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2008 REPORT 
OF THE SENIOR JUDGE PROGRAM 
 
A. Executive Summary 
 
The Senior Judge Program [the Program] is administered through the Administrative 
Office of the Courts [AOC] under Supreme Court Rule 101 and the Senior Judge 
Program Policy2 under authority granted to the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
under Article 6, Section 19 of the Nevada Constitution.3 The Senior Judge Program  
assigns justices and judges who have retired from the district court and/or Supreme 
Court to sit in place of judges or justices who are unavailable.  The reasons for the 
elected judge’s inability to hear cases set for a specific time period may be illness, 
mandatory judicial education, congested court dockets, retirement, or vacations.  In 
addition, judges may be unavailable to sit for specific cases because of recusal or 
disqualification.  The senior judges also sit on several specialty courts and conduct 
settlement conferences for the district courts. Senior justices also sit on specific 
Supreme Court appeals.   
 
During fiscal year 2008 (July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008), the senior justices and 
judges covered 12,387.12 hours for the district court and Supreme Court.  
Approximately 28 percent of the hours covered were in the Second Judicial District 
Court (Reno) and 54 percent of the hours were incurred in the Eighth Judicial District 
Court (Las Vegas). The remaining time was incurred in assignments in the Supreme 
Court, the rural courts, and the rural specialty courts (see Table 1).4 
 
Table 1: Hours per Court, Fiscal Year 2008 
 

Hours Per Court
Fiscal Year 2008 28%

3%

10%

54%

5%

Second JD

Eighth JD

Supreme Court

Rural Courts

Specialty Court - Rural

 

                                                 
1 See SCR 10 attached as Appendix A 
2 See Senior Judge Program Policy attached as Appendix B 
3 See Article 6, Section 19 of the Nevada Constitution attached as Appendix C. 
4 The Second Judicial District Court is comprised of Washoe County; the Eighth Judicial District Court is 
comprised of Clark County; the remaining counties of the State are included in “rural courts.” 
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B. Brief History of the Program 
 
1. Financial history 
 
Since the Program began, there have been changes that have financially impacted the 
Program and the sources of funding for the Program.  In 2001, changes were made to 
both the Public Employees’ Retirement System [PERS] and the Judicial Retirement 
System to enable senior judges to participate in the Program by establishing the “critical 
labor shortage” provisions.  These changes allowed the senior judges to receive their 
retirement benefits in addition to the senior judge pay.5  The critical shortage provisions 
were due to expire in 2005.   
 
In 2005, financial support for the Program changed from being completely funded 
through administrative assessments to a combination of administrative assessments 
and general fund dollars.  To the extent that administrative assessments are received 
beyond targeted annual amounts, general fund dollars are then returned. Chief Justice 
Nancy Becker and Justice Robert Rose testified extensively before the 2005 Legislature 
in support of continuation of the Senior Judge Program.6  In his comments, Justice 
Rose set forth the justification for the program: 
 

The [Senior Judge Program] is the biggest bang for the buck you will find 
in the Nevada Judiciary. That is because when you assign a senior judge 
to a case or for a week in a given area, that judge goes in by himself or 
herself, handles the business and leaves. There are no additional staffing 
costs, no overhead costs, such as maintenance of the building and the 
like, and the judge is only paid for the day or days he or she works. It is a 
big bargain, and helps us meet the expansion in need.7  

 
The critical shortage designation was extended to June 30, 2009.  Dana Bilyeu from 
PERS testified that a PERS actuary would conduct “additional experience reviews” 
before the 2009 legislative session to see if the critical shortage designation should 
continue past this sunset date.8  PERS anticipated having this review completed prior to 
the November 2008 Board meeting. Funding was continued in the 2007 legislative 
session for the Program. 
 

