial 
officers.   
  
City Prosecutor Sim Gill responded that the prosecution interest in bench time correlates 
directly to having as many as workable calendars as possible and that from the 
prosecution perspective, four out of five days is a reasonable expectation for the City’s 
caseload. He notes that there are a total of ten calendars available in a five day work week 
and that, currently, we use 18 out of 30 possible bench hours. He argues that the objective 
should be 80% and we should do everything to move towards that goal.  
 
Q. Are some of the Judges still requiring Prosecutors to file Informations earlier in the 
process than other District Courts?   
 
A. It was agreed upon in late 2004 that prosecutors would no longer be required to file 
Informations until after the pre trial.  The exception to this is at the prosecutors’ request  
on potentially “enhanceable charges” (DUI’s, DV’s). In those cases prosecutors have 
asked that an arraignment not be scheduled until the Information is filed so the 
prosecutors have a chance to review for previous violations. Sim Gill agrees that this 
issue has been resolved. 
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Q. Why was it so difficult to resolve that issue?  What was the cost to the City taxpayers 
due to that requirement?  Are there other requirements being imposed by the Judges that 
go beyond other courts? Does the difficulty in resolving that issue and the extensive use 
of resources caused by it point to a problem with the Court? 
 
A.  Presiding Judge Ward has responded to this question by noting that the problem may 
be better viewed as one of correctly assessing the role of the different branches of 
government.  She argues that it is never appropriate for the executive branch or 
legislative branch to tell the court how to act when the issue is a core judicial function, as 
in this case.  She said that the previous presiding judge acted on an interpretation of law 
which was supported by the Administrative Office of the Courts, in regards to when a 
formal Information must be filed.   She further noted that this issue provides an example 
of the criticisms made of municipal courts, and the basis for some of the reforms 
attempted in last year’s legislative session.  When a court acts to give a purely legal 
interpretation on an issue, and one party disagrees with that interpretation, then that party 
may take an appeal, but should not, under the doctrine of separation of powers, ever 
retaliate against the separate branch of government.  As the recent dialogue in this state 
demonstrated, when an executive branch agency is allowed to control court functions 
then public perception and confidence in the legal system can be severely compromised.   
 
Judge Ward cites an example of a current concern raised by the prosecutor which she 
argues exposes this continuing conflict: the City prosecutor objects to having to file 
amended Informations in which the government changes the substantive offenses a 
defendant faces within a certain amount of time before trial, or having to mail or serve 
such pleadings on the defendants who are affected.  She argues that this may be viewed 
by the prosecutor as “overly formal” but is viewed by the defendants as giving actual 
notice of the charges one faces, a fundamental right of due process.    
 
Sim Gill comments that the requirement to file Informations at the beginning of the 
process did impose a systemic impact on the prosecutors office but he cannot attach a 
specific cost.   
 
With regard to the question of whether there are additional requirements being imposed 
that go beyond other courts, he argues that the Justice Court requires that additional 
information is required on probable cause statements for warrants not required by the 
District Court, such as providing information on how the defendant was identified as the 
perpetrator of the ofense.  Prosecutor Gill argues that the Court should avoid unnecessary 
motions and require more specificity in the motions filed before it and that the current 
motion and historical motion practice in our Justice Court has been significantly higher 
than his experience in District Court. He argues that we need to focus on substantive 
issues where actual prejudice denies due process to the defendant and avoid “excessive 
formalism,” for example, the ability to amend Informations down without having to beg 
leave from the Court.  The Court’s response is that the government may file whatever 
charges it wishes, but it must always give notice within applicable legal standards.   
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He added that, in his opinion, the Justice Court needs to consistently control its calendars 
and apply the rulings that have been given in District Court, and further that the Court 
needs to control defense counsels’ motions and have cutoff dates so that cases don’t 
languish without any action being taken. 
 
In response to the question, “Does the difficulty in resolving that issue and the extensive 
use of resources caused by it point to a problem with the Court,” he responds that the 
answer is in the affirmative for the reasons stated above.  
 