                                                 
 
5  Assembly Bill No. 4, 17th Special Session (2001, located at 
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/17thSpecial/bills/AB/AB4_EN.html) and Assembly Bill No. 555, 71st Leg. (2001, 
located at http://www.leg.state.nv.us/71st/Reports/history.cfm?DocumentType=1&BillNo=555).  
6  Legislative Commission’s Budget Subcommittee Minutes, (January 31, 2005). 
7 Id. at Page 30. 
8 Senate Committee on Finance, Minutes, May 2, 2005, Page 31. 
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2. Program participants 
 
In 2003, when the Program was established in its present form, there were two senior 
justices and six senior judges commissioned.9  There are currently 16 senior justices 
and judges serving in the Program.10  It is anticipated that five more senior judges will 
be commissioned effective January 5, 2009.11   
 
C. How the Program Works 
 
1. Supreme Court Rule 1012 
 
Supreme Court Rule 10, as amended May 27, 2008, sets forth the eligibility 
requirements for recall as a senior judge.  To be recalled to serve, a judge must have 
served as a Supreme Court justice or district judge (or combination) for at least four 
consecutive years, be eligible to retire, and not removed or retired for cause from the 
court in which he or she will be assigned.  Terms of commission are for one year, with 
renewals on July 1st.  Senior judges are not barred from outside employment, including 
work as a paid mediator or arbitrator;  however,  they may not provide any legal advice 
or be a member of any firm or company that gives legal advice. 
 
Senior judges are compensated based upon the gross monthly salary of a regularly 
elected and qualified judge of the court on which the senior judge served at the time of 
retirement. 
 
2. Supreme Court Policy for Administration of the Senior Judge Program 13 
 
The Supreme Court Policy for Administration of the Senior Judge Program governs the 
process by which assignments are made, the prioritization of assignments, and the 
policy regarding payment and reimbursement of expenses for the senior judges and 
justices. 
 
The underlying rationale for the Senior Judge Program is set forth in this policy, adopted 
by the Supreme Court (as amended) on April 30, 2008: 
 

The Supreme Court, through the AOC, shall administer the Senior Judge 
Program (the Program) to help ensure access to timely justice in Nevada’s 

                                                 
9 The senior justices were Justice Cliff Young and Justice David Zenoff.  The senior judges were Judge J. 
Brennan, Judge S. Huffaker, Judge J. Lehman, Judge J. Pavlikowski, Judge M. Recanzone, and Judge 
N. Robison. 
10 The senior justices are Justice D. Agosti, Justice R. Rose, and Justice M. Shearing.  The senior judges 
are Judge J. Ames, Judge A. Blake, Judge J. Bonaventure, Judge P. Breen, Judge J. Brennan, Judge G. 
Hardcastle, Judge S. Jordan, Judge N. Manoukian, Judge T. Marren, Judge C. McGee, Judge J. 
McGroarty, Judge N. Robison, and Judge J.C. Thompson. 
11 The new senior judges will be Judge S. Bell, Judge R. Estes, Judge L. Gates, Judge J. Iroz, and Judge 
S. Loehrer. 
12 See Appendix A. 
13 See Appendix B. 
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district courts and Supreme Court.  The purpose of the Program is to 
handle caseloads that cannot be covered by assignment or reassignment 
to a sitting district judge from within the same district or to assist with 
caseload management to ensure timely disposition and handling of cases. 

 
The Policy recognizes that because of the limited number of senior judges and justices 
and the limitations on the budget, assignments will be made based upon a prioritization 
of requests.  Highest priority is given to the drug court and mental health court programs 
and coverage for illness or death of a family member.  To the extent that resources are 
available, coverage is also extended to the district courts for judicial vacations or non-
mandatory continuing judicial education. 
 
3. District Court Protocol14 
 
Under the District Court Protocol, district courts requiring coverage by a senior judge 
must submit a Request for Assignment to the AOC.  The AOC Senior Judge Program 
Coordinator reviews the Request and, provided that a senior judge or justice is 
available, proposes the assignment of an appropriate senior judge or justice to the 
Supreme Court Justice appointed to oversee the Program.  If approved, an Order of 
Temporary Assignment is prepared, signed, and disseminated to the senior judge and 
to the district court making the request.   
 
4. In-depth discussion of specific assignments 
 
A sitting district judge can be expected to be in court approximately 1,680 hours per 
year. In fiscal year 2008 (July 1, 2007-June 30, 2008), senior judges and justices 
covered 12,387.12 hours for the district courts and for the Supreme Court.    At this rate, 
the senior judges covered the equivalent of 7.37 elected judges.  In fiscal year 2007, a 
total of 11,730 hours were covered.15  Table 2 below shows graphically the number of 
hours for each reason for request in 2008. The major reasons for the requests for 
assignment are: 
 

a. Illness/death. 
 

Coverage for district court judges who become ill, who have scheduled hospital stays, 
or who have a death in the family, is one of the most important functions of the 
Program.  Although, in fiscal year 2008 the Program was only utilized in the Second and 
Eighth Judicial Districts for this reason.  These assignments usually occur with little 
advance notice.  Coverage is important to ensure that parties and attorneys are not 
inconvenienced by delays, to assist the court in managing the caseloads, and to avoid 
the increased work that would occur with continuances and delays.  During fiscal year 
2008, 5.4 percent of the assignments overall, or 667.25 hours were incurred because of 
assignments to cover illness/death of a judge or judge’s family member. 

                                                 
14  The District Court Protocol is attached as Appendix D. 
15 A printout of the number of hours covered for each fiscal year showing the district, reason for the 
request, number of assignments, and number of hours covered is attached as Appendix E.   
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b. Recusal/disqualification/peremptory challenge.   
 

Coverage because of disqualification of the judges within a district occurs mostly in the 
rural courts, although some district court-wide disqualifications may occur, such as with 
the Darren Mack matters.16  Coverage for these reasons accounted for 801.92 hours, or 
6.5 percent of the total assignments. Under the Senior Judge Program, an effort is 
made to find other sitting district court judges to handle the rural cases or larger cases 
in the event of disqualification.  Statistics on these cases are not maintained although 
the assignments are made through the Program. 
 

c. Vacations and non-mandatory education and conferences.   
 

Judicial vacations and non-mandatory education comprise the great percentage of 
assignment hours billed.  The Senior Judge Program Policy provides that senior judges 
will cover up to 12 hours of mandatory judicial education and any education required by 
statute or rule for the judges, such as the initial Judicial College courses required of new 
judges.  Any education attended beyond this is considered “non-mandatory education.”  
Attendance at seminars, bar meetings, or other non-court-required conferences beyond 
the 12 hours is also considered “non-mandatory education.”  As a policy, the Program 
covers 15 days maximum per judge for vacations or non-mandatory education unless a 
special situation exists.  In fiscal year 2008, the Program covered 2,305.15 hours or 
18.6 percent of the total hours for vacations.   
 

d. Mandatory education and court-required conferences.   
 

The Program covered assignments for 497 hours (4.0percent) for mandatory judicial 
education and 368 hours (3.0percent) for court required conferences. 
 

e. Retirement/suspension.   
 

The Program covered 236 hours when Judge Joseph T. Bonaventure retired in the 
Eighth Judicial District Court (until the new judge was appointed).  The Program also 
covered 1,678.55 hours for Dept. 23 in the Eighth Judicial District Court because of 
District Court Judge Halverson’s suspension.17 The total number of hours covered for 
retirement/suspension is 15.5 percent of the entire number of hours covered.  Note 
should be made, however, that since January 1, 2008, the coverage for Dept. 23 (Judge 

                                                 
16 District Court Judge Douglas Herndon was assigned to preside over State v. Darren Mack, CR06-1386, 
filed in the Second Judicial District Court.  Senior judges were assigned to cover Judge Herndon’s court 
during the trials and motion hearings.  All judges in the Second Judicial District were disqualified from 
hearing the matter.  In addition, senior judges have been assigned to preside over other trials involving 
Darren Mack, including civil litigation and family court matters.   
17 The Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline suspended District Court Judge Elizabeth Halverson in 
July 2007.  A final decision of the Commission on Judicial Discipline was reached on November 17, 2008, 
permanently removing Judge Halverson as a district court judge. Senior judges were assigned to cover 
that department. 
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Halverson) has been combined with the specialty drug court assignment in the Eighth 
Judicial District.  This essentially reduced the assignments, as a separate drug court 
judge was not needed.   
 

f. Specialty courts.   
 