Q.  Why has the City never followed through on night court, but suggested instead 
adding new courtrooms? 
 
A.  Court Administration responded that the Court does not have enough staff at this time 
to consider the additional hours night court would require; however, with additional 
staffing the Court would be able to cover additional hours.  A request for additional 
courtrooms was tied to a potential increase in judges.   It should be noted that night court 
would affect other justice partner resources including private defense attorneys, police 
officers, prosecutors, and legal defenders. Judges and prosecutors agree with this 
assessment. 
 
Q.  It does not appear that the goal of efficient scheduling for Police Officers is being 
met.  
 
A.  Court scheduling is done by calendars.  For example, the Court schedules jury trials, 
DUI pre-trials and domestic violence cases on specific calendars (times set with a judge).  
To the extent possible, these calendars are planned to provide the maximum efficiency in 
the use of police officers as witnesses, but a certain amount of waste is built into the 
system. For example, an officer may be summoned to be a witness in a trial, come to 
Court at the appointed time and learn after some time has passed that the defendant has 
decided to accept a plea at the last minute.  
 
 When an off-duty officer is notified to appear in court as a witness, he or she is paid time 
and a half and allowed 2 hours preparation time and the actual time in court (by union 
contract). When an on-duty officer is at court, there is not an additional cost to the City. 
The cost is in lost time in the field.   On any given day, as many as 6 officers might be 
called to court for potential trials. Their time at court could vary from an hour for a 
dismissal to a full day (or rarely 2 days) for a complete trial.      

     
In many cases, it is not possible to schedule police officers when they are on duty. For 
example, afternoon shifts and graveyard shifts will not coincide with court appearances. 
When it is possible to make the choice to schedule on duty, the cost of having the officer 
off the beat must be weighed against the cost of paying the officer time and a half.  
         
The Police Department does not see a way to schedule officers more efficiently than is 
done in current practice.  The recent audit of the Justice Court conducted for the City 
Council did not mention the scheduling of police officer witnesses as an issue to be 
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addressed specifically.  However, the Administration continues to pursue any idea for 
more efficient scheduling of police witnesses. This goal was discussed in the external 
task force meetings with the Police Department.  The Department was looking at new 
software that would make it possible for the prosecutor to be able to look at an individual 
officer's schedule while in court and ask the court to schedule accordingly. The Police 
Department said that software was not yet in place and that they would like to discuss the 
issue again.  The court agreed to this request and will revisit the issue at such time as the 
software is available.    
 
Sim Gill made the suggestion that one way to improve the use of police officers’ time is 
to schedule all jury trials on, for example, Tuesdays and Thursdays.  Four judges would 
have jury calendars on those days, for a potential of 8 jury calendars.  This would give 
the police a predictable schedule for training and other court conflicts could be scheduled 
accordingly.  Currently, law enforcement is theoretically on call for juries (the most 
important setting five days a week. 
 
One problem with this schedule that would have to be overcome is the lack of sufficient 
space for the large group of potential jurors that would have to be called to fill 4 juries at 
a time and separate spaces for those jurors to deliberate.  Additionally, up to 120 jurors 
called to the court on only two days per week would pose an enormous difficulty with 
available public parking near the Court, and would likely impact residents and businesses 
negatively.  Currently the Court has 6 jury trials scheduled a week, scheduled throughout 
the week, and 3 to 5 bench trials (traffic bench trials are set every other week for two half 
day sessions).  Jury trials are full days and bench trials are half days.  The Court has five 
court rooms with the largest being the arraignment courtroom which can hold close to 
100 people.  The Court requires a large room to gather potential jurors (between 75 and 
120 people). The remodel request in the FY 20078-2009 budget would not be large 
enough to hold 120 people. The Court would also need an additional jury deliberation 
room if trials were limited to two days a week. It would also need at least 2 additional 
bailiffs on the trial days since a bailiff has to be with the jury at all times. 
 
Q.  Council Members have had complaints that 'average citizens' have to wait longer if 
they are not represented by counsel.  
 
A.  The Court has worked with their justice partners to try to control the number of cases 
set on calendars to reduce overall waiting time. In the last customer satisfaction survey 
(copy of survey to follow) there was only one comment (out of 280 responses) regarding 
the waiting time.   The current procedure is to hear defendants with private attorneys first, 
followed by any case that is ready to be called next, defendants with Legal Defenders and 
then defendants without legal counsel.   
 