In addition to the hours accumulated for specialty courts under the Dept. 23 assignment 
(see subsection (e) above), the Program covered 2,869.00 hours (23.2percent) for the 
drug and mental health courts in the Second, Eighth, and rural district courts. 
 

g. Short trials and settlements.   
 

Under the Senior Judge Program, senior judges are assigned to cover a special short 
trial/settlement program in the Eighth Judicial District Court, as well as covering specific 
settlement conference assignments, for a total of 1,103 hours in 2008.  The short trial 
program in the Eighth Judicial District has been very successful.  According to the latest 
statistics for this fiscal year, 2009, approximately 80 percent of the cases submitted to 
the program have been successfully resolved by the senior judges.18 
 

h. Congested case docket.   
 

District judges who are facing a long trial sometimes request the assistance of a senior 
judge.  In these cases, normally, the senior judge handles the motion or criminal 
calendar so the district judge can start the jury trial earlier.  In fiscal year 2008, the 
Program covered 772.75 hours (6.2percent) for this reason. 

 
Table 2: Reasons for Assignment, Fiscal Year 2008 
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18 A copy of the most recent statistical analysis of this short trial program is included in Appendix F. 
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5. Accountability 
 
In requesting pay for assignments in the Program, the senior judges and justices 
provide detailed information about the matters handled.  If requested, additional 
information, including calendars, are produced. 
 
Sitting district judges and their staff provide annual confidential evaluations on the 
senior judges’ ability; punctuality; and consideration of staff, attorneys, and parties.  In 
addition, the Supreme Court Justices meet annually with the attorneys at the Nevada 
Family Court Bar meeting to discuss the Program, the senior judges and justices, and 
potential changes or improvements to the Program. 
 
A comprehensive evaluation by the attorneys in the State Bar is being prepared in 
conjunction with a Supreme Court effort to have statewide judicial evaluations. 
 
D. Statistical Reports 
 
A computer program has been developed specifically for the Senior Judge Program in 
order to track the assignments, the names of the district judge requesting the 
assignment, the senior judge assigned, and the reason for the request.  In addition, this 
Program generates reports regarding the tracked information.  Copies of reports are 
given to the Supreme Court Justices and the district courts on a regular basis. 
 
The software program developed for use by the Senior Judge Coordinator can show in 
statistics, and bar or pie charts the senior judge usage by court, district, department or 
reason for assignment for any time period. 
 
The statistical reports are used on a monthly basis to monitor budget constrictions and 
to allocate assignments and resources.  The statistics are also provided to the district 
courts for their use and used to project future needs of the courts for the senior judges 
and justices.   
 
1. Hours per District/Assignment Type Summary 
 
Appendix E contains the charts for fiscal year 2008 and fiscal year 2007, showing the 
number of assignments for each district, the type of assignment (case assignment, 
durational assignment, settlement conference, or specialty court), and the number of 
hours spent on each assignment.   
 
 a. Supreme Court.   
 
For tracking purposes, the Supreme Court is referenced as District 0.   Assignments to 
the Supreme Court cases are for hearing appeals and are limited to retired Supreme 
Court Justices.  Currently, the retired justices available to hear these matters are Justice 
Deborah Agosti, Justice Miriam Shearing, and Justice Robert Rose. 
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b. Districts. 
 
 i. Judicial Districts 1 through 9:  These Districts correspond to the state 
judicial districts. 
 
 ii. District 16:  For tracking purposes, and because the assignment covers 
several judicial districts, the assignment for the rural specialty courts (drug and mental 
health) is indicated as District 16. 
 
 c. Types of assignments. 
 
 i. Case Assignment:  When a sitting district judge is unavailable hear a case 
because of a conflict (disqualification/recusal) or because one of the parties files a 
peremptory challenge of that judge, and no other judge in the judicial district is available 
to hear the matter, a senior judge may be assigned to that case.  Once assigned, the 
senior judge is responsible for all further matters in that case.  Parties may file a 
peremptory challenge of a senior judge assigned to a case in certain circumstances 
under Supreme Court Rule 48.1. 
 
 ii. Durational Assignment:  When a district judge is unable to hear cases for 
a set period of time (for reasons discussed above in section C3), a senior judge may be 
assigned to hear all matters scheduled during that period of time.  The assignments 
may be for a strictly civil calendar, a criminal calendar, a family court calendar, or a 
hybrid calendar.   
 
The AOC Legal Division recently created a calendar showing upcoming durational 
assignments of the senior judges. This calendar is posted on the Administrative Office 
of the Courts/Legal Division website at www.nvsupremecourt.us/ccp/legal/. 
 
 iii. Settlement conference:  A senior judge may be assigned to preside over a 
settlement conference in a case at the request of the district judge or the parties.  
Recent changes to the Program Policy permits attorneys to request assignment of a 
specific senior judge.  While such an assignment is not determinative, great weight is 
given to the parties’ desires. 
 

iv. Specialty courts:  Senior judges have been involved in presiding over the 
specialty drug and mental health courts in the Second, Eighth, and rural district courts 
for the past several years.  In January 2008, the assignment of a senior judge for the 
Eighth Judicial District drug court was combined with the Dept. 23 assignment 
necessitated by the suspension of Judge Elizabeth Halverson.  The Eighth Judicial 
District Court specialty drug court is now covered by a district court judge. 

 
d. Analysis of charts. 

 
In almost every district, the usage of senior judges by the rural district courts has 
increased.  The hours of assignment in the Second Judicial District decreased 
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somewhat while the usage for the Eighth Judicial District increased slightly.  The total 
number of hours for fiscal year 2008 shows a slight increase (approximately five 
percent) from fiscal year 2007. 
 
Because the amount of usage remained almost static over the past two years, it is 
reasonable to predict that demand will increase over the next biennium with the addition 
of eight new judicial positions (see NRS 3.012 and 3.018). 
 
2. Hours per court – bar graph 
 
The hours incurred for assignments to each court are shown for fiscal years 2007 and 
2008 in Tables 3 and 4 below.  The Second and Eighth Judicial District Courts are 
broken down to show assignments for general jurisdiction courts and assignments for 
family courts.  In addition, the rural specialty courts are separately shown. 
 
Table 3: Hours per Court, Fiscal Year 2007 
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Table 4: Hours per Court, Fiscal Year 2008 
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E. Future Usage 
 
1. Number of assignments   
 
In January 2009, there will be more than 14 new district court judges from the newly 
created positions and from positions being vacated by judicial retirement, loss of a seat 
in the election, or election of a judge into a different department.  The number of 
assignments the Senior Judge Program can cover is not dependent upon the number of 
judges, however.  Rather, it is a function of the amount of the budget which is funded 
through administrative assessments and general fund dollars.  
 
In fiscal years 2008 and 2009, requests for assignment were denied because of a lack 
of funds.  Because of the financial condition of the State and the desire to maintain 
spending at the current levels rather than increasing the budget to cover all requests 
that would likely be generated from the greater number of judicial positions, more 
requests for assignment of a senior judge will be denied.   Usage is anticipated to 
remain constant to the full extent of the budget available. 
 
2. Superior programs 
 
 a. Short trials and settlement program. 
 
Without a doubt, the success of the senior judge participation in the short trials and 
settlement program in the Eighth Judicial District Family Court has been impressive.  
From its inception in October 2006, there has been an overall resolution rate of over 80 
percent.  This means that 80 percent of the cases (265 cases through July 2008) did not 
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need further judicial time or court expenditure.  Most important, the parties to the actions 
were able to have their matters concluded expeditiously.19  The Eighth Judicial District 
short trial and settlement program is held every other week.   
 