Judge Ward explains that private attorneys are handled early in the calendar because their 
costs are higher, and if they must wait in court for two hours for one client and cannot 
represent other clients concurrently, they will raise fees for each client and spread those 
high costs throughout the system. The court is not calling the cases of private attorneys 
first in order to give deference to the attorneys, but in order to keep the attorney costs 
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down for those defendants who are paying out of pocket for private counsel who need to 
appear in other courts.  In addition, private attorneys will have already met with their 
attorneys and the attorney will be ready to proceed, while Legal Defenders can and must 
use the court time to meet with their clients often for the first time.  In the meantime, 
defendants without counsel can be meeting outside the courtroom with a prosecutor and 
can often reach a plea agreement.  The District Court and the Salt Lake County Justice 
Court also call matters handled by private counsel first to keep attorney costs at a 
minimum.   
 
Sim Gill confirms that courtrooms are packed and private attorneys and legal defenders 
fight to the head of the line. The reality is that someone will be last. Increased resources 
to create new calendars would help by reducing the numbers of matters set on a calendar. 
This is a resource challenge. 
 
Q. Is there an issue with one or some of the judges not accepting some type of evidence 
in drunk driving cases that is accepted by other courts? 
 
A.  Sim Gill responds that the current DUI motions are over 2 ½ years old and have 
involved more than 40 appeals and the expenditure of an excessive amount of resources 
by the prosecution.  He argues that there are judges who have narrowly interpreted rules 
of evidence in DUI cases (not done in the District Court) and that this continues to impact 
the ability to prosecute DUI cases. He adds that he believes the Court needs to follow 
precedent more closely and avoid arguing novel theories of law, because as a court not of 
record this creates a significant problem (no record of evidence or arguments) and begs to 
be taken up to the District Court. He argues that, overall, Justice Court judges are more 
restrictive than District Court judges.  
 
Judge Ward notes the doctrine of separation of powers limits the scope of inquiry that the 
executive branch of government may give to purely legal decisions.  Where prosecutors 
disagree with a legal ruling, they have rights of appeal.  Inasmuch as prosecutors contend 
that these DUI trial issues involved our judges acting incorrectly, every defendant who 
raised these issues alleged a government act denied them due process, the most important 
lodestar of our fundamental freedoms.  The fact that our judges disagree with 
prosecutors’ legal interpretations, or even if a ruling is overturned in no way disparages 
the Court, but in fact demonstrates that the Salt Lake City Justice Court is independent, as 
certainly its citizens should expect it to be.   
 
Judge Ward notes that the nature of the Court’s role as independent and neutral requires it 
to limit responses and the Council is asked to consider that this Court has declined to 
raise in defense every issue on which the prosecution lost on appeal.  Certain issues fall 
fully within the purview of the judicial branch, and may not be reasonably challenged 
except in the context of that system. 
 
Presiding Judge Ward asks that on this issue and those of reviewing individual legal 
decisions, Council members remember the outside measures of the Justice Court’s 
reputation, the customer service survey questions answered by members of the bar (copy 
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of survey to follow), and the lack of Judicial Conduct Commission findings against our 
judges. The Council is asked to note that if this Court truly functioned in a highly 
questionable fashion, more than one source would reveal that view, and that is not the 
present situation.   
  
Q. Do judges spend time writing opinions and is this reasonable given the nature of the 
Justice Court?  
 
A.  Presiding Judge Ward notes that very few cases result in written opinions and that a 
decision to issue a written opinion is a purely judicial function and is outside the purview 
of executive or legislative branch review.    
 
Q. Are their processes or approaches that are making our City's Justice Court more 
cumbersome than courts in other cities? 
 
A. No.  Presiding Judge Ward makes the point that in a court “not of record” it seems 
incumbent on all parties that a file be complete, and this court has therefore required that 
pleadings be complete and filed correctly, with certificates of service to show notice was 
given to all parties. 
 
Q. What are the concerns of the Police and Prosecutors?  Is there a way to address them 
with the Judges?  It appears that some of the issues are not or cannot be addressed.  
 
A.  Court management notes that it has scheduled monthly meeting with the Police 
Department and prosecutor and is open to any concerns they may have, but that they have 
to bring those concerns to the attention of Court management and attend the meetings if a 
problem is to be addressed. Prosecutors have not been attending these meetings.  
  