Because of the success of the program in the Eighth Judicial District Court, the Second 
Judicial District Court recently began its own program for early resolution.  One week a 
month a senior judge is assigned to hear early case conferences and short trials.  
Although this program just started, the initial report showing a resolution rate of 71 
percent (20 cases) is already demonstrating the potential cost-effectiveness of this 
program. 
 
 b. Specialty courts 
 
For many years senior judges have presided over the drug and mental health courts in 
the Eighth Judicial District Court, the Second Judicial District Court, and in some of the 
rural courts.  These specialty courts permit the Courts to divert people charged with 
crimes out of the criminal justice system and into a system that can appropriately 
respond to their addiction and mental health problems.  The cost savings to the counties 
and the state in reduced jail and prison resources is high; the cost savings to the public 
in having successful graduates from the programs is incalculable. 
 
In December 2008, the Eighth Judicial District Court assigned a district court judge to 
the expanded daily drug court.  The Second Judicial District Court and many of the rural 
district courts will continue to be covered by the senior judges. 
 
F. Conclusion 
 
The Supreme Court is duly proud of the Senior Judge Program.  Through this Program, 
costs to the counties and the State have been significantly reduced by lessening 
caseloads and continuances without the need for additional district judges.  The burden 
to the overwhelmed sitting district judges has been decreased to some degree, as 
cases are completed while the judge is absent or in a major trial.  The State of Nevada 
has benefited from reduced jail costs because of the senior judge participation in the 
alternative specialty courts. 
 
The largest recipient of the Program’s benefits, however, has been the public.  Cases 
set for a specific time did not have to be rescheduled because of the illness of the 
judge; instead, the matters were able to proceed to resolution with the aid of the senior 
judges.  Parties representing themselves in family court – and their children – were 
often able to have their matters heard and resolved quickly in the short trial and 
settlement program.  Other matters set for trial were able to be resolved with the 
assistance of a senior judge assigned to a settlement hearing.  Participants in the drug 
and mental health courts were able to proceed toward graduation with the guidance and 
oversight of the senior judges.  Trials were able to start earlier and end sooner because 
a senior judge presided over the sitting judge’s motion calendar. 
                                                 
19 See Appendix F. 
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In his recent article in the Nevada Lawyer, Chief Justice Gibbons stated it best:   
 

More and more, the Supreme Court’s Senior Judge Program has been 
called upon to keep the wheels of justice rolling. In the process, the 
program has saved millions of dollars for taxpayers and untold amounts of 
money for litigants whose cases otherwise may have languished in the 
backlog. The Supreme Court is extremely pleased with the effectiveness 
of this program. It provides a big bang for the public buck and is a boon to 
litigants and lawyers because cases get resolved in a timely fashion.20 

 
Nevada is fortunate to have senior judges with such an invaluable wealth of experience 
who are willing to dedicate themselves after retirement to the judicial system. This 
Program not only assists the overburdened courts and the parties in litigation or criminal 
matters to avoid delays, trials, and uncertainty. It also makes fiscal sense. Legislative 
funding and support of this valuable program will allow the benefits to the public, the 
counties, the State, and the courts to continue.   
 
 

                                                 
20 Chief Justice Mark Gibbons, Senior Judge Program Keeps Wheels of Justice Rolling, Nevada Lawyer, 
August 2008 at 32.  The complete article may be read at 
http://www.nvbar.org/publications/NevadaLawyer/2008/August/chiefjustice.htm 
 















































APPENDIXD
 



SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA 

POLICY 

Topic: Protocol for District Courts' use in requesting 
the assignment of senior judges and justices 

Policy Statement: To the extent possible the district courts shall follow the 
procedure established in the protocol in requesting the assignment of senior judges or 
justices to durational, case, or specialty court matters. 

The attached Protocol of the district courts' use in requesting the assignment of senior 
judges and justices is hereby adopted. 

./?((~ 
,1. ,1.LLu:,

Maupin Hardesty 

~~ ,1. ~~/~s ,1. 
Parraguirre ~ Douglas 1 

,1. ( )cL n ,1.if\QA /~ 
Cherry Saitta 

Copy: Administrative Office of the Courts 
All District Courts 



PROTOCOL 
DISTRICT COURTS' USE
 

IN REQUESTING THE ASSIGNMENT
 
OF SENIOR JUDGES AND JUSTICES
 

The following protocol sets forth requirements and procedures for District Courts to use 
in requesting assignment of Senior Judges and Justices. 