Sim Gill concurs and notes that the police should also be contacted at the rank and file 
level.   
 
Q. System issues -- court of record, civil jurisdiction 
  
A. The significance of a justice court not being a court of record is that when cases are 
appealed, the case starts over (de novo) as if no previous trial had been held.  This 
requires City prosecutors to try the case again.  The question to consider is the 
seriousness of this claim on City resources given the total number of case appealed.  Last 
year, of 14,107 criminal cases, only 189 were appealed, and of 40,343 traffic cases, only 
13 were appealed within one year.   
 
An additional system issue is that a justice court does not have the authority to issue 
injunctions in civil cases. This issue is thoroughly discussed in Kay Christensen’s report.  
Judge Ward notes that the court has given customized sentencing in nuisance cases, such 
as banning family members from affected homes and sentencing absentee owners to be at 
an affected property.  
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City Attorney Ed Rutan notes that use of the Justice Court’s “small claims” jurisdiction to 
enforce monetary fines in public nuisance cases may provide an enforcement benefit not 
anticipated at the time that the Justice Court was created and moreover, that recent 
experience with injunction actions in Third District Court indicates that the City’s public 
nuisance enforcement efforts have not been hampered by the lack of an injunction 
remedy in the Justice Court. 
 
Q. Would it be more efficient for the Prosecutors to practice in just District Court? 
 
A.  Judge Ward wonders why this question focuses solely on the prosecutors rather than 
on the Court as a whole or the public it serves.  She argues that the Court is more 
accessible in every way excluding public parking to every other recipient of services, and 
that past audits and surveys so demonstrate. She notes that there are efficiencies for City 
prosecutors to remain in only one location, and for City witnesses to never have to appear 
for a second trial, but the number of cases in which this occurs is a scant .37% of our total 
caseload, 1.3% of criminal and .03% of traffic cases.  The total impact affects 
approximately 200 total cases in a fiscal year, and data indicates that of cases appealed to 
District Court, by the court’s random sampling, only 2 of 25 cases appealed had hearings 
requiring witnesses to appear, so to say this has a huge impact is incorrect.  As noted 
previously, prosecutors have appealed a number of DUI cases, which are included within 
this year’s appeal numbers, and even so, failed to change the regular percentage of 
appeals filed, which is always very low.  This result is similar to that of every justice 
court in Utah, which is why, after a two year study, the State intends to keep the system 
in place. These 200 total cases need to be balanced against the 54,250 for which no 
additional resources are expended.  There are costs, but they should be balanced against 
the gain to citizens of having speedy trials, to the City of not having District Court judges 
refuse to give due efforts to City cases, to having judges who will not deny the City’s 
right to present misdemeanor cases.   
 
Sim Gill argues that it would be more efficient for the prosecutors to practice solely in 
District Court for the previously stated reason that justice courts are not courts of record 
and that can require some cases to be tried a second time using prosecution resources.  
_________________________________  
 
This concludes the list of questions received from the City Council.    Some additional 
information is offered to assist the Council.   
 
Justice Court Performance Survey 
 

     The Justice Court Performance Survey has been referenced several times.  The positive  
      results are particularly remarkable because going to court is not a welcome experience  
      for anyone.     The survey was handed out by Court staff, collected by phone, and blank   
      surveys were left in courtrooms and in the lobby. Hearing officers gave the survey to   
      those whose number ended in a 5 to assure randomness.  The survey has been compiled  
      for five years and each year the satisfaction level has increased.    The survey  
      questionnaire is below followed by the results:    
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SALT LAKE CITY JUSTICE COURT 
333 S 200 E, Salt Lake City Utah 84111, 801-535-6300, Fax 801-535-6302 

 
JUSTICE COURT PERFORMANCE SURVEY 

 
Check the box(s) that best describes why you were here today. 

 
 Arraignment  Pre-Trial  Trial  

Small Claims 
 

 Traffic/Parking Hearing  Fine Payment  Defendant  
Interpreter 
 

 Juror  Police Officer  Plaintiff  
Witness 
 

 Treatment Provider  Attorney Other: ____________ 
 

Please answer the following questions by circling the point on the scale which best 
describes your visit here today.  The higher the number you circle the truer the 

statement. 
 
1. The employees of the Justice Court are trained and knowledgeable in the services 
that you received today. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
 Strongly Agree  
 
2. Judges and Court staff are courteous and responsive.  All staff show respect to the 
public and other patrons of the court. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
 Strongly Agree 
 
3. The process that you experienced today was efficient. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
 Strongly Agree 
 
4. The Justice Court is accessible and easy to use. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
 Strongly Agree 
 

5. What can we do to improve service at the Justice Court?  
______________________________________________________________ 
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                                                                      2007 PERFORMANCE SURVEY RESULTS   

    
  Question 1    Question 2    Question 3  

Party Responses 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 

Arraignment 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1

Pre-Trial 14 1 0 0 4 9 2 0 0 6 7 3 1 0
Trial 7 1 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 2
Small Claims 5 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1
Traffic/Parking Hearing 151 5 1 10 40 95 5 1 12 38 94 6 3 8
Fine Payment 29 0 0 1 4 24 1 0 1 6 21 1 1 2
Defendant 5 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0
Interpreter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Juror 26 0 0 0 12 14 0 0 0 6 20 0 0 4
Police Officer 5 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 0
Plaintiff 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Witness 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1
Treatment Provider 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Attorney 5 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 1
Other 27 0 0 0 11 16 0 1 1 9 16 0 0 0
Total Score per Response 7 2 42 324 885 8 6 48 308 880 10 12 60

Total Score per Question 1260 1250   1217

Total Respondents 280 214   214

Total Valid Responses 280 280   279

Average                                                  4.5 4.46   4.36

Total Respds. Dissatisfied 22 27   36

Total Respondents Satisfied 258 253   252

Percentage Satisfied 92% 90%   90%

Total Percentage Satisfied 87%   
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Justice Court Case Clearance Rates 
 
Criminal Case Clearance Rates: 
 
Time period:  March 2005 through February 2006 
 
Cases filed  Cases Disposed  Warrants Clearance Rate 
 
15,990   12,814    10,660  147% 
 
 
 
Traffic Case Clearance Rates:  
 
Time period:  March 2005 through February 2006 
 
Cases filed  Cases Disposed  Warrants Clearance Rate 
 
44,874   48,848    5,943  122% 
 
 
Parking Ticket Clearance Rates: 
 
Time period:  March 2005 through February 2006 
 
Tickets Filed  Tickets Dismissed  Tickets Paid Judgment Entered 
 
128,633  26,792    123,121 4478 
 
Clearance Rate:  120% 
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Most Recent Clearance Rates 

 
Clearance rates for traffic cases: 

 
                      Fiscal year 07/08   Clearance Rates Traffic Cases 

  
  
 Cases Filed Cases Cleared Warrants Clearance Rate 

July 3129 3506 487 128%
August 4540 8271 942 203%
September 2855 3728 606 152%
October 2941 3310 738 138%
November 3710 4272 860 138%
December 3618 3252 711 110%
January 4469 3923 830 106%
February 3543 4501 650 145%
March 3547 5614 780 180%
April 4318 4365 668 117%
May  #DIV/0! 
June  #DIV/0! 

  
Total for year 36670 44742 7272 142%

  
  
  
  

 
 
 

                      Fiscal year 07/08   Clearance Rates Criminal Cases 
  
  
 Cases Filed Cases Cleared Warrants Clearance Rate 

July 1587 1318 1067 150%
August 1351 1412 1561 220%
September 1395 1390 1347 196%
October 1308 1538 1621 242%
November 1350 1194 1829 224%
December 1051 1438 1437 274%
January 1081 1361 834 203%
February 1104 1437 1290 247%
March 1416 2657 1916 323%
April 1265 2023 1325 265%
May  #DIV/0! 
June  #DIV/0! 

  
Total for year 12908 15768 14227 232%
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                      Fiscal year 07/08   Clearance Rates Small Claims 

   
   
 Cases Filed Cases Cleared Clearance Rate 

July 485 327 67% 
August 784 519 66% 
September 713 1034 145% 
October 689 744 108% 
November 529 1008 191% 
December 588 497 85% 
January 767 564 74% 
February 513 524 102% 
March 556 571 103% 
April 649 732 113% 
May  #DIV/0! 
June  #DIV/0! 