Senior Judges and Justices may be used to assist a District Court Judge when that Judge 
is unavailable because of illness, judicial education, disqualification, caseload 
management, or other reasons set forth below. In addition, Senior Judges and Justices 
may be assigned to specialty courts, short trials and settlements in family court, and 
settlements in all other cases at the request of the District Court. 

The District Courts are to follow the procedure and requirements set forth below. 

1.	 Prior to requesting assignment of a Senior Judge or Justice, except for 
specialty court or settlement conferences, the District Court shall ascertain 
whether there is any other Judge in the district available to cover the calendar 
or case for which the assignment is requested. 

2.	 To request a Senior Judge or Justice, a Request for Assignment (RFA) on a 
fonn prescribed by the AOC must be prepared and submitted to the Senior 
Judge Program via email, fax, or regular mail. Once an automated system is 
in place, the District Courts shall utilize that system. 

3.	 The RFA is to be signed by the Chief Judge or Presiding Judge in Clark or 
Washoe County, or by the requesting Judge in all other counties. In the 
absence of the Chief Judge, the court administrator or court executive officer 
may sign the RFA if authorized by the Chief or requesting Judge. In 
emergency situations, an RFA can be made orally or by email without 
signature but must be followed by an appropriately signed RFA. 

4.	 Assignments are made based upon prioritization of need. The requesting 
Court shall set forth the basis for the request so that the Program can 
detennine the prioritization of the request. In the event the number of requests 
exceeds the capability of the Program, the Senior Judge Program Coordinator 
will make assignments based upon the prioritization. 

5.	 Assignments for all reasons other than requests for coverage for personal time 
or non-mandatory education as set forth in Paragraph 7 below may be filled 
without limitation if senior judges are available. 

6.	 Requests made for a Judge to attend education mandated by statute for new 
Judges or for the number of hours required for the Judge to satisfy CLE or 
Judicial Education credits each year may be made for the days of the 
mandatory education programs (currently twelve (12) hours per year other 
than new judge training at the National Judicial College or NCJFCJ). 

7.	 Unless pennitted by prior authorization from the Senior Judge Program, 
requests for judicial vacation, conferences, or for attendance at non-mandatory 
education (including programs offered by the National Judicial College to 
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8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 
14. 

permit a Judge to obtain a Master's Degree or Doctorate), or other reasons 
designated in the Senior Judge Policy are considered "personal time" and are 
limited to fifteen (15) days per District Judge per fiscal year. To this end, the 
District Court shall maintain a record of the number of days requested by each 
District Judge for personal reasons and shall not submit an RFA for 
assignment of a Senior Judge for personal reasons in excess of fifteen (15) 
days per year without first obtaining permission for the coverage from the 
Senior Judge Program Coordinator. 
No senior judge coverage shall be provided to District Courts to assist new 
judges in training or orientation. 
Under no circumstances maya District Court or District Judge utilize a Senior 
Judge without a Memorandum of Temporary Assignment in place or orally 
granted by the Senior Judge Program Coordinator or Supreme Court Justice, 
except that the Chief or Presiding Judge in Clark or Washoe County, or any 
other Judge in the other Districts may re-assign a Senior Judge to a different 
department when a durational assignment has been made for the period of that 
duration. 
No requests for coverage shall be made directly to the Senior Judges or 
Justices. 
A request for a Senior Judge or Justice to mediate a specific case may include 
a request for assignment of a particular Senior Judge, although assignment of 
that particular Judge is dependent upon other factors and at the discretion of 
the Senior Judge Program Coordinator. 
The Senior Judge Program is designed to provide coverage for Supreme Court 
Justices or District Judges. As such, the Senior Judges and Justices cannot be 
assigned to cover interim shortages or illnesses of court masters or 
commissioners. If a District Judge is unable to cover hislher calendar because 
that District Judge is covering for a court master or commission, a Senior 
Judge or Justice may be requested to cover the District Court calendar. 
It is imperative that requests be made as soon as the need is known. 
If a modification is required to a previously issued Memorandum of 
Temporary Assignment, the requesting District shall submit an RFA citing the 
number of the Memorandum of Temporary Assignment and indicating the 
need for the modification (e.g., trial continuance, further requirement of the 
senior judge in hearing the case, etc.). 
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APPENDIXE
 