   
Total for year 6273 6520 104% 

   
 
 
Appeals filed in District Court from July 2007 through May 2008 

 
The total appeals filed in F/Y 08 (including May) are 189 criminal cases and 13 traffic 
cases.  Year to date cases filed are 40,343 traffic cases and 14,107 criminal cases. The 
criminal appeal rate is 1.3% and traffic appeal rate is .03% 
 
                   July      Aug      Sept     Oct       Nov       Dec      Jan       Feb       Mar       April      May 
  
 Criminal     24         27        19        17          17        18         22         11          11          11          12 
 
Traffic          0           2          0          1            2          4           0           0            4             0           0         
 
 
 
Time to Disposition 
 
The following chart shows a significant decrease in the time to deposition.   

 
2005 2006 2007 2008 

Disposition Rate/Pre-Disposition 74 days 72 days 49 days
Time to Disposition  
30 days or less 47% 50% 66%
60 days or less 60% 65% 76%
90 days or less 71% 73% 86%
Sample Size 454 cases out of 6817 300 out of 10,530 377 out of 15,570
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Issues Regarding Justice Court Dissolution 
 
The City Council is considering whether the City should begin the process of dissolution 
of the Justice Court. On September 25, 2007, the Council received a memo written by 
Laura Kirwan outlining the process for dissolution of the Justice Court.  The memo 
concludes that, if the City chose to dissolve the Justice Court, it is likely the City’s Class 
B and C Misdemeanor cases and Infractions would fall to the Third District Court and, 
therefore, it would be necessary for the City to obtain legislative approval to dissolve the 
Court.   
 
This memo was written prior to legislative action in the 2007-2008 Legislature which 
amended UCA 78A-5-02 (effective January 1, 2009).  The relevant portion is in bold 
below. While the wording is not entirely clear, the Administrative Office of the Courts is 
very clear regarding the intent of the amendment.  As an addition to the phrase, “has not 
formed.” the legislation added the words “or formed and then dissolved, a justice court.”  
In a conversation with Dan Becker, State Court Administrator, Kay Christensen was told 
that the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) is firm in the position that Salt Lake 
City’s cases would not go to the District Court.   
 
If the City wishes to dissolve the Court and sends the required notice by July 1 to the 
Judicial Council (the Administrative Office of the Courts is the administrative arm of the 
Council), it is likely the response will be that notice should also be sent to the County 
since that is where, in the opinion of the AOC, the cases will fall. 
 
If the City’s cases were to go to the County Justice Court, City prosecutors would have to 
appear in Third District Court on appeals and in the County Court which at this time is in 
the County Complex on 2100 South (although that space would not accommodate the 
increased caseload). It should also be noted that the statutory language defining the 
County Court’s territorial jurisdiction has not changed and just because the Third District 
Court doesn’t want our cases, does not necessarily mean the County is going to passively 
accept them.   
 
This brief notation on the new legislative development affecting dissolution is not a legal 
opinion and is not intended to raise all the relevant issues that must be considered, but 
merely to make the point that the City cannot make the decision in the belief that the 
City’s cases will go to the District Court.    
  
     78A-5-102 (Effective 01/01/09).   Jurisdiction -- Appeals. 
     (1) The district court has original jurisdiction in all matters civil and criminal, not 
excepted in the Utah Constitution and not prohibited by law. 
     (2) The district court judges may issue all extraordinary writs and other writs 
necessary to carry into effect their orders, judgments, and decrees. 
     (3) The district court has jurisdiction over matters of lawyer discipline consistent with 
the rules of the Supreme Court. 
     (4) The district court has jurisdiction over all matters properly filed in the circuit court 
prior to July 1, 1996. 
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     (5) The district court has appellate jurisdiction over judgments and orders of the 
justice court as outlined in Section 78A-7-118 and small claims appeals filed pursuant to 
Section 78A-8-106. 
     (6) Appeals from the final orders, judgments, and decrees of the district court are 
under Sections 78A-3-102 and 78A-4-103. 
     (7) The district court has jurisdiction to review: 
     (a) agency adjudicative proceedings as set forth in Title 63G, Chapter 4, 
Administrative Procedures Act, and shall comply with the requirements of that chapter, in 
its review of agency adjudicative proceedings; and 
     (b) municipal administrative proceedings in accordance with Section 10-3-703.7. 
     (8) Notwithstanding Subsection (1), the district court has subject matter 
jurisdiction in class B misdemeanors, class C misdemeanors, infractions, and 
violations of ordinances only if: 
     (a) there is no justice court with territorial jurisdiction; 
     (b) the offense occurred within the boundaries of the municipality in which the 
district courthouse is located and that municipality has not formed, or formed and 
then dissolved, a justice court; or 
     (c) they are included in an indictment or information covering a single criminal 
episode alleging the commission of a felony or a class A misdemeanor. 
     (9) If the district court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to Subsection (5) or (8), 
it also has jurisdiction over offenses listed in Section 78A-7-106 even if those offenses 
are committed by a person 16 years of age or older. 
     (10) The district court has jurisdiction of actions under Title 78B, Chapter 7, Part 2, 
Child Protective Orders, if the juvenile court transfers the case to the district court.  
 

Amended by Chapter 115, 2008 General Session 
Amended by Chapter 93, 2008 General Session 
Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 3, 2008 General Session 
 

 



 
From: Christensen, Kay  
To: Gust-Jenson, Cindy  
Sent: Tue Jun 03 12:15:04 2008 
Subject: FW: Court Survey  
Cindy, this is a survey the Court has done for the last five years.  Could we share this with the 
Council for tonight?   Kay 
 

 
From: Johnston, Mary  
Sent: Tuesday, June 03, 2008 10:54 AM 
To: Christensen, Kay 
Cc: Fawcett, Steve; Graves, Marian; Sundbeck, Claudia; Nez, Sharon 
Subject: Court Survey 
 
Hi Kay, 
 
I have attached a copy of the actual survey and the summary of the results.  These were given 
out by staff, some were collected over the phone, and we had blank ones available in all of the 
court rooms and in the lobby.  In the case of the hearing officers, they would give a survey to 
anyone whose number ended in a 5 so we could make sure we were not just giving it to the 
“happy customers”.   This was the fifth year of our survey and each year the satisfaction has 
increased.   
 
Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
Mary  
 



SALT LAKE CITY JUSTICE COURT 
333 S 200 E, Salt Lake City Utah 84111, 801-535-6300, Fax 801-535-6302 

 
JUSTICE COURT PERFORMANCE SURVEY 

 
Check the box(s) that best describes why you were here today. 

 
 Arraignment  Pre-Trial  Trial  Small Claims 

 
 Traffic/Parking Hearing  Fine Payment  Defendant  Interpreter 

 
 Juror  Police Officer  Plaintiff  Witness 

 
 Treatment Provider  Attorney Other: ____________ 

 
Please answer the following questions by circling the point on the scale which best describes your 

visit here today.  The higher the number you circle the truer the statement. 
 
1. The employees of the Justice Court are trained and knowledgeable in the services that you received 
today. 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree  
 
2. Judges and Court staff are courteous and responsive.  All staff show respect to the public and other 
patrons of the court. 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
3. The process that you experienced today was efficient. 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
4. The Justice Court is accessible and easy to use. 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree 
 
5.  What can we do to improve service at the Justice Court? ___________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
      



                                                                      2007 PERFORMACE SURVEY RESULTS

Party Responses 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Arraignment 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 1
Pre-Trial 14 1 0 0 4 9 2 0 0 6 7 3 1 0 6 5 2 1 1 6 5
Trial 7 1 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 2 5 0 0 2 2 3 0 1 0 3 2
Small Claims 5 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 4
Traffic/Parking H 151 5 1 10 40 95 5 1 12 38 94 6 3 8 36 98 14 7 16 41 70
Fine Payment 29 0 0 1 4 24 1 0 1 6 21 1 1 2 3 21 1 0 4 7 15
Defendant 5 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 3
Interpreter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Juror 26 0 0 0 12 14 0 0 0 6 20 0 0 4 14 8 0 2 9 9 5
Police Officer 5 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 3
Plaintiff 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
Witness 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
Treatment Provid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Attorney 5 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 1 2 2
Other 27 0 0 0 11 16 0 1 1 9 16 0 0 0 10 17 2 0 2 9 13