 
Hours/Cost per District/Assignment Type Fiscal Year 2007 

 
Judicial District Assignment Type Number of 

Assignments 
Number of Hours 

Supreme Court Supreme Court Appeals 10 89.75 
Supreme Court Supreme Court Matters 1 6.5 
Supreme Court Training 12 149.00 

Total  23 358 
1 Case Assignment 13 116.50 
1 Settlement Conference 3 31.50 

Total for 1  16 148.00 
2 Case Assignment 18 423.50 
2 Durational 85 1,628.50 
2 Durational – Civil 1 22.50 
2 Durational – Criminal 5 54.25 
2 Durational – Family 1 38.00 
2 Settlement Conference 10 112.75 
2 Specialty Court - Urban 6 1,454.00 

Total for 2  126 3,733.50 
3 Case Assignment 5 237.50 

Total for 3  5 237.50 
4 Case Assignment 14 279.50 
4 Durational 2 105.00 

Total for 4  16 384.50 
5 Case Assignment 5 44.00 

Total for 5  5 44.00 
6 Case Assignment 2 18.00 

Total for 6  2 18.00 
7 Case Assignment 13 122.25 

Total for 7  13 122.25 
8 Case Assignment 17 184.00 
8 Durational 33 2,655.00 
8 Durational – Civil 1 34.00 
8 Durational – Criminal 2 36.00 
8 Durational – Family 48 1,253.50 
8 Settlement Conference 22 387.00 
8 Short/Trial Settlement – Family 18 641.50 
8 Specialty Court – Urban 24 961.00 

Total for 8  165 6,152.00 
9 Case Assignment 7 78.00 
9 Durational 1 15.00 

Total for 9  8 93.00 
16 Specialty Court – Rural 7 552.00 

Total for 16  7 552.00 
Grand Total  386 11,730.00 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Hours/Cost per District/Assignment Type Fiscal Year 2008 
 

Judicial District Assignment Type Number of 
Assignments 

Number of Hours 

Supreme Court Supreme Court Appeals 9 358 
Total  9 358 

1 Case Assignment 25 441.25 
1 Durational 2 7 
1 Settlement Conference 1 6 

Total for 1  28 454.25 
2 Case Assignment 13 279.00 
2 Durational 23 693.00 
2 Durational – Civil 2 55.00 
2 Durational – Criminal 3 19.50 
2 Durational – Family 43 847.75 
2 Settlement Conference 10 89.00 
2 Specialty Court - Urban 7 1452.00 

Total for 2  101 3435.25 
3 Case Assignment 7 82.50 

Total for 3  7 82.50 
4 Case Assignment 9 33.00 
4 Durational 1 30.50 
4 Durational – Civil 1 24.00 

Total for 4  11 87.50 
5 Case Assignment 9 156.25 

Total for 5  9 156.25 
6 Case Assignment 3 33.50 

Total for 6  3 33.50 
7 Case Assignment 11 211.42 

Total for 7  11 211.42 
8 Case Assignment 17 437.75 
8 Durational 47 2,890.20 
8 Durational – Civil 21 578.00 
8 Durational – Criminal 8 110.00 
8 Durational – Family 50 968.00 
8 Settlement Conference 16 108.00 
8 Short/Trial Settlement – Family 26 908.75 
8 Specialty Court – Urban 17 817.00 

Total for 8  202 6,817.70 
9 Case Assignment 13 107.00 
9 Durational 3 19.00 
9 Settlement Conference 1 9.50 
9 Short Trial/Settlement – Family 1 19.25 

Total for 9  18 154.75 
16 Specialty Court – Rural 7 596.00 

Total for 16  7 596.00 
Grand Total  406 12,387.12 
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Senior Judge Program
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