Total Score per Response 7 2 42 324 885 8 6 48 308 880 10 12 60 320 815 19 24 102 336 620
Total Score per Question 1260 1250 1217 1101
Total Respondents 280 214 214 214
Total Valid Responses 280 280 279 273
Average                                      4.5 4.46 4.36 4.03
Total Respds. Dissatisfied 22 27 36 65
Total Respondents Satisfied 258 253 252 208
Percentage Satisfied 92% 90% 90% 74%
Total Percentage Satisfied 87%

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4
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Jill Kemington Love, Chair 
Salt Lake City Council 
Hand-delivered 
Salt Lake City, UT 84 1 1 1-3 102 

RE: Salt Lake City Justice Courts 

Dear Ms. Love: 

The Salt Lake Legal Defender Association has been contacted by the Presiding Judge, 
Virginia Ward, of the Salt Lake City Justice Court and requested to comment on our experience 
with that court. Judge Ward is aware that while this office has consistently favored courts of 
record, that our experience with Salt Lake City Justice Court has been an open and constructive 
working relationship. Based upon all of the justice courts that this office has appeared before and 
had dealings with, we find that the Salt Lake City Justice Court is truly interested in providing 
justice for all individuals who appear before it. Salt Lake City Justice Court does not forsake the 
interest of the citizens of Salt Lake City and the fundamental requirements of justice in the 
handling of its matters. We have also seen a substantial improvement in the expeditious 
handling of cases over the years the Court has been in operation. 

I hope that this information will be helpful in your assessment of the Salt Lake City 
Justice Court. 

Salt Lake Legal Defender Association 

cc: Virginia Ward, Presiding Judge 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE:   May 30, 2008 
 
TO:   City Council Members 
 
FROM: Sylvia Richards, Research & Policy Analyst 
 
SUBJECT: Justice Court Policy Discussion 
 

CC: David Everitt, Lyn Creswell, Ed Rutan, Steve Fawcett, Judge Virginia Ward, Mary 
Johnston, Marian Graves, Claudia Sundbeck, Kay Christensen, Gina Chamness 

 

 
Some Council Members have inquired regarding the possibility of giving notice to the State that 
City would like to discontinue Justice Court services.  The Administration indicates that because 
the Justice Court’s caseload would fall to the district court, the Legislature would have to 
approve the dissolution, and the notice must be given by July 1st two years prior to the general 
session of the legislative session in which the City would seek dissolution.  The Judicial Council 
can choose to shorten the time from notice to dissolution, but not the requirement to make the 
notice with the two year time frame in mind. 
 
The State Statute outlining the dissolution of justice courts has been provided below: 
 
  78-5-140.   Dissolution of justice courts. 
     (1) (a) The county or municipality shall obtain legislative approval to dissolve a justice court if 
the caseload from that court would fall to the district court upon dissolution. 
     (b) To obtain approval of the Legislature, the governing authority of the municipality or county 
shall petition the Legislature to adopt a joint resolution to approve the dissolution. 
     (c) The municipality or county shall provide notice to the Judicial Council. 
     (d) Notice of intent to dissolve a Class I or Class II justice court to the Judicial Council shall 
be given not later than July 1 two years prior to the general session in which the county or 
municipality intends to seek legislative approval. 
     (e) Notice of intent to dissolve a Class III or Class IV justice court to the Judicial Council shall 
be given not later than July 1 immediately prior to the general session in which the county or 
municipality intends to seek legislative approval. 
     (2) (a) A county or municipality shall give notice of intent to dissolve a justice court to the 
Judicial Council if the caseload of that court would fall to the county justice court. A municipality 
shall also give notice to the county of its intent to dissolve a justice court. 
     (b) Notice of intent to dissolve a Class I or Class II court shall be given by July 1 at least two 
years prior to the effective date of the dissolution. 
     (c) Notice of intent to dissolve a Class III or Class IV court shall be given by July 1 at least 
one year prior to the effective date of the dissolution. 
     (3) Upon request from a municipality or county seeking to dissolve a justice court, the 
Judicial Council may shorten the time required between the city's or county's notice of intent to 
dissolve a justice court and the effective date of the dissolution.  
Enacted by Chapter 313, 1998 General Session 
 
The Administration’s review of the Justice Court and related functions has been attached for 
Council Members’ reference. 
